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Abstract 

This research explores recent conceptions of leadership as a shared, reciprocal 

influence process.  Contrary to traditional leader-centric approaches, such views 

suggest that leadership is performed collectively, particularly in team-based 

organisations.  However, our understanding of how such approaches are put into 

practice is lacking, especially in the commercial domain.  To bridge this gap, this 

study provides an in-depth, qualitative exploration of the interactions of team 

members in organisational settings, as they share in the leadership of their team.  

This was facilitated by the application of Social Exchange Theory as a theoretical 

foundation for the study, which enabled the research to focus on the mechanism 

through which shared leadership (SL) happens, i.e. social exchanges.   

  The empirical insights presented have been gained through multiple case studies in 

professional organisations, involving semi-structured interviews and participant 

diaries.  This fieldwork enabled the development of a framework depicting the 

exchange behaviours of those engaging in SL within their teams, providing a unique 

insight into the underlying dynamics of the SL process itself.  Overall, the study 

provides strong support for the notion that leadership can be shared by multiple 

individuals, as SL emerged in all contexts studied.  Significantly however, the 

pattern of SL was not the same in all contexts, and four distinct forms of SL are 

identified, including the specialisation in leadership behaviours, the rotation of 

leadership responsibilities, the simultaneous enactment of leadership and the 

centralisation of leadership activities.  Contributing to an understanding of what is 

shared, the study reveals that SL permits a wide variety of leadership behaviours to 

be expressed.    

  Key theoretical contributions include the framework of SL interactions (Fig. 7.6), 

illustrating how individuals make choices with regard to sharing in the leadership of 

their team; and the identification of different patterns of SL emerging from specific 

contextual and relational conditions.  Practical contributions are derived from the 

identification of leadership behaviours that are amenable to sharing, providing an 

insight into how SL could be employed to increase the leadership capacity in team-

based organisational settings. 
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1 Introduction 

This research seeks to provide an insight into recent conceptions of leadership as a 

shared reciprocal influence process, whereby leadership emerges from the ongoing 

interactions of multiple actors in a group setting (Uhl-Bien, 2006).  This concept of 

shared leadership (SL) challenges traditional singular notions of leadership which 

focus predominantly on individuals and their level of influence within a leader-

follower framework (Gronn, 2000).  The reframing of leadership as a relational 

process has encouraged a shift in focus away from the behaviours of individual 

leaders towards a broader group perspective (Clarke, 2018; Gronn, 2002).  Despite 

the growth in empirical research in the field however, our understanding of how 

groups share leadership, and what precisely is shared, is still lacking (Dust and 

Ziegert, 2012; Yammarino, Salas, Serban, Shirreffs and Shuffler, 2012), particularly 

in the commercial domain (Bolden, 2011).  This research seeks to address this gap.   

This chapter introduces the research, commencing with a discussion on the 

justification for the study, before providing a statement of the research objective and 

questions, along with an overview of the research methodology employed.  The 

contributions of the study are then discussed, and the structure of this document is 

outlined.   

1.1 Justification for the Current Study 

The modern study of leadership has spanned almost a century, resulting in a 

substantial body of theoretical and empirical work in the field (Crevani, Lindgren 

and Packendorff, 2007; Day and Antonakis, 2012; Yukl, 2013).  According to Higgs 

(2003: 273) leadership has been studied ‘more extensively than almost any other 

aspect of human behaviour in an organisational context’.  While valuable 

contributions have been made during this time (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Burns, 

1978; Conger and Kanungo, 1987; Fiedler, 1964, 1967; Hersey and Blanchard, 1969; 

Stogdill, 1974) much of the extant literature examines leadership from an 

individualistic leader-centric perspective.  Such views are consistent with a 

Weberian organisational logic (Weber, 1964) featuring hierarchical organisation 

structures and top-down managerial approaches which dominated much of the 
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twentieth century (Hopfl, 2006; Kouzes and Posner, 2007; Palmer and Dunford, 

2008).   

Recent years however have seen organisational theories discard bureaucratic 

approaches, embracing more networked forms (Hatch, 2006).  This has led to a 

growing interest in alternative approaches to leadership, with SL in particular 

advocated as a way to enable team-based organisations to operate effectively in 

complex business environments (Burke, Fiore and Salas, 2003; Yukl 2010).  SL is 

defined by Conger and Pearce (2003: 1) as ‘a dynamic interactive influence process 

among individuals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to the 

achievement of group or organisational goals or both’.  This implies a sharing of 

leadership responsibilities, so that the individual leading at any point in time is the 

one with the skills and ability for the requirements of the job at hand (Schedlitzki 

and Edwards, 2014).  Hoch and Dulebohn (2017: 4) describe this as ‘the spreading 

of leadership’ to multiple team members.  Leadership in this form has been 

described as numerous, transient, fluid, migratory, ambiguous and distributed 

(Buchanan, Addicott, Fitzgerald, Ferlie and Baeza, 2007), ‘with many leadership 

actors engaging and disengaging over time’ (Currie and Lockett, 2011: 291).   

The growing interest in SL has led to a consequent growth in empirical work 

investigating such approaches (Bolden, 2011).  However, while overall interest in SL 

is growing, ‘there is still little research on the leadership processes or collective acts 

of leadership that are not performed by formal leaders alone’ (Crevani et al., 2007: 

44). Thus, our understanding of the underlying dynamics of SL remains quite 

primitive (Conger and Pearce, 2003) and more empirical studies of SL are required 

to expand our knowledge of the SL process itself (Yammarino et al., 2012).  For 

instance, there have yet to be any processual studies that have examined the 

recognition by individuals of their role in the leadership process (Clarke, 2012).  SL 

implies a role for multiple group members in the leadership of their group, but 

existing research has not explained how this happens (Seibert, Sparrowe and Liden, 

2003).   

An important gap in SL research was noted by Sunaguchi (2015: 200) who 

concludes that current research ‘has focused little attention on the mechanism in 

which members in teams share leadership roles.’  This is echoed by Crevani, 
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Lindgren and Packendorff (2010) who suggest that the study of SL should focus on 

the practices of people in interaction.  Hiller, Day and Vance (2006: 388) assert that 

‘the epicentre of collective leadership is… the interaction of team members’ as they 

lead their team.  Thus, SL stems from the interactions of team members, when at 

least one member attempts to influence other members or the team in general.  

However, the interactions between individuals sharing leadership responsibilities 

have not been explored to date (Conger and Pearce, 2003).  One of the earliest 

definitions of ‘an interaction’ is provided by Homans (1958: 597) who stated that an 

‘interaction between persons is an exchange of goods, material and non-material.’  

To date, no research has examined what is exchanged in SL interactions.   

The purpose of this research is to explore the interactions between team members in 

organisational settings as they share in the leadership of their team, to understand 

what is exchanged in such interactions, and in what ways.  The following section 

outlines the specific gaps in existing research that will be addressed by the current 

study. 

1.1.1 The Research Gaps 

A review of the empirical literature on SL reveals significant gaps pertaining to the 

focus of existing research; the theoretical frameworks employed by researchers to 

date; the nature of contextual settings examined; and the methodological approaches 

adopted thus far.  These gaps are now discussed.   

i. Focus of existing research: To date, empirical research on SL has predominantly 

focused on evaluating the performance outcomes of shared approaches to 

leadership (e.g. Avolio, Jung, Murry and Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Carson, 

Tesluk and Marrone, 2007; Muethel et al., 2012), with few insights into the 

dynamics of the SL process itself.  While such studies largely support the view 

that SL can contribute positively to team performance (e.g. Pearce and Ensley, 

2001; Fransen, Delvaux, Mesquita and Van Puyenbroeck, 2018), there have been 

fewer insights into what is actually shared or how.  Consequently, the extent to 

which leadership can be shared within a group, and how it is enacted among the 

members of a group remains unclear (Dust and Ziegert, 2012; Yammarino et al., 

2012).  This study addresses this gap by exploring the interactions of team 
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members as they share in the leadership of their team.  Focusing on the 

interactions at the centre of the SL process provides an opportunity to advance 

our understanding of what is exchanged during such interactions; how 

‘interactants’ share the leadership space (Chreim, 2015: 3); which leadership 

behaviours are amenable to sharing; and how individuals make choices regarding 

whether or not to share in the leadership process.   

ii. Theoretical frameworks: The empirical literature reviewed in this study reveals 

that the dominant theoretical frameworks adopted by researchers in studies of SL 

to date include aggregation1 (Pearce and Ensley, 2001; Hoch, Pearce and Welzel, 

2010),  where each team member measures what the ‘team as a whole’ performs 

in terms of leadership; and social network theory (Small and Rentsch, 2010; 

Ishikawa, 2012)  where each team member rates all other team members in terms 

of their respective leadership influence.  While these theoretical frameworks 

have provided researchers with the tools to identify the extent to which SL is 

occurring overall (aggregation) and where in the work unit the leadership 

influence is located (social network theory), they may not satisfactorily reveal the 

nature of the ‘dynamic interactive influence process…’ referred to by Conger and 

Pearce (2003: 1).  As suggested by some authors, a more sophisticated approach 

is required (Locke, 2003).  This research study suggests that a theoretical 

framework is needed which accommodates the social and interactive nature of 

SL and proposes Social Exchange Theory (SET) as a suitable framework in this 

regard.  SET has been described as an approach to analysing the behavioural 

choices of individuals in social exchanges (Cook and Rice, 2003) and as such 

provides a promising framework to enable the study to explore the resources 

individuals contribute in such interactions; the costs and rewards associated with 

contributing to SL; the outcomes of SL interactions; and the extent to which acts 

of SL are reciprocated by others over time.  Understanding these aspects of SL 

will allow scholars and practitioners to recognise the benefits of multiple 

leadership perspectives, along with the costs of such approaches. 

                                                 

1 While aggregation is a measurement technique and not a theory per se, it has been used in the SL 

literature (e.g. D’Innocenzo et al. 2014) to describe a theoretically distinct approach to the 

conceptualisation of SL as the sum of the overall leadership provided by members of a group. 
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iii. Contextual settings: Empirical studies of SL thus far have been largely focused 

on specific geographic and sector areas, most notably the education sector in the 

UK and the health sector in the US (Bolden, 2011).  Outside of such, largely 

public-sector contexts, there are few accounts of how SL is experienced and how 

it can be practiced in commercial settings.  Previous studies confirm that the 

leadership needs of commercial and non-commercial organisations are not the 

same (Andersen, 2010; Bourantas and Papalexandris, 1993; Hansen and 

Villadsen, 2010).  The concern raised here is that an over-reliance on one sector 

as the principal source of empirical research may be conceptually limiting our 

understanding of SL.  This research study bridges this gap, extending SL 

research into commercial organisational contexts.  A full rationale for extending 

SL research into the commercial domain is provided in Section 3.2 of this 

document.   

iv. Methodological approaches:  As a research area, SL ‘remains largely a 

quantitative domain’ (Serban and Roberts, 2016: 195), where the dominant 

epistemological orientation has been positivist.  However, many scholars have 

noted the importance of qualitative approaches to capture the richness and 

complexity of phenomena such as leadership (Bryman, Bresnen, Beardsworth 

and Keil, 1988; Conger, 1998; Ospina, 2004).  Thus, there is a potential 

weakness in the current body of research, as the subtle relationships which 

influence and support SL in organisational settings have not been fully 

investigated (Daspit, Tillman, Boyd and Mckee, 2013; Fausing, Jeppesen and 

Joensson, 2013; Hoch and Kozlowski, 2014).  By beginning with quantitative 

methodologies, which may be appropriate for more mature theories, initial 

exploratory work to understand SL has been overlooked.  This is not to suggest 

that a focus on scientific utility is not important, but that by adopting a positivist 

stance, researchers are in danger of overlooking the potential of using alternative 

interpretive paradigms with accompanying methodologies, which may surface 

different ways of exploring SL.  This research concurs with the view that 

leadership is primarily a social phenomenon (Grint, 2000) that relies on the 

subjective interpretations of followers and thus an interpretive epistemological 

position may be more appropriate for studying it.  Ulhoi and Muller (2014: 81) 

specifically call for qualitative studies to ‘enable us to expand our understanding 

of the important micro-dynamics at play’ in SL processes. To address these 
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methodological issues, this study adopts a qualitative approach, employing semi-

structured interviews and participant diaries to capture incidents of SL over a 

series of time points.    

The research gaps identified above provide a strong rationale for this exploratory 

research to delve into the interactions of team members as they share in the 

leadership of their team (Avolio et al., 1996; Drucker, 2001; Pearce and Sims 2000).  

As Yukl (1998: 504) argues, ‘the extent to which leadership can be shared…and the 

implications for the design of organisations are important and interesting questions 

that deserve more research’.  This study responds to such calls for further research 

to explore this alternative leadership approach (Carson et al., 2007; Day, Gronn and 

Salas, 2004; Hildebrand, Droge and Marsick, 2012; Yukl, 2010).  The overarching 

objective of this research, and the associated research questions to be addressed are 

now outlined. 

1.2 Research Objective and Questions 

This research pursues the following research objective: 

To explore the interactions of team members in organisational settings as 

they share in the leadership of their team, in order to understand what is 

being shared and in what ways. 

To achieve this objective, the research seeks to answer the following questions: 

i. To what extent do organisational team members share in the leadership of 

their team? 

ii. What social exchange conditions influence the emergence of shared 

leadership in organisational teams? 

iii. Which leadership behaviours are most frequently shared by organisational 

team members? 

iv. What are the predominant patterns of shared leadership that emerge over time 

in organisational teams? 

v. What exchange factors are at play when organisational team members share 

in the leadership of their team? 

vi. What are the costs and rewards associated with shared leadership in 

organisational settings? 
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1.3 Research Design 

The research design selected for this study is a multiple case study approach, using 

qualitative sources of evidence.  Such approaches are recommended where the 

researcher is interested in in-depth discovery (Merriam, 2009) and where a deeper 

understanding of contextual factors can help to explain differences in what is being 

observed (Eisenhardt, 1989).  The case studies in this instance were comprised of 

multiple qualitative data collection techniques, drawing on one-to-one semi-

structured interviews (Rubin and Rubin, 2012), participant diaries and documentary 

analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  Specifically, parallel case studies were conducted 

with four organisational teams, while a fifth case study commenced later.  Overall, 

the case studies were carried out over a twenty-one-month period (May 2016-Feb 

2018).  To ensure data collection was focused specifically on incidents of SL, the 

approach incorporated critical incident technique (CIT), which is a procedure for 

gathering important facts concerning behaviour in defined situations (Flanagan, 

1954).  Further details pertaining to the methodology adopted for this study are 

discussed in Chapter four. 

1.4 Theoretical, Methodological and Practical Contributions 

An important feature of this research is the application of Social Exchange Theory 

(SET) as a theoretical foundation for the study of SL interactions.  SET provides an 

opportunity to gain an insight into how individuals make choices in relation to 

contributing to SL, and how these contributions unfold in the interactions between 

individuals.  To date, the interactions between individuals sharing leadership 

responsibilities have not been explored, and this research aims to address this gap.  

The exploration of SL interactions from this social exchange perspective is unique in 

the literature, constituting an important contribution of this study.  

An additional feature is the use of a qualitative methodology for the research study to 

capture the characteristics of the interactions taking place and the nature of the 

exchanges.  As highlighted above, much of the existing research on SL has been 

drawn from studies employing quantitative methods and cross-sectional research 

designs (Carson et al., 2007; Hoch et al., 2010).  The literature reviewed suggests 

that in-depth, qualitative studies are required to comprehensively understand the 

underlying dynamics of SL (Conger and Pearce, 2003; Daspit et al., 2013; Fausing et 
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al., 2013; Hoch and Kozlowski, 2014; Shamir and Lapidot, 2003).  Thus, this study 

responds to calls for more intensive research to understand the complex processes 

involved in SL in practice (Yukl, 2010).  Moreover, the use of critical incident 

technique (CIT) in the application of this research enabled the researcher to gain an 

understanding of SL events from the perspective of the individuals who experienced 

them.  This perspective has been absent from the SL literature to date. 

This research also contributes to practice by ultimately providing a framework of SL 

interactions, which is offered as a blueprint for managers in commercial 

organisations to consult, to encourage shared approaches to leadership to emerge, 

where appropriate.  Moreover, this research has identified the specific leadership 

responsibilities that are most amenable to sharing by team members in commercial 

settings.  This provides an opportunity for managers to identify how vertical 

leadership (VL) and SL might complement each other, reducing role duplication and 

contributing to team and organisational performance. 

In summary, key features of this research include the application of social exchange 

theory to explore the interactions of team members sharing leadership in 

organisational settings; the adoption of a qualitative approach enabling a more in-

depth understanding of the dynamics of SL to be achieved; the extension of SL 

research to the commercial domain; and the development of a framework of SL 

which practitioners can consult to encourage shared approaches to leadership to 

emerge where appropriate.    

1.5 Thesis Structure 

This document is structured as follows: 

Chapter one has introduced the nature of the research topic, provided a justification 

for the research, outlined the research objective and questions, and introduced the 

methodological approach employed.  

Chapter two provides a critical review of the theoretical literature in the field of SL, 

defining the concept, comparing it to VL, tracing its historical origins and presenting 

the reasons for its recent prominence in the theory and practice of leadership. 
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Chapter three provides a systematic literature review of existing empirical research 

examining SL in commercial organisational settings.  Following the systematic 

review, a framework of existing research is developed, mapping the landscape of 

current research in the field, identifying the underlying dynamics of the SL process 

as a significant gap in existing research.  Subsequently, the chapter introduces and 

discusses the theoretical perspective on which this research study is based, namely, 

Social Exchange Theory (SET).  Here, the rationale for adopting SET as a theoretical 

base for this research is explained, before an overview of the relevant literature on 

SET is presented.  The chapter then describes the contextual settings of the study, 

incorporating commercial and non-commercial organisational teams.  

Chapter four describes the overall methodology adopted for the study.  The chapter 

begins with a discussion on the philosophical assumptions guiding the study, before 

introducing the qualitative research design adopted.  A detailed explanation of how 

this design was operationalised is provided to enhance the legitimacy of the research.  

Further details regarding the specific methods of data collection and the approach to 

data analysis are also provided.  A profile of each organisation and participating 

team is presented, summarising defining team characteristics.  The chapter concludes 

by discussing the ethical considerations of the study. 

Chapter five presents the contextual findings and the SL patterns which emerged in 

each team studied, following an analysis of the critical incidents of SL provided by 

participants.  These findings illustrate the extent to which leadership was distributed 

(or centralised) in each of the teams studied, which leadership responsibilities were 

most frequently shared, and what patterns emerged in each context. 

Chapter six presents the empirical findings relating to the nature of SL interactions, 

and the relational conditions which emerged within each of the participating teams 

over the course of the study.  Finally, an analysis of the exchange factors at play 

when individuals shared in the leadership of their team is provided.   

Chapter seven provides a synthesised analysis of the overall research findings in 

light of the extant literature reviewed.  The discussion references the research 

questions set, pursuing a comparative analysis between the empirical findings and 

the literature, to generate new insights into the phenomenon. 
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Chapter eight outlines the main conclusions drawn from this research study, 

recognising the limitations associated with pursuing research of this nature.  The 

chapter addresses, in turn, each of the research questions and draws conclusions in 

relation to each. Finally, the chapter considers contributions from this research to 

both theory and practice and recommends avenues for future research.   

1.6 Chapter conclusion 

This research responds to the growing recognition that traditional vertical approaches 

to leadership are inadequate to meet the needs of modern team-based organisations.  

Despite the growing interest in shared approaches to leadership however, research to 

date is limited and there is ample ground to be covered (Conger and Pearce, 2003).  

To date, research has not explored the interactions of team members at the heart of 

this leadership process.  The purpose of this study is to address this gap by exploring 

the interactions of team members as they share in the leadership of their team, in 

organisational settings.  This chapter has introduced the nature and significance of 

the research, positioned the study in the context of its background, and justified the 

research in terms of the identified research gaps.  The methodology employed has 

also been introduced and the structure of the thesis outlined.  A review of the extant 

theoretical literature on SL is presented in the succeeding chapter. 
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2 Review of Theoretical Literature  

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a critical review of the extant theoretical literature on shared 

leadership (SL), providing an insight into the nature of the concept and examining 

the potential differences between SL and more traditional vertical approaches.  The 

origins of SL are then examined, by tracing historical developments over the past 

century that have increasingly recognised leadership as a relational activity, leading 

incrementally to the recent articulation of SL as an organisational possibility (Conger 

and Pearce, 2003).  The chapter then reviews the contextual factors underlying the 

recent prominence of the SL approach both in the literature, and increasingly, in the 

modern workplace.  Facilitators and inhibitors of a shared approach to leadership are 

then discussed before a critical analysis of the benefits and challenges of a shared 

approach are presented, from an individual and organisational perspective.      

2.2 Defining Leadership 

Leadership has long been recognised as an integral part of the management of 

organisations (Kotter, 1988; Mintzberg, 1980) and it is increasingly argued that in 

today’s dynamic, global environment, leadership holds the answer ‘not only to the 

success of individuals and organisations, but also to sectors, regions and nations’ 

(Bolden, 2004: 4).  However, while the significance of leadership is widely 

acknowledged (Nahavandi, 2012; Yukl, 2013) there remains a lack of consensus on 

what it is, or how to define it, leading to the common deduction that it is still an 

‘essentially contested concept’ (Gallie, 1955 cited in Grint, 2005: 1).  Indeed, Rost 

(1991) notes that, although the leadership literature is vast, it is often contradictory, 

confusing and lacking cohesion.  Nonetheless, while acknowledging that ‘there is no 

single “correct” definition that captures the essence of leadership’ (Yukl, 2013: 23), 

a broad definition is required to introduce the concept as a domain of inquiry for this 

study.   

A definition commonly used in the field is that proposed by Northouse (2010: 3) 

who defines leadership as ‘a process whereby an individual influences a group of 

individuals to achieve a common goal’.  This definition illustrates four common 

themes in the way leadership is frequently conceived in the literature (Bolden, 2004; 
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Northouse, 2010; Yukl, 2013).  Firstly, leadership is a process, or ‘a transactional 

event’ (Northouse, 2010: 3), as opposed to a trait or characteristic residing in an 

individual.  While some continue to view leadership as a specialised role undertaken 

by appointed individuals (Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991; Lord, Foti and De Vader, 

1984), the definition proposed by Northouse highlights a recent shift towards a 

process view (Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014).  This conceptualises leadership as an 

influence process, occurring within a social system, where leadership functions may 

be carried out by different individuals, who may be formal (assigned) or informal 

(emergent) leaders (Hogg, 2001; Watson and Hoffman, 2004).  Thus, the leadership 

process occurs when any individual is engaged in influencing others in the group to 

achieve a goal.   

A second component of Northouse’s definition highlights the importance of 

influence, viewed by many as ‘the essence of leadership’ (Yukl, 2013: 188).  This 

condition indicates that, to be effective as a leader, it is necessary to influence others 

to support proposals and implement decisions (Yukl, 2013).  Day and Antonakis 

(2012) explain that this influence process occurs between a leader and followers and 

is impacted by the follower’s perceptions and attributions of the leader, and the 

context within which the influencing process occurs.  This definition recognises 

leadership as a relational process in which followers have a role.   

Thirdly, the definition proposed by Northouse states that leadership occurs in a 

group context, as ‘others are required for leadership to occur’ (Northouse, 2010: 3).  

This distinguishes leadership from self-leadership approaches (Manz and Sims, 

1980; Manz and Sims, 1987), which focus on individuals developing the skills to 

manage and lead their own performance.  Finally, leadership involves goal 

attainment, meaning that leaders direct the activities of others to achieve something 

together.   

Throughout the mainstream literature, individuals who engage in leadership are 

referred to as ‘leaders’, while those toward whom leadership is directed are referred 

to as ‘followers’ (Northouse, 2010; Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014).  While 

followers are increasingly identified as important participants in the leadership 

process, leadership studies have tended to follow two alternate streams or approaches 

to leadership research which can be distinguished to a certain extent by the relative 
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importance of followers (Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber, 2009; Wang, Waldman 

and Zhang, 2014).   

Adopting this view, some authors have suggested that the study of leadership can be 

broadly differentiated along psychological and sociological traditions (Schedlitzki 

and Edwards, 2014).  The psychological perspective emphasises and clearly elevates 

the individual leader and their level of influence in the context of the leader-follower 

framework (Bryman, 2011; Dansereau, Graen and Haga, 1975; Kozlowski, Gully, 

McHugh and Cannon-Bowers, 1996; Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014).  The 

sociological perspective emphasises a more relational approach and stresses the 

equally important role of leaders and followers in terms of the leadership process 

(Avolio et al., 1996; Carson et al., 2007; Collinson, 2011; Grint, 2011), so that ‘there 

is a reduced distinction between leader and follower, because team members may fill 

either of these roles at any given time’ (Nicolaides, LaPort, Chen, Tomassetti, Weis, 

Zaccaro and Cortina, 2014: 924). 

Having broadly defined the concept of leadership, the following sections explore the 

specific leadership perspectives relevant to this study in more detail.  Namely, the 

more dominant vertical leadership (VL) perspective, consistent with the 

psychological approach introduced above, as well as more recent conceptions of SL, 

consistent with the sociological stream of research, are now discussed.  After 

reviewing the prevailing literature in relation to these approaches (vertical and 

shared), a table is then presented, summarising and contrasting the central features 

relating to each.  

2.2.1 Vertical Approaches to Leadership 

 

...leadership studies and leadership development were for the greater 

part of the 20th century predominantly concerned with the individual 

leader. 

(Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014: 5). 

VL describes formal and hierarchical top-down leadership approaches, focusing on 

an individual in a formal leadership role (Hoch, 2013; Morgeson, DeRue and Karam, 

2010).  Vertical approaches to leadership, commonly referred to as ‘leader-centric’ 

are consistent with psychologically driven approaches, in that they focus ‘primarily 

on individuals and their internal dynamics’ (Collinson, 2011: 183), typically seeking 
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to contribute to an understanding of what makes an effective leader (Schedlitzki and 

Edwards, 2014).  Theories associated with this approach include trait (Bird, 1940; 

Fraser, 1978; Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991; Mann, 1959; Shaw, 1976; Stewart, 1963; 

Stogdill, 1974), contingency (Fiedler, 1964, 1967; Hersey and Blanchard, 1969, 

1993; Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 1958), path-goal (House and Mitchell, 1974), 

charismatic (Conger and Kanungo, 1987; Shamir, 1992) and transformational 

leadership (Bass, 1985; Bass and Avolio, 1994) theories.  While this approach has 

dominated leadership studies for some time, critical views of the individualistic 

approach have increased within the wider leadership literature (Avolio, 2007; 

Fairhurst, 2007; Jackson and Parry, 2008).  Zaccaro and Klimoski (2001: 12) for 

instance criticise such leadership theories in the psychological domain, where 

‘leadership is typically considered without adequate regard for the… contingencies 

that affect and moderate its conduct...’  Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001: 414) are 

similarly critical of this field for its tendency to follow a more reductionist strategy, 

concluding that ‘leaders are one element of an interactive network that is far bigger 

than they’. 

According to Collinson (2011), the emphasis on individualistic leadership 

perspectives is problematic because it views the nature of leadership as solely a top-

down influence process where leaders change their followers’ vision to reach a 

predefined goal.  This overly simplifies what is a complex relationship (Crevani et 

al., 2007; Duta, 2011) presuming that followers are ‘passive, reactive and compliant’ 

on the one hand while leaders are visionary and heroic on the other (Schedlitzki and 

Edwards, 2014: 101).   The subsequent lack of focus on followers has also been 

highlighted as an issue in the literature by authors such as Hollander (1995) and 

Meindl, Ehrlich and Dukerich (1985), whose work on the romance of leadership 

suggests that the organisational success attributed to leaders may be no more than a 

halo effect.  A key problem identified with the leader-centric approach is that the 

very word ‘follower’ carries notions of inferiority and hence reinforces a power 

imbalance in the leader-follower relationship (Jackson and Parry, 2011). 

These criticisms have led to a questioning of the dominant solo leader or heroic 

perspective and a growing concern that the leader-follower dualism is untenable as a 

unit of analysis (Gronn, 2008; Yukl, 2013).  ‘Criticisms of prevailing conceptions of 

leadership…is palpable and increasing’ (Gronn, 2002: 425) stemming from the 
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limitations of approaches which contain ‘a bias towards heroic conceptions of 

leadership’ (Yukl, 2010: 289) placing responsibility for leadership firmly in the 

hands of the leader, thus representing the follower as somewhat passive in the 

process.  This has led to calls for a reframing of leadership as a relational, collective, 

social process (Conger and Pearce, 2003; Cox, Pearce and Perry, 2003; Fletcher and 

Kaufer, 2003).  Developments in this regard are now discussed. 

2.2.2 Relational Approaches to Leadership 

...we have seen a shift towards relational, social constructivist views of 

leadership and a distinct move away from the individual leader towards 

leadership as a social process. 

(Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014: 5) 

Recent contributions to leadership theory are offering alternative views to the 

vertical approach described above, by emphasizing leadership as a socially 

constructed process where followers play an equally important role as leaders (Cope, 

Kempster and Parry, 2011; Fairhurst, 2007; Grint, 1997; Parry, 1998; Riggio et al., 

2008; Shamir, 2007).  This alternative approach argues for a more systemic 

perspective, ‘whereby leadership responsibility is dissociated from formal… roles, 

and the action and influence of people at all levels is recognised as integral to the… 

functioning of the organisation’ (Bolden, 2007: 22).  This perspective suggests that 

‘leadership is not something ‘done’ by an individual ‘to’ others’ ...[it] is a group 

activity that works through and within relationships, rather than individual action’ 

(Bennett, Wise, Woods and Harvey, 2003: 3).  Instead of being the remit of a chosen 

few, leadership is viewed as a collective social process, described as a fluid or 

emergent property rather than a fixed phenomenon (Barker, 1997; Harris, 2005; 

Spillane, 2006; Uhl- Bien, 2006).   

This collective, emergent view of leadership as a relational process overlaps with a 

variety of leadership approaches proposed in the literature, including SL (Carson et 

al., 2007; Clarke, 2012; Conger and Pearce, 2003; Pearce and Manz, 2005), 

distributed leadership (Ancona and Backman, 2010; Bolden, 2011; Currie, Lockett 

and Suhomlinova, 2009; Gronn, 2002; Thorpe, Gold and Lawler, 2011), collective 

leadership (Contractor, DeChurch, Carson, Carter and Keegan, 2012; Denis, 

Lamothe and Langley, 2001), collaborative leadership (Rosenthal, 1998; Wallace, 

2002), multi-directional leadership (Edwards, Winter and Bailey, 2002), rotated 
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leadership (Erez, Lepine and Elms, 2002), emergent leadership (Beck, 1981; 

Hollander, 1961), co-leadership (Vine, Holmes, Marra, Pfeifer and Jackson, 2008); 

authentic leadership (Avolio and Gardner, 2005); and mutual leadership (Bowers and 

Seashore, 1966).  While the specific meanings of these related terms are not clearly 

distinguished in the literature, Schedlitzki and Edwards (2014) suggest that the 

variety of terms may be highlighting different levels of dispersion.  For example, the 

term co-leadership refers to a duopoly, while SL is more dispersed, referring to 

wider group involvement.  Distributed leadership denotes an even wider dispersion, 

encapsulating institutional leadership (Gronn, 2008) where leadership responsibility 

is dispersed throughout the organisation and not only in a team context (Fausing et 

al., 2013).  Fitzsimons, Turnbull and Denyer (2011: 314) reviewed the historical 

development of shared and distributed leadership, concluding that they evolved 

‘from separate conversations in separate literatures’.  Their review of the historical 

origins of shared and distributed leadership traced SL to developments in the team-

based literature, while distributed leadership emerged from developments in the 

education sector to move away from top down leadership.  However, other authors 

suggest that the term ‘distributed leadership’ can be considered to incorporate 

shared, dispersed and other forms of leadership (Leithwood, Mascall and Strauss, 

2009; Thorpe et al., 2011).  Moreover, others such as Avolio et al., (2009) refer to 

the terms ‘shared leadership’, ‘distributed leadership’, and ‘collective leadership’ 

interchangeably.  Thus, distinguishing between these terms is problematic, as 

‘authors either tend to use these terms interchangeably or go to great lengths to 

distinguish between them’ (Bolden, 2011: 256).   

For the purpose of this study, the term ‘shared leadership’ is adopted and will now 

be defined.  Definitions of the related terms identified above are provided in 

Appendix A. 

 Shared Leadership 

A broad definition of SL views it as a management approach based on a philosophy 

of shared governance (Erkutlu, 2012) in which those performing the work are 

considered the ones best placed to know how to improve the process (Jackson, 2000; 

Spooner, Keenan and Card, 1997).  A more revealing definition from Conger and 

Pearce (2003: 1) presents SL as ‘a dynamic interactive influence process among 
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individuals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to the 

achievement of group or organisational goals or both’.  This describes a sharing of 

duties, so that different individuals are leading the group at different times, 

depending on their skills and the requirements of the task at hand (Schedlitzki and 

Edwards, 2014).   

Similarly, Wang et al. (2014: 181) define SL as an emergent team property of mutual 

influence and shared responsibility among team members, ‘where they lead each 

other toward goal achievement’.  In line with these definitions, Nicolaides et al., 

(2014: 924) define SL as ‘a set of interactive influence processes in which team 

leadership functions are voluntarily shared among internal team members in the 

pursuit of team goals.’  In essence, the team members share the leadership function 

and influence one another ‘to forge a direction the team needs to accomplish its 

objectives’ (Wood and Fields, 2007: 252).  This concurs with Yukl’s (1989) view 

that SL refers to individual members of a team, voluntarily engaging in activities that 

influence the team and other team members.  Bergman, Rentsch, Small, Davenport 

and Bergman, (2012) similarly state that SL occurs when two or more members 

engage in the leadership of a team or organisational unit, in an effort to influence and 

direct fellow members to maximise team effectiveness. 

SL then is defined in a number of ways, but central to the concept is the idea that 

leadership is detached from a specific role or function (Shamir, 2007) and provided 

by more than only the formally appointed leader (Pearce and Sims, 2002).  

Furthermore, nearly all definitions of SL refer to a ‘process of influence… built upon 

more than just downward influence on subordinates or followers by an appointed or 

elected leader’ (Pearce, Manz and Sims, 2009: 234) suggesting that the direction of 

leadership influence may be lateral and upward, as well as downward.  Thus, a 

central theme is the practice of sharing influence among multiple individuals, rather 

than centralising it in one single individual.  According to Avolio et al. (2009), this 

concept of SL differs significantly from traditional, hierarchical, or vertical models 

of leadership (Pearce and Sims, 2002).  In contrast to VL approaches, SL is 

presented as a non-positional, relational, emergent property of a group, drawing on 

the varieties of expertise which are distributed across the many not the few (Bennett 

et al., 2003).   
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Burke et al., (2003: 104) agree with these views and postulate about the potential 

benefits of a shared approach, stating that SL refers to ‘a leadership process in which 

the leadership function is dynamically transferred within the team’ in order to take 

advantage of individual member strengths.  They further explain that this 

transference of leadership functions among team members may happen many times 

during the teams’ progression towards a goal.  From these definitions, the question 

of SL becomes a question of the extent to which individuals, other than those 

formally appointed, can operate in an influential role within an organisational unit 

(Seers, Keller and Wilkerson, 2003).  While the dynamics of how and why the 

transference of leadership happens are still unclear (Burke et al., 2003), SL clearly 

represents a shift away from vertical, positional or role definitions of leadership 

towards a more inclusive approach where the boundaries between leaders and 

followers become blurred (Shamir, 2007).   

2.2.3 Comparing Vertical and Shared Leadership 

Having considered the prevailing literature relating to both vertical and shared 

approaches to leadership, Table 2.1 below presents a summary, contrasting the 

central features relating to each approach: 

Table 2-1 Comparison of Vertical and Shared Leadership Approaches 

Theme 

 

Vertical Leadership  

Approaches 

Shared Leadership  

Approaches 
Leader View Individual  

(leader as a 

person). 

Bass (1985);  

Blake and 

Mouton (1964); 

Conger and 

Kanungo 

(1987); Day and 

Antonakis 

(2012); Fiedler 

(1964, 1967); 

Stogdill (1974).  

Group  

(leadership is a 

group 

process). 

 

Bennett et al. 

(2003); Bolden 

(2007); Gibb 

(1954);   Gronn 

(2008); Heifetz 

and Laurie 

(2001); Yukl 

(1999).   

Source of 

leadership 

Planned  

(leader formally 

appointed). 

 

Lewin (cited in 

Burns, 2009); 

Stogdill, (1974).  

Emergent  

(leadership 

informally 

emerges from 

group 

interactions). 

 

Barker (1997); 

Beck (1981);  

Uhl-Bien 

(2006); 

Vanderslice 

(1988); Yukl, 

(1999).  
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Theme 

 

Vertical Leadership  

Approaches 

Shared Leadership  

Approaches 
Focus Followers. Graen (1976), 

Hersey and 

Blanchard 

(1969); Kelley 

(1988); Liden, 

Sparrow and 

Wayne, (1997). 

Collaborators. Alimo-Metcalf 

and Alban-

Metcalfe 

(2001); Barker 

(1997); Rost 

(1991). 

Leadership 

perspective 

Positional. Fiedler (1964, 

1967); Hersey 

and Blanchard 

(1977); 

Kirkpatrick and  

Liden et al. 

(1997); Locke, 

(1991). 

Relational.  Clarke, (2018); 

Cunliffe and 

Eriksen (2011); 

Hosking (1988, 

2007); Hosking 

and Morley 

(1988, 1991); 

Uhl-Bien 

(2006).  

Organisational 

logic 

Rational / 

analytical (all 

parts of the org 

operate as rational 

actors).  

Elmore (1978); 

Weber (1964). 

 

Complexity 

(org is self-

organising, 

operating on 

the edge of 

chaos). 

 

Burns (2009); 

Fletcher and 

Kaufer (2003); 

Holland (2006); 

Mitleton-Kelly 

(2003). 

Basis of thinking Systems-control 

thinking (org. as 

goal pursuing 

entity). 

House (1971); 

Vroom (1964).  

Process-

relational 

thinking (org. 

as ongoing 

patterns of 

meaning 

making and 

activity though 

people in 

relationships). 

Hay and 

Hodgkinson 

(2006);  Uhl-

Bien (2006); 

Yukl (1999). 

Organisational 

goals 

Clear, given and 

fixed. 

House (1971); 

Rosenbach 

(2003). 

Ambiguous 

and constantly 

changing. 

Bolden (2007); 

Clarke (2012). 

Direction of 

influence 

Vertical (top-

down). 

Erkutlu, (2012); 

Locke (2003).  

Multi-

directional: 

Peer, lateral, 

upward, 

downward. 

 

Ancona (2005);  

Pearce et al. 

(2009); Senge 

(1999). 
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Theme 

 

Vertical Leadership  

Approaches 

Shared Leadership  

Approaches 
Underlying 

theories 

Classical, Trait, 

Behavioural, 

Contingency, 

Charismatic, 

Transformational. 

Bass (1985); 

Burns and 

Stalker (1961); 

Fiedler 1964; 

1967); Weber 

(1964). 

Activity 

theory; 

Complexity 

theory; 

Organisational 

learning; 

Leader-

member 

exchange 

theory; Social 

Exchange 

Theory. 

Festinger, 

(1954);  

Mitleton-Kelly 

(2003); Senge 

(1999). 

Cultural 

Perspective 

Unitarist. 

 

Bass and Avolio 

(1994); Conger 

and Kanungo 

(1987). 

Pluralist. Dzimbiri 

(2008); 

Farnham 

(1993); Giles 

(1989). 

Key Leadership 

Skills 

Developing a 

vision and 

influencing 

others. 

Bass (1990); 

Conger and 

Kanungo 

(1987); Locke 

(2003). 

Negotiation, 

networking, 

conflict 

resolution, 

focus on 

learning and 

self-

awareness. 

Elmuti, Abebe 

and Nicolosi, 

(2005);  

Goleman 

(2004); Hay and 

Hodgkinson 

(2006). 

As illustrated in Table 2.1 above, the shared approach is a significant departure from 

vertical approaches to leadership in a number of important ways including how 

leaders emerge, where leaders reside, the directional use of influence, and the skills 

required of effective leaders.  While proponents of the SL approach clearly support 

the view that SL should complement, not replace VL (Hoch, 2013; Hoch and 

Dulebohn, 2013; Conger and Pearce, 2003; Wang et al., 2013), it is not clear how 

VL and SL might co-exist within an organisational setting, or to what extent they 

might be compatible (Carson et al., 2007; Shamir and Lapidot, 2003) given the 

theoretical differences highlighted above.  Some researchers have suggested that, 

rather than juxtaposing these two forms (vertical and shared), VL may serve as an 

antecedent of SL (Carson et al., 2007; Hoch and Dulebohn, 2013).  To further 

explore the nature of SL, and to understand its relationship to VL, the historical roots 

of the concept will now be discussed. 
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2.3 The Historical Development of Shared Leadership 

This section examines the historical development of SL, describing firstly, the 

dominance of individualistic leadership approaches throughout the twentieth century, 

before identifying incremental movements over this period towards a shared 

approach.  

2.3.1 The Dominance of Vertical Approaches  

A review of its origins reveals that SL can be traced back to ancient times (Lambert-

Olsson, 2004; Oduro, 2004; Sally, 2002).  Oduro (2004: 4) for instance, identifies SL 

as ‘one of the most ancient leadership notions recommended for fulfilling 

organisational goals through people’.  Sally (2002: 84) concurs, referencing 

Republican Rome where ‘successful systems of co-leadership... lasted for over four 

centuries’.  However, it is equally acknowledged in the literature that over the course 

of history, most organisations have been led by one central leader in a hierarchical 

fashion (Crevani et al., 2007; Halal, 1994; Hatch, 1997; Wood, 2005).   

In the modern era, Harris (2009: 3) suggests that SL ‘can be traced back as far as 

the mid [19]20s and possibly earlier’.  In 1924 for instance, Mary Parker Follett 

wrote that ‘one should not only look to the designated leader, but one should let 

logic dictate to whom one should look for guidance’ (cited by Crainer, 2000: 72).  

However, apart from Follett’s (1924) references to group influences, most views at 

this time (1920s) advocated vertical approaches centring on an individual leader 

exercising top-down authority in a command and control style (Fayol, 1916, 1949; 

Taylor, 1903, 1911; Weber, 1924).  The consensus during this period clearly 

emphasised the principle of unity of command where ‘orders should come from 

above and be followed by those below’ (Conger and Pearce, 2003: 6).  This classical 

organisational form was characterised by single leaders in formal positions, 

exercising power over multiple followers who had little influence on managerial 

decision-making (Seers et al., 2003).  According to Pearce and Manz (2005) the 

notion that subordinates, or followers, should have any role in the leadership process 

was quite unthinkable at this time. 

Such views prevailed until the Hawthorne Studies of the 1930s (Mayo, 1933) which 

for the first time identified the workplace as a social system (Roethlisberger and 
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Dickson, 1939).   This research gained considerable influence at the time, 

inaugurating ‘a revolution in employee and supervisory attitudes’ (Whitehead, 1938 

in Donnelly, 2004: 440).  According to Conger and Pearce (2003) the advances in 

managerial thinking arising from the Hawthorne studies was an important step 

towards the recent conceptualisation of SL as an alternative organisational approach.  

Despite this however, interest in the concept of shared approaches to leadership was 

slow to develop and an examination of theoretical developments in the leadership 

field over the following decades (1940s-1990s) reveals a dominant discourse focused 

on individualistic vertical approaches with the formally appointed leader centre-stage 

as the focus of analysis (Pearce and Manz, 2005b).  The following section discusses 

developments in leadership theory and practice over this time. 

2.3.2 Developments in Leadership Theories: 1940s-1990s 

Bryman’s (1996) chronology of leadership theories illustrates clearly the trend 

emphasising individualistic concepts of leadership over this period.  Bryman (1996) 

identifies trait theories (Bird, 1940; Fraser, 1978; Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991; 

Stogdill 1974) as the earliest of such approaches, followed by behavioural theories 

(Blake and Mouton, 1964; Fleishman, 1953).  Both approaches focused on 

individual leaders and were driven by the assumption that isolating a set of traits or 

behaviours respectively, could better inform the selection and promotion of 

individuals into leadership positions.  It is now widely accepted that no definitive set 

of traits, nor set of behaviours, can predict leadership success for all situations 

(Bolden, 2004).  A third phase of leadership theories thus emerged in the form of 

situational or contingency theories (e.g. Fiedler, 1964, 1967; Hersey and Blanchard, 

1969, 1993; Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 1958) attempting to explain leadership 

effectiveness in different situations by emphasizing the importance of contextual 

factors.  This expanded the unit of analyses from solely the ‘leader’ to the ‘leader-

follower’ and this duality became the focus of most research thereafter (Gronn, 

2002).   

Lastly, Bryman (1996) identifies ‘new theories of leadership’ as the final 

chronological phase in the development of leadership theories, which emphasise the 

articulation of a vision and the leader’s ability to inspire followers to act in a way 

which is required to realise the leader’s vision (Higgs, 2003).  Charismatic (e.g. 
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Conger and Kanungo, 1987; Shamir, 1992) and transformational leadership (e.g. 

Bass, 1985; Bass and Avolio, 1994) are examples of such ‘new theories’ where a 

leader stimulates followers to change their motives, beliefs, values and capabilities 

so that their interests and personal goals become congruent with the organisation.  

Despite their popularity however, confidence, particularly in the charismatic view of 

leadership, is rapidly declining, with the growing awareness that the visionary leader 

may be ‘more mythology than reality’ (Conger and Kanungo, 1998: 142).  Others 

have agreed that ‘the paradigm may have run its race’ (Gronn, 2002: 426) and that 

this visionary approach may not be a sustainable way to lead in a complex world 

where no individual leader can possess all the answers.  Instead, calls for a post-

heroic approach to leadership have grown (Alimo-Metcalfe, 1995; Badaracco, 2001; 

Fletcher, 2004; Huey, 1994; Mintzberg, 1999; Pearce and Manz, 2005b; Yukl, 

1999).  It is in this context that SL has emerged as an alternative leadership 

approach.  The following section traces the incremental emergence of SL, leading to 

its recent prominence. 

2.3.3 Incremental Contributions towards a Shared Approach  

Although developments in leadership theory and practice over the twentieth century 

clearly emphasised the vertical perspectives discussed above, numerous piece-meal 

contributions over that time suggest an incremental shift away from the reliance on 

solely top down approaches.  Thus, while a coherent, conscious movement towards a 

distinctive SL perspective failed to materialise, arguments for a more distributed 

approach are discernible throughout this period.  Benne and Sheats (1948) for 

instance, articulated nineteen distinct roles that members of a working group could 

serve, and included the possibility of group members playing the role of the group 

leader.  In the 1950’s, Solomon et al. (1953) researched co-leadership, to explore 

situations where two individuals simultaneously shared one leadership role.  Gibb 

(1954) explicitly discussed SL when he proposed that ‘leadership is probably best 

conceived as a group quality…as a set of functions which must be carried out by a 

group’ (Gibb, 1954: 844).  As a result, there was a ‘tendency for leadership to pass 

from one individual to another as the situation changes’ (Ibid: 902).   

Similarly, Drucker’s (1954) influential management by objectives (MBO) promoted 

an approach whereby the setting of a subordinate’s objectives became a shared 
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activity.  Hollander (1961) developed the concept of emergent leadership, referring 

to the phenomenon of leader selection by the members of a leaderless group.  Dahl’s 

(1961) work on the distribution of power and influence also made a significant 

contribution to a more communal theme while insights from social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; Homans, 1961) introduced the notion that exchange 

relationships (interactions among group members) are fundamental in generating 

influence in a group.  Further important contributions toward the articulation of a SL 

approach were made by Hodgson, Levinson and Zaleznik, (1965), when they 

analysed a corporate executive role constellation, denoting a form of group 

leadership, which could be considered a manifestation of SL.   

Somewhat later, Vroom and Yetton (1973) developed a participative leadership 

model which prescribed situations where leaders should involve subordinates in the 

decision-making process.  The development of leader-member exchange theory 

around this time (Graen, 1976) also contributed to the development of a relational 

perspective, suggesting that followers have a role in the leadership process.  

Developing on this, Hollander’s (1978: 1) social exchange theory of leadership 

referred to leadership as a process of influence, which ‘is not just the job of the 

leader but also requires the cooperative efforts of others’.  Katz and Kahn, (1978: 

332) explicitly identified the potential for SL to benefit an organisation stating that 

‘those organisations in which influential acts are widely shared are most effective’.  

Building on these approaches, Manz and Sims (1980) proposed self-leadership as a 

potential substitute for leadership, where skilled and motivated subordinates, who are 

knowledgeable about the organisation’s needs, alleviate the need for close 

supervision, direction and control.  Additional research on autonomous work teams 

(Manz and Sims, 1987) has moved managerial thinking and practice closer to the 

concept of SL, by recognising that team members can and do take on roles 

previously reserved for formally appointed managers.  Furthermore, Kelly’s (1988) 

work on followership highlighted the importance of followers in the leadership 

process.  Additional noteworthy developments in the late 1980s include the 

considerable attention dedicated to the concept of employee empowerment (Conger 

and Kanungo, 1988), denoting the importance of enabling capable and motivated 

employees through the decentralisation of power. 
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 The Emergence of SL 

Despite the many research developments outlined above however, it was not until 

the mid-1990s that ‘conditions were finally right for the acceptance of this seemingly 

radical departure’ from traditional views of leadership (Conger and Pearce, 2003: 

13).  Thus, the 1990s has witnessed the development of several models directly 

addressing SL (Avolio et al., 1996; Ensley, Hmieleski and Pearce, 2006; Pearce, 

1997; Pearce and Sims, 2000; Seers, 1996) and this concept is now widely 

considered a distinctive and important form of organisational leadership.   

Figure 2.1 below illustrates a chronology of developments in the leadership field 

over the twentieth century that increasingly recognised leadership as a relational 

activity and incrementally contributed to the emergence of SL. 
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Figure 2-1 Chronology of key developments in the last century emphasising a 

relational approach to leadership and incrementally contributing to the emergence 

of a shared leadership perspective 

1920s:

•Importance of group influences (Follett, 
1924): Let the situation, not the individual, 
determine the 'orders'.

1930s:

•Human Relations Approach (Mayo, 1933): 
Importance of social and psychological 
factors and the supervisor-employee 
relationship.

•Social Systems Perspective (Barnard, 1938)

1940s:

•Role Differentiation in Groups (Benne and 
Sheats, 1948): 19 distinct group roles -
includes possibility of group members 
undertaking leader role.

1950s:

•Co-leadership (Solomon, Loeffer and Frank 
1953): the division of the leadership role 
between two people.   

• Management by objectives (Drucker, 
1954): joint setting of objectives.

•Leadership defined as a group process 
(Gibb, 1954).

1960s:

•Emergent leadership (Hollander, 1961): 
leaders can 'emerge' from a leaderless 
group.

• Executive role constellations (Hodgson et 
al., 1965)

•Mutual leadership (Bowers and Seashore, 
1966): leadership can come from peers.

1970s:

•Participative leadership (Vroom and 
Yetton, 1973): employees can participate in 
decisions.

• Leader-Member Exchange Theory (Graen, 
1976): importance of leader-follower 
relationships.

•Shared leadership (Katz and Kahn, 1978): 
proposed a sharing of influential acts.

1980s:

•Self-leadership (Manz & Sims, 1980);  
Autonomous work teams (Manz & Sims, 
1987).

•Followership (Kelly1988).

•Empowerment (Conger & Kanungo, 1988): 
power-sharing with subordinates.

1990-2000s:

•Shared cognition (Pearce and Ensley, 
2001): extent to which team members 
hold similar mental models about key 
issues.

•Shared leadership (Avolio et al., 1996; 
Mehra, Smith, Dixon and Robertson, 
2006; Carson et al., 2007; Gupta, Huang 
and Niranjan, 2010).
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Having traced the development of SL over the past century, the following section 

seeks to explain its recent prominence in leadership theory and practice. 

2.4 The Recent Prominence of Shared Leadership 

Growth rates in SL research have seen a rapid increase since the mid 1990’s 

(Bolden, 2011; Conger and Pearce, 2003).  Ulhoi and Muller (2014: 82) state that the 

total volume and scope of publications on SL have increased significantly, especially 

over the last ten to fifteen years, suggesting that ‘SL is a dynamic and expanding 

field’.  To understand the drivers underlying the recent prominence of SL, it is useful 

to explore the critical issues facing organisations today, which have leadership 

implications (Higgs, 2003).  In this regard, a number of key influential themes 

commonly emerge, including: contextual changes in the business environment; 

changes in societal values; and concerns in relation to the leadership capacity of 

many organisations.  These will now be discussed. 

2.4.1 Contextual Changes in the Business Environment 

Important contextual changes in the business environment include evolving trends in 

organisational design (Mohrman, Cohen and Mohrman, 1995; Whittington and 

Mayer, 2002); an increase in the importance of knowledge work (Drucker, 1999; 

Lindkvist, 2004); increased complexity (Hiller et al., 2006); and the need for 

continuous organisational change (Burns, 2009; Higgs, 2003).  These driving forces 

are at the heart of the new leadership forms needed to meet the organisational 

challenges of this century (Higgs, 2002; Pearce and Manz, 2005), and are now 

discussed in further detail. 

 Trends in Organisational Design – The growing importance of teams 

Recent developments in organisational design predominantly feature a movement 

away from hierarchical structures towards flatter, more flexible, team-based or 

networked configurations (Edmondson, 1999; Guzzo and Dickson, 1996; Hoch, 

2013; Mohrman et al., 1995; Pearce, 2004; Salas and Fiore, 2004).  According to 

Conger and Pearce (2003), teams have become the fastest growing unit in 

contemporary organisations.  Hinsz, Tindale and Vollrath (1997) explain that 
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organisations are increasingly adopting team-based structures, relying on evidence 

that they provide faster and more flexible action than more centralised organisation 

structures, enabling organisations to achieve higher levels of innovation.  This move 

to team-based structures is a significant driver underlying the growth of SL as recent 

studies suggest that SL leads to higher levels of initiative and pro-activity among 

team members (Erkutlu, 2012; Furst, Blackburn and Rosen, 1999).  Hoch (2013: 

159) supports this view, suggesting that team-based organisations ‘should facilitate 

SL which has a positive association with innovation’.   

Certainly, the propagation of team-based structures emphasises the need for 

successful team leadership as leadership constitutes a very relevant ingredient for 

team effectiveness (Day et al., 2004; Hackman 2002).  SL is an approach which has 

gained traction in this regard (Nicolaides et al., 2014) promoting the view that 

leadership should originate from within teams rather than from external managers 

(Carson et al., 2007).  Burke et al. (2003) explain that as teams are increasingly 

composed of multifunctional and highly skilled individuals, coordination of work 

activities can be improved if the team can draw on the wide range of expertise 

available in the team, in terms of leadership.  Thus, this evolution towards 

decentralised, team-based, organisational forms corresponds with the emergence of 

new managerial philosophies such as SL, resulting in a distinctive shift away from 

the dominant VL approaches of the twentieth century, towards a model of shared 

influence and responsibility (Fletcher and Kaufer, 2003). 

 The Increasing Importance of Knowledge Work 

‘In a society in which knowledge work is more and more the currency of 

competition, allowing those who have the requisite knowledge… to lead, 

is an increasingly important organisational imperative’ 

(Wassenaar, Pearce, Hoch and Wegge, 2010: 16) 

Equally influential in the reframing of leadership as a shared activity is the growing 

importance of knowledge work, described as ‘work that requires the intellectual 

capital of skilled professionals’ (Pearce and Manz, 2005: 34).  According to 

Horwitz, Teng Heng and Quazi (2003: 30) knowledge workers ‘have a high level of 

skills/education, with technological literacy, high cognitive power and abstract 

reasoning’.  Generally, the nature of the work performed by knowledge workers 

allows them a great deal of autonomy (Løwendahl, Øivind and Fosstenløkken, 
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2001).  In fact, it is usually the knowledge workers themselves who tend to be the 

most appropriate people to determine how to plan, organise and coordinate their 

work tasks (Drucker, 1999).   

According to Fausing et al. (2013: 245), ‘actively sharing leadership responsibilities 

within a team is particularly effective in knowledge-based work.’ Alvesson (2004) 

suggests that it is perhaps more appropriate within a knowledge-work setting to 

suggest that management’s role is to provide conditions that will facilitate 

knowledge work, rather than control it.  Løwendahl et al., (2001) warn that it is 

critical for knowledge workers to be allowed to and encouraged to manage 

themselves, with as few decisions as possible referred to managers.  De Nisi, Hitt 

and Jackson (2003) agree, stating that knowledge work relies on highly-skilled 

employees who seek autonomy in how they apply their knowledge and skills and 

desire greater opportunity to participate in the leadership function of their teams.  

Pearce and Manz (2005: 34) refer to the changing desires and expectations of this 

highly educated workforce, who ‘desire more from work than just a pay check’ and 

want to make a meaningful contribution, which they propose, can be achieved 

through SL.   

Hooker and Csikszentmihalyi (2003) add that as more tasks become knowledge 

based, work will become more flexible and varied, which will require a new kind of 

teamwork conducive to creativity and innovation.  These characteristics will 

necessitate the adoption of more decentralised forms of leadership such as SL 

(Hooker and Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; Pearce and Manz, 2005b).  Ross, Rix and Gold 

(2005: 132) agree stating that ‘the growing number of situations involving 

professional and knowledge-based work… makes command and control notions of 

single agent leadership obsolete’.  Thus, the changing nature of work, in particular 

the growing importance of knowledge work, is another key driver underlying the 

recent prominence of shared approaches to leadership. 
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 Complexity and Challenges in Implementing Organisational Change 

None of us is as smart as all of us.  

(Richard Olson, in O’Toole, Galbraith and Lawler, 2002: 4) 

2.4.1.3.1 Complexity 

Several authors cite the increase in complexity in the modern business landscape as a 

key trigger driving the shift towards SL (Ancona and Backman, 2010; Conger and 

Pearce, 2003; Lipman-Bluman, 1996).  Others commenting on the increased 

complexity of the workplace cite globalization, increased diversity, and technology 

developments made at a rapid pace as examples of how the business landscape has 

changed (Erkutlu, 2012; Horner, 1997; Nahavandi, 2012; Scott, 2004).  Gronn 

(2002) concurs, suggesting that a shared understanding of leadership is well aligned 

with such complexities.  These arguments are consistent with a complexity theory-

based approach to organisations (Burns, 2009) underlining the view that in a 

complex world, no one person is an expert on everything and that individuals or 

teams performing the work are the ones who know best how those processes can be 

managed and improved (Spooner, Keenan and Card, 1997b; Yukl, 2010).  Similarly, 

Crevani et al. (2007: 47), state that SL ‘is a better alternative than a single leader 

when an increasingly complex world requires… competence profiles broader than 

what can… be found in one single person’.  Others support the view that a single 

appointed leader may be unlikely to exhibit all of the leadership behaviours 

necessary for overall team effectiveness in complex environments (Avolio et al., 

1996; Barry, 1991; Bergman et al., 2012; Pearce and Manz, 2005), and a team’s 

performance may therefore depend on its ability to draw on the leadership skills of 

its members (Katzenbach, 1997).   

This contention is summarised well by Bergman et al. (2012: 20) who state that ‘it is 

becoming increasingly unlikely that a single, vertical leader will possess all of the 

knowledge, abilities, and skills required to fulfill all of the necessary leadership 

roles’.  Thus, they suggest, leadership responsibilities should shift to the team 

member whose expertise is most relevant to the task at hand.  Consequently, calls for 

management approaches aligned with an understanding of organisations as complex 
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systems have been accompanied by a shift in the notion of leadership (Fletcher and 

Kaufer, 2003) away from solely vertical approaches towards a shared perspective.   

2.4.1.3.2 Challenges in implementing organisational change 

Linked to the need to deal with complexity is the added challenge of implementing 

organisational change which is ‘more frequent, of a greater magnitude and much 

less predictable than ever before’ (Burns, 2009: 886; Carnall, 2003; Conner, 1999; 

Cummings and Worley, 2001; Higgs and Rowland, 2001; Luscher and Lewis, 2008).  

According to several authors (Higgs and Rowland, 2001; Higgs, 2003; Kotter, 1994; 

Weick, 1995) the rate and complexity of change is rapidly becoming an integral 

aspect of organisational effectiveness, throwing up significant leadership challenges 

(Senge, 1999).  To date, the ability of organisations to effectively implement change 

appears to be limited, with estimates that between 60 per cent (Burns, 2009) and 70 

per cent (Beer and Nohria, 2000; Higgs, 2003; Higgs and Rowland, 2005; Kotter, 

2006) of change efforts fail.  According to Higgs (2003) and Conner (1999), there is 

a driving need to identify leadership behaviours which can result in effective change 

implementation.  Higgs and Rowland (2005), having explored a variety of 

approaches to change and its leadership, conclude that a move away from top-down, 

directive behaviours to more facilitating, emergent leadership styles are more likely 

to be associated with success in implementing change.  Thus, the growing 

complexity of organisational life and the consequent need to facilitate a sustained 

change capability may also be contributing to the growing interest in relational 

approaches such as SL which is viewed as ‘appropriate for dealing with changes 

and competitive environments’ (Hoch, 2013: 160; Pearce, 2004; Pearce and Manz, 

2005). 

2.4.2 Changes in Societal Values 

A number of high-profile corporate scandals (e.g. FIFA, Anglo Irish Bank, Enron) 

have increased societal disillusionment with business leaders, raising questions about 

the wisdom of centralising power in the hands of a few individuals (Bolden, 2004; 

Crevani et al., 2007; Pearce and Manz, 2011).   Ancona and Backman (2010: 11) 

agree that ‘the recent past has showcased a leadership stage… filled with leaders 

who are corrupt, out of touch and unable to act.’  From a societal perspective, 
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Crevani et al. (2007) propose that SL might constitute a solution to this leadership 

crisis, as it could help prevent immoral actions since shared leaders can monitor each 

other and at least require leaders to discuss the appropriateness of their actions 

(Lambert-Olsson, 2004).  Ancona and Backman (2010) likewise propose that SL 

could help in addressing these ethical issues, as rebuilding trust will require 

cooperation and reliance on each other, rather than on individual leaders.  Pearce and 

Manz (2011: 563) similarly suggest that SL can help ‘establish needed checks and 

balances capable of reducing corruptive tendencies’.  Likewise, Fletcher and Kaufer 

(2003: 23), propose that SL encourages ‘a more explicit focus on the egalitarian, 

collaborative, mutually enacted, and less hierarchical nature of leader-follower 

interactions’.  The suggestion here is that a shared approach, where followers 

influence and create leadership, might address some of the ethical concerns of 

modern leadership.  Thus, combinations of mistrust in individual, centralised 

leadership, and the need to develop leadership models more compatible with modern 

societal values, may also be additional factors underlining the recent prominence of a 

shared approach to leadership. 

2.4.3 Concerns Regarding Leadership Capacity  

As outlined above, the business landscape has changed, and business processes are 

evolving at a rapid pace, presenting a sizeable challenge for leadership (Nahavandi, 

2012).  However, a report by the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development 

(CIPD, 2011) raises questions about whether the majority of business leaders in the 

UK and around the world have the skills they need to be effective in this new 

landscape.  In the CIPD survey of global leadership (CIPD, 2011), only 38% of the 

global sample reported that the quality of leadership in their organisation is high (the 

corresponding figure in the UK was 36%).  A more recent study in the UK reports 

that 90% of organisations believe that insufficient leadership skills are negatively 

impacting their business (Bloomberg, 2016).  Thus, the formal appointment of 

individuals into leadership roles does not appear to be meeting the leadership needs 

of UK and global organisations and this may be another reason underlying the recent 

interest in an alternative leadership approach.  Clarke (2018) suggests that relational 

approaches to leadership, such as SL, could address this lack of leadership capacity, 
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enabling organisations to draw on the skills of members from across the 

organisation.    

2.4.4 Summary – Factors influencing the recent prominence of shared 

leadership 

The combination of factors discussed above have contributed to the recent growth in 

interest in shared approaches to leadership, with some authors suggesting that SL 

could present a potential solution to these leadership challenges (Seers et al., 2003).  

For instance, as organisational teams constitute one of the most predominant 

strategies for organisations facing complex and ambiguous environments (Burke et 

al., 2003), the possibilities created by a SL approach, where all team members can 

contribute to the leadership of the team, is an attractive proposition and a potential 

solution to the question of leadership in a complex, dynamic organisational setting.  

Furthermore, in a society which has become disillusioned with individual centralised 

leadership, SL presents a potential alternative, more aligned with changing societal 

values towards inclusion, post-materialist views on motivation and participatory 

models of behaviour (Inglehart, 1997).  Finally, as the leadership needs of modern 

organisations are not being met by VL (Bloomberg, 2016) the potential to build 

leadership capacity through the implementation of a shared approach is gaining 

traction.   

Given the growing prominence of the SL approach, the next section reviews the 

theoretical literature to explore the conditions necessary for SL to successfully 

emerge in an organisational setting. 

2.5 Facilitators and Inhibitors of Shared Leadership 

Shamir and Lapidot (2003) assert that a major issue for future research is to identify 

under what conditions SL is most likely to emerge.  Similarly, Gronn (2002) calls for 

research on the factors which facilitate or impede the distributed arrangements 

characteristic of a shared approach.  While further research is clearly required 

(Conger and Pearce, 2003), a review of the existing literature identifies a wide range 

of facilitators and inhibitors of SL, which are catalogued in Table 2.2.  
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Table 2-2 Conditions Facilitating and Inhibiting SL 

Condition Favourable 

(Facilitates SL) 

Unfavourable 

(Inhibits SL) 

 

Source 

Organisation type 

(ownership) 

Small collectively-

owned businesses, 

cooperatives, 

voluntary 

organisations. 

Sole proprietorships. Yukl (2010). 

Organisation structure Flatter structures, 

low formalisation, 

decentralised, team 

based structures 

including self-

managed teams, 

councils, 

committees. 

High centralisation 

and formalisation. 

Dixon (1993); 

Jackson (2000); 

Pearce and Sims 

(2000); Wood 

and Fields 

(2007); Yukl 

(2010). 

Task design and 

technology 

Complex non-

routine, ambiguous 

tasks; 

interdependent 

tasks; knowledge-

intensive tasks. 

Simple, repetitive 

tasks, high division 

of labour, reliable 

technology. 

Fausing et al. 

(2013); Pearce 

(2004); 

Wood (2005); 

Yukl (2010). 

Source/type of vision Shared vision 

derived from the 

group. 

Adopted vision 

derived from the 

leader. 

Wood and Fields 

(2007). 

Goals - focus and 

clarity 

Collective, shared 

purpose, clearly 

articulated, widely 

understood. 

Individual goals or 

poorly articulated 

team goals. 

Carson et al. 

(2007); Daspit et 

al. (2013). 

Dominant cultural 

values  

Collegial, 

collaborative. 

Low power distance. 

Competitive. 

High power 

distance. 

Erkutlu (2012); 

Jain and 

Jeppesen (2014); 

Rice (2006). 

Communication Strong lines, open 

dialogue. 

Few channels, weak 

lines. 

Davis (1992); 

Metcalfe (1995). 

Extent of 

networks/collaborative 

relationships  

High. Low. McIntyre 

(1999). 

Management 

approaches 

Participative, 

supportive, 

empowering. 

Autocratic, 

directive. 

Carson et al. 

(2007); Yukl 

(2010). 

Levels of autonomy Autonomous and 

self-led.  

Dependent and 

instructed. 

Hatch (1997); 

Pearce and Sims 

(2002). 

Information processing Effective, timely. Ineffective, slow. McIntyre 

(1999). 

Decision-making 

norms (power sharing) 

Collective. Individual. Jain and 

Jeppesen (2014); 

McIntyre 

(1999); 

Rice (2006). 
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Condition Favourable 

(Facilitates SL) 

Unfavourable 

(Inhibits SL) 

 

Source 

Training focus Mutual skill 

development. 

Individual skill 

development. 

Wood (2005). 

Group cohesiveness/ 

social support; 

interpersonal ties of 

team members 

/perceived team 

support 

High levels of 

emotional and 

psychological 

support between 

group members. 

Low levels of 

emotional and 

psychological 

support between 

group members. 

Carson et al. 

(2007); Daspit et 

al. (2013); Hoch 

and Dulebohn 

(2013); 

Thambain 

(2004); Wood 

(2005). 

Voice  High individual 

input to team 

activities. 

Low individual 

input to teams 

activities. 

Carson et al. 

(2007); Daspit et 

al. (2013). 

Mutual trust High levels of trust 

between group 

members. 

Low levels of trust 

between group 

members. 

Davis (1992); 

Metcalfe (1995). 

Team size Larger (more 

expertise available, 

up to a point). 

Smaller (less 

expertise available). 

Carson et al. 

(2007). 

Accountability High individual and 

team accountability. 

Low individual and 

team accountability. 

Katzenbach 

(1998). 

Employee traits High commitment, 

positive attitude to 

task achievement. 

Low commitment, 

negative attitude to 

task achievement. 

Yukl (2010). 

Employee ability Highly skilled 

professional, 

knowledge worker. 

Unskilled, 

inexperienced. 

Yukl (2010). 

Employee tenure Regular, continuing 

employee. 

Temporary 

employee. 

Yukl (2010). 

Mental frameworks  Mental models 

which view 

leadership as non-

positional and 

shared. 

Mental models 

which reinforce 

traditional individual 

or heroic views of 

leadership. 

 

Clarke (2012); 

Jackson (2000); 

O’Toole et al. 

(2002). 

 

Clearly, a broad range of conditions come into play as potential facilitators or 

inhibitors of SL in the workplace.  Many of the factors catalogued above pertain to 

the individual employee (e.g. ability, attitude, tenure), so it can be ascertained that 

individual employees influence the potential for SL to successfully emerge in 

organisational settings.  For instance, a number of authors propose that success when 

implementing a SL model depends on the ability of individuals to incorporate new 

information into their mental framework (Clarke, 2012; Jackson, 2000; Spooner et 

al., 1997).  O’Toole et al. (2002) concur, citing the inability of individuals to 

conceptualise leadership as a non-positional phenomenon as the most likely inhibitor 
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of a SL approach.  This resistance, they explain, can stem from ‘thousands of years 

of cultural conditioning’ so that ‘in the popular mind, leadership is always singular’ 

(O’Toole et al., 2002: 64).  Changing a mental framework is of course possible, but 

can be a slow process (Merkens and Spencer, 1998) and thus, it is suggested that 

implementation of SL models can take considerable time (Porter-O’Grady and 

George, 1996). 

To facilitate SL it is also necessary to ensure individuals within the organisation feel 

valued, connected and have a sense of belonging if they are to contribute 

successfully to the leadership of their function (Jackson, 2000).  Jackson (2000) 

further adds that an individual’s commitment and attitude to the work that they do is 

centrally important when considering a SL approach, explaining that such an 

implementation is dependent on committed individuals with a positive attitude to 

work.   

Table 2.2 also identifies a number of factors at the group level, which may facilitate 

or inhibit the successful emergence of SL in organisations.  For instance, Carson et 

al. (2007) report that SL is facilitated by an internal team environment that consists 

of shared purpose (similar understandings of the team’s objectives), social support 

(provision of emotional and psychological strength) and voice (the extent to which 

team members have input into team decisions).  Hoch and Dulebohn (2013) similarly 

propose that perceived team support, which they define as the degree to which 

employees believe the team values their contributions and cares for their well-being, 

significantly influences a team members engagement in SL behaviours.  Others agree 

that a clear and shared group mission and agreement about organisational priorities 

are essential pre-requisites to any complementary leadership approach (Katzenbach, 

1998; Kocolowski, 2010).   

Also identified is the importance of building mutual trust between team members 

(Davis, 1992; Jain and Jeppesen, 2014; Metcalfe, 1995), primarily because its 

presence facilitates an open exchange of ideas, which is compatible with the 

communal nature of SL.  In addition to these factors, group norms which reinforce 

collective decision-making, as well as high team accountability are proposed as 

important building blocks of a shared approach (Kocolowski, 2010).  Conversely, 

Kocolowski (2010) warns that group norms which reinforce competitive, 
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individualistic behaviours result in turf battles and work as obstacles to shared 

approaches.  Additional predictors of SL at the group level include team 

composition, though research on this is lacking (Conger and Pearce, 2003; Mehra et 

al., 2006; Carson et al., 2007).   

Finally, the conditions influencing the emergence of SL catalogued in Table 2.2 

above may also be analysed at the organisational level.  In particular, factors at this 

level include organisational ownership, the organisation structure, the dominant 

culture, communication processes and the use of technology.  Recommended 

organisation structures which support SL models usually involve horizontal 

structures (Jain and Jeppesen, 2014) or team-based designs such as self-managed 

teams (Yukl, 2010), councils or committees (Dixon, 1993).  The key 

recommendation seems to be the reduction of hierarchical structures in favour of 

flatter, decentralised approaches which enable the sharing of authority, teamwork 

and joint problem-solving to occur.   

While structure is undoubtedly a key factor, other reports suggest that stronger 

internalisations of the philosophy of SL are key (Erkutlu, 2012; Jackson, 2000; Rice, 

2006).  This highlights the need to promote a collaborative organisation culture 

which supports the shared perspective and provides the basis for a collegial climate 

(Rice, 2006).  According to Jain and Jepessen (2014), a low power distance culture 

featuring informal relationships between managers and employees facilitates SL, 

while a high power distance culture may have a negative effect, though this has yet 

to be investigated.  In addition, the need for clear communication (Meyers and 

Johnson, 2008) and open dialogue throughout the organisation is identified as critical 

in order to facilitate a forum for addressing trust issues (Davis, 1992; Metcalfe, 

1995).   

An additional organisational condition highlighted as relevant in the literature is the 

nature of the work itself and the design of tasks (Pearce, 2004; Wood, 2005; Yukl, 

2010).  The suggestion is that, where the nature of the work involves complex, non-

routine tasks, highly skilled individuals within teams are best placed to make 

decisions about what to do and how, so that leadership in this case is more suitably 

viewed as a shared process (Wood, 2005).  The implication here is that, where work 



38 

is less complex, more clearly structured and routine in nature, SL is likely to be 

inhibited, or perhaps not required (Yammarino et al., 2012). 

Finally, the acceptance of SL and encouragement of such activities by vertical 

leaders is identified as a pre-requisite to the implementation of this approach (Hoch, 

2014; Seers et al., 2003; Wood and Fields, 2007).  Conversely, the implication is that 

active interventions by formal vertical leaders that interfere with the team or 

organisational unit’s autonomy may inhibit the emergence of SL (Fausing et al., 

2013).  Having discussed the factors facilitating or inhibiting the emergence of SL in 

an organisational setting, the next section outlines the potential benefits and 

challenges of such an approach. 

2.6 Benefits and Challenges of Shared Leadership 

According to the literature, SL has the potential to deliver both individual and 

organisational benefits.  From an organisational perspective, a key benefit proposed 

is the synergy enabled by the combination of multiple sources of expertise to address 

leadership functions within teams (Burke et al., 2003; O’Toole et al., 2002; Rice, 

2006).  Rice (2006) specifically cites the ability to draw from the diversity of talent 

possessed by an entire team as a key potential benefit of SL.  This view reiterates the 

earlier suggestions of Katz and Kahn (1978) that sharing leadership enables team 

members to offer more resources to the task, share more information and experience 

higher commitment to the team.  Day et al. (2004) concur that SL should enhance 

team effectiveness by increasing team knowledge, abilities and skills through 

effective team information-processing and learning.  According to Worley and 

Lawler (2006), spreading leadership across members in this way can be an effective 

substitute for hierarchy.  They add that a further advantage is that more members can 

develop leadership and management skills through their shared participation in 

implementing strategy, creating value and other such tasks in the team.   

In short, it is suggested that a team or organisational unit performs better when it 

relies on leadership provided by the team, as opposed to relying on a single 

individual to lead it (Carson et al., 2007).  The empirical literature (reviewed in the 

next chapter), provides significant evidence of the positive impact of SL on 

organisational performance, with the majority of studies supporting the view that SL 
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has a positive effect on team performance (e.g. Avolio et al., 1996; Mehra et al., 

2006; Pearce and Ensley, 2001).     

On an individual level, an increase in job satisfaction, a sense of ownership, pride 

and control of their work environment and an increased commitment to the work 

(Edwards, Farrough, Gardner, Harrison, Sherman and Simpson, 1994; Jackson, 

2000; Motz and Lewis, 1994) are reported benefits, though few empirical studies 

have examined these effects in practice.  Hoch and Dulebohn (2013) postulate that 

team members experience increased individual motivation and job satisfaction when 

they are responsible for the decision-making process.  Pearce (2004) proposes that 

reduced stress levels for key leaders also make this model attractive, as SL systems 

do not unduly burden any single leader.  Indeed, Crevani et al., (2007: 45) propose 

that ‘sharing leadership can fulfil the need to enable [the formal leader] to live a 

balanced life’.  Houghton, Pearce, Manz, Courtright and Stewart (2015: 313) go 

even further, suggesting that SL provides individuals with ‘an increasing sense of 

meaning, psychological ownership, social support and belonging, and respect and 

dignity within the work setting’.  While these individual benefits are appealing, 

empirical studies are required to provide evidence to support these propositions.   

In addition to the benefits identified above, there are some challenges proposed in 

the literature.  In particular, there is an acknowledgement that implementation can be 

extremely difficult (Jackson, 2000; Kocolowski, 2010), as resistance to the concept 

can be deep rooted ‘based on decades of cultural conditioning’ (O’Toole et al., 

2002: 64).  Similarly, Jackson (2000) warns that a significant obstacle to overcome 

when implementing a SL model is the mental mindset that individuals (both 

managers and employees) possess.   

Not all authors agree however that resistance to SL stems from cultural sources, but 

rather from ‘reality and the laws of logic’ reflecting the view that ‘it simply does not 

work for a ship to have two - or more – captains’ (Locke, 2003: 278).  One of the 

concerns voiced by Locke (2003) relates to the potential for more assertive and 

dominant individuals to influence the group in decision-making, which, he states, is 

fine if they also have the most knowledge.  The implication here is that if influence 

and knowledge do not correlate, this will undermine the group’s ability to make 

high-quality decisions and compromise the group’s effectiveness.  According to 
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Locke (2003) equal influence among team members is not only undesirable, but 

rarely attainable in reality.  Seers et al., (2003) agree, referencing research on the 

emergence of influential roles within peer groups in social psychology, which has 

long suggested that status differences in groups are inevitable, and that individuals of 

low status defer to individuals of high status (Capella, 1985).  Solansky (2008) 

similarly warns that SL makes the team environment more complex and could lead 

to protracted power struggles.  Jain and Jeppesen (2014) raise further concerns, 

questioning whether employees will be motivated to participate in leadership 

activities, which are likely to be secondary to their job profile and to their personal 

goals.  Additionally, they add, ‘it may also be possible that employees do not have 

necessary skills and competencies required to take over the leadership role’ (Jain 

and Jeppesen, 2014: 263). 

Other challenges proposed are similar to those often cited as potential limitations of 

participatory models generally, including slower decision-making (Miles and 

Watkins, 2007).  Perry, Pearce and Sims (1999) agree that since SL is a process that 

takes time to develop, it is limited in its ability to address situations which require 

urgent action.  Moreover, they postulate that an additional limitation may occur if 

over-zealous teams exceed their span of influence beyond their team boundaries and 

cause disruption to other areas of the business (Perry et al., 1999).  Indeed, while SL 

might enhance performance in some environments, there is some recognition that it 

is not ideal for every team environment (Locke, 2003; Conger and Pearce, 2003; 

Bligh, Pearce and Kohles, 2006; Fausing et al., 2013).  Again however, empirical 

evidence is lacking, and this is identified as an area where further research is 

required. 

2.7 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter has introduced the concept of SL by reviewing the existing theoretical 

literature defining the concept, comparing it to VL, tracing its historical origins, 

explaining the reasons for its recent prominence in the theory and practice of 

leadership, illuminating the conditions which facilitate or inhibit its emergence, and 

finally, outlining potential benefits and challenges.  The next chapter will 

systematically review empirical studies of SL, and the theoretical framework of the 

study will be introduced.   
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3 Systematic Literature Review of Empirical Research; 

Theoretical Framework Adopted and Contextual Settings 

Studied 

3.1 Introduction 

Having reviewed the theoretical literature on shared leadership (SL) in the previous 

chapter, the purpose of this chapter is to provide a systematic review of empirical 

studies of SL in commercial organisational settings.  The review reveals critical gaps 

in our present understanding of SL processes, and underlines the justification for the 

present study to focus on the relational interaction processes that have not been 

examined previously.   

Next, the chapter introduces and discusses the theoretical framework adopted for the 

study, Social Exchange Theory, explaining its application to SL.   

Finally, the contextual settings for the study, commercial and non-commercial are 

introduced.  Findings from commercial and non-commercial organisations are 

compared, highlighting significant differences in the conceptualisation of leadership 

in these distinct settings.  The chapter then concludes, summarising the focus of the 

research, the theoretical framework adopted and the contextual settings of the 

research.   

3.2 Systematic Review of Empirical Studies of SL in Commercial 

Settings 

This section begins by explaining the rationale for focusing the systematic review on 

commercial organisations, before outlining the process followed by the researcher to 

select empirical studies for inclusion in this review.  An analysis of empirical 

findings is then presented, critically reviewing definitions, theoretical dispositions 

and measurement approaches adopted in the field, before evaluating the impact of 

SL on organisational performance in this context.  Having analysed empirical 

research on SL in the commercial domain, a framework is then developed mapping 

the landscape of existing research, revealing critical gaps in our present 

understanding of SL processes in this setting.  From this, specific areas requiring 

further research are identified, underlining the justification for the present study. 
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3.2.1 Rationale for Focusing the Systematic Review on the Commercial Sector 

The growing interest in SL in recent years has led to a consequent growth in 

empirical work investigating such approaches (Bolden, 2011; Ulhoi and Muller, 

2014).  While such research is timely given the challenges facing organisations 

described earlier (Section 2.4.1), the blended nature of the emerging empirical 

literature is somewhat problematic.  More specifically, the merging of research from 

different organisational domains, commercial and non-commercial, fails to recognise 

important contextual differences across these organisation types.  Although these 

contexts differ in fundamental ways, the SL literature has not distinguished clearly 

between them.  Instead, findings relating to attempts by government-funded 

educational institutions to move leadership towards distributed practices, are merged 

with findings relating to attempts in team-based commercial organisations to move 

towards collective team leadership (Fitzsimons et al., 2011).  According to Locke 

(2003: 282) ‘it should not be assumed that the requirements of leadership in different 

domains are the same’.   Indeed, Locke (2003) specifically states that the leadership 

needs of the profit-making sector are different to other non-commercial sectors.  To 

date however, the majority of empirical contributions in this field have been located 

in the educational and healthcare sectors (Bolden, 2011).   

Thorpe et al. (2011: 240) agree, stating that shared approaches to leadership have not 

been discussed ‘anything like clearly enough, except in education’.  The concern 

raised here is that an over-reliance on one sector (in this case the non-commercial 

sector) as the principal source of empirical research may be conceptually limiting our 

understanding of SL.  This study concurs with calls for context-specific research 

(Pettigrew, 2005; Rashman, Withers and Hartley, 2009) to develop our 

understanding of SL, taking into account factors directly relevant to the specific 

organisational setting.  On this basis, through a systematic literature review, this 

chapter aims to disentangle the existing evidence, by analysing empirical findings on 

SL in commercial organisations (COs), before comparing the evidence with findings 

from non-commercial organisations (NCOs).  For completeness, a brief review of the 

literature comparing leadership in commercial and non-commercial organisations is 

provided in Appendix B.  
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3.2.2 Methodology – Systematic Literature Review 

To identify relevant empirical studies of SL in commercial organisational contexts, 

the researcher carried out a systematic literature review.  According to Tranfield, 

Denyer and Smart (2003: 209), systematic reviews involve exhaustive literature 

searches of studies, through a ‘replicable, scientific and transparent process’.  To 

this end, a review protocol was developed to provide an explicit account of the steps 

taken and decisions made in selecting literature for this review (see Appendix C).  

As per the review protocol, the researcher developed a keyword search template, 

confining the search to peer reviewed academic journal articles published since 

1995, excluding conceptual and working papers and those relating to shared or 

distributed leadership in educational, healthcare, religious, political, sporting or other 

non-commercial contexts.  This time period was applied on the basis that the 

emergence of SL as a distinctive form of organisational leadership is situated in the 

mid 1990’s (Conger and Pearce, 2003).  

A systematic literature review then followed a sequence of steps utilising five key 

databases: Business Source Complete, Science Direct, Emerald, ABI Inform and 

PsychINFO.  As some authors use the terms ‘shared leadership’ and ‘distributed 

leadership’ interchangeably (Avolio et al., 2009; Ulhoi and Muller, 2014) the 

systematic search targeted sources with either of these terms in the title, abstract 

and/or key words on the selected databases.  This search yielded one hundred and 

thirty-one articles [excluding duplications] which were then subjected to a staged 

review, involving an initial reading of the article abstracts, to determine suitability 

for inclusion (Torraco, 2005).  The abstracts were evaluated to assess their relevance 

to the research objectives and the inclusion/exclusion criteria developed. The 

inclusion criteria adopted specifically incorporated: qualitative, quantitative and 

mixed research empirical studies of shared or distributed leadership from 1995 to 

present, in contextual settings reflecting commercial organisational environments.  

Following the characteristics described above (and in Appendix B), commercial 

organisations were defined as organisations that seek to make a profit, while non-

commercial organisations were defined as organisations not required to make a profit 

to self-sustain.   
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Student teams simulating organisational environments were included as such 

contexts have been argued to supply a good venue for studying complex 

relationships (Mathieu, Kukenberger, D’Innocenzo and Reilly, 2015).  Overall, while 

the use of student samples is widely debated, the practice still abounds in the social 

sciences (Bello, Leung, Radebaugh, Tung and van Witteloostuijn, 2009) and it was 

deemed important to reveal the extent to which research in this field to date has 

relied on students as research subjects.  For this reason, student samples were 

included, though in all cases, studies based on student samples are identified as such 

so that the influence of such samples on this review is transparent.  The staged 

review resulted in the exclusion of ninety-two articles, and the inclusion of thirty-

nine articles. 

Each article deemed relevant was then subjected to a quality audit, which entailed an 

inspection of the clarity of the research question, the appropriateness of the 

methodology and the rigour with which it was employed, the size of the sample 

selected, the specification of theoretical frameworks and measurement approaches, 

and the validity of the research findings.  While the quality of the journals in which 

these articles were published was also considered, lower ranking journal articles 

were not excluded if the article met the quality criteria outlined above.  Two articles 

were excluded from the review at this point (one due to a lack of clarity in the 

research question posed and one due to insufficient detail regarding the sample 

studied). 

Finally, the systematic database search was supplemented with a manual review 

which involved hand searching known journals and books, branching out from the 

studies identified in the electronic database search.  This extended the evidence base 

beyond academic journals to include books published in the field of SL and three 

further studies were included.  The credentials of book authors were also checked to 

ensure the authors were credible sources on the topic.  Having completed the 

systematic database search, the staged review, the quality audit and the manual 

review, forty studies were finally deemed relevant for inclusion.  To ensure a 

consistent analysis of each study was achieved, an analytical reading (Hart, 1998) of 

the forty studies was carried out, according to a reading guide containing eight pre-

defined categories as shown in Table 3.1 below.   
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Table 3-1 Reading Guide 

 Guide for Analytical Reading 

 

1 Year of publication 

2 Author(s) 

3 Purpose of the study 

4 Definition of SL used 

5 Theoretical framework 

6 Research design/measures 

7 Context/sample 

8 Key findings 

A summary of the forty empirical studies included in this review is presented in 

Appendix D, while the following section discusses the findings of the systematic 

review in further detail, providing a critical analysis of definitions of the concept, 

theoretical frameworks and measurement approaches adopted as well as 

organisational outcomes reported. 

3.2.3 Conceptualising Shared Leadership in Commercial Settings 

As illustrated in Appendix D, the dominant term used by researchers in commercial 

organisational contexts to refer to a collective leadership approach, is ‘shared 

leadership’, with only one study referring to ‘distributed leadership’ (Jain and 

Jeppessen, 2014).  Comparatively, the term ‘distributed leadership’ is dominant in 

the educational sector, and to some extent, the healthcare sector also (Bolden, 2011).  

This is explained by Fitzsimons et al. (2011), who traced the historical origins of SL 

to developments in the team-based literature, and the emergence of distributed 

leadership to developments in the education literature.   

Considering the studies reviewed, researchers display a wide variety of 

interpretations of ‘shared leadership’, with little commonality at first glance.  For 

instance, some view SL in functional terms, describing it as ‘the sharing of 

leadership roles, responsibilities and functions…’ (Acar, 2010: 1740) while others 

adopt a more relational perspective, viewing it as ‘a collective, social influence 

process…’ (Hoch et al., 2010: 105).  A further analysis reveals that there are indeed 

alternative views on how SL is conceptualised in commercial settings.  Firstly, 

considering the source of leadership, the majority of researchers in the studies 

reviewed state that SL originates internally, within the team or work unit (e.g. 
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Mathieu et al., 2015; Muethel, Gehrlein and Hoegl, 2012).  However, not all 

researchers see this as a defining feature (Chreim, 2015; Patton and Higgs, 2013) and 

have included external leaders in conceptualisations of SL.  Relatedly, differences 

arise when considering the degree of formal authority pertaining to SL.  While a 

minority of studies have examined SL behaviours in formal leadership roles (e.g. 

Mehra et al., 2006; Patton and Higgs, 2013), most researchers have assumed that SL 

is informal involving an exchange of lateral influence among peers (Pearce and 

Sims, 2002) in non-hierarchical relationships (Liu, Hu, Li, Wang and Lin, 2014).  

Others refer to the emergent nature of SL as a core characteristic of the concept, 

suggesting that it occurs in a way that is not pre-planned (Carson et al., 2007).  Thus, 

while operating in a formal leadership role does not preclude one from sharing 

leadership responsibilities, most of the studies reviewed conceptualise SL as the 

informal spreading of leadership across the members of a team (Hoch and Dulebohn, 

2017).   

One dimension, which most researchers agree on, is the temporal nature of SL, 

highlighting ‘time as a core aspect of the phenomenon’ (D’Innocenzo, Mathieu and 

Kukenberger, 2014: 5).  This is reflected most prominently in Conger and Pearce’s 

(2003: 1) definition of SL as ‘a dynamic, interactive, influence process...’, which 

was adopted by a number of researchers in the empirical work analysed (Hoch, 2013; 

Zhou, Vrendenburgh and Rogoff, 2015).  The temporal quality inherent in this 

definition suggests that SL is not static (Friedrich, Vessey, Schulke, Ruark and 

Mumford, 2011) but changes over time when different members of an organisational 

unit may assume leadership roles at various points during the team’s life-cycle (Erez 

et al., 2002).  Given the dynamic nature of most commercial settings, this is likely to 

be an important characteristic.  However, of the forty studies reviewed, only five 

adopted a longitudinal approach (Acar, 2010; Carte et al., 2006; Drescher, 

Korsgaard, Welpe and Picot, 2014; Mathieu et al., 2015; Small and Rentsch, 2010) 

raising methodological concerns regarding studies of SL, as cross-sectional 

approaches may not be capturing an important aspect of the phenomenon under 

investigation.   

Overall, while inconsistencies in the definitions adopted are apparent, most studies 

reviewed broadly conceptualise SL as the lateral influence of organisational peers on 

each other in the pursuit of goals.  While progress has been made in this regard 
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however, it is considered that SL is still a relatively ‘primitive term’ (Pearce, Conger 

and Locke, 2007: 286) which would benefit from further empirical and theoretical 

work to define the concept more precisely (Park and Kwon, 2013).   

3.2.4 Dominant Theoretical Frameworks and Measurement Approaches 

To evaluate developments in the field of SL, it is important to consider the dominant 

theoretical frameworks and measurement approaches employed by researchers in 

their empirical work to date.  The following table (Table 3.2) presents a summary of 

the principal theoretical frameworks and measurement approaches adopted by 

researchers in the forty studies included in this review.   

Table 3-2 Summary of Theoretical Frameworks and Measurement Approaches 

Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Measurement 

Approaches 

Samples: 

Non-student v 

student 

Temporal 

Nature 

 

15 Aggregation2 (38%) 

13 Social network theory (32%)  

 5 Others (13%) 

 7 Not identified (17%) 

 

 

29 Quantitative (73%) 

10 Qualitative (25%) 

  1 Mixed methods (2%) 

 

25 Non-student (62%) 

15 Student (38%) 

 

 

35 Cross-sectional (88%) 

  5 Longitudinal (12%) 

The dominant theoretical frameworks and measurement approaches identified in 

Table 3.2 are now considered in order to understand how they have framed the 

empirical research in this area.   

 Aggregation 

The Oxford English dictionary defines aggregation as a whole formed by combining 

several separate elements.  The majority of studies in this review (38%) employed 

aggregation approaches to research SL (Fausing, Joensson, Lewandowski and Bligh, 

2015), conceptualising SL as a team-level construct, i.e. each individual measures 

what the ‘team as a whole’ performs in terms of leadership. This approach to 

                                                 
2 As described earlier, while aggregation is a measurement technique and not a theory per se, it has 

been used in the SL literature (e.g. D’Innocenzo et al. 2014) to describe a theoretically distinct 

approach to the conceptualisation of SL as the sum of the overall leadership provided by members of 

a group. 
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measuring SL is consistent with recommendations by Tesluk, Zaccaro, Marks and 

Mathieu (1997) who suggest that group level phenomena can be measured by having 

each individual rate the group on attributes defined at the group level.  Of the studies 

adopting an aggregation approach, the most popular measures utilised were 

aggregated behavioural scales for five leadership strategies, including aversive, 

directive, transactional, transformational and empowering (Hoch et al., 2010). Other 

studies (Avolio et al., 1996) used modified traditional leadership items (such as the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire) to assess leadership from the team as a whole, 

rather than from individuals.  An alternative approach was employed by Boies, Lvina 

and Martens (2010), who measured instances of transformational and passive 

avoidant leadership evident at the team level.  Thus, while there is a consistent use of 

aggregation approaches in researching SL, there appears to be a lack of consistency 

in terms of what specific measurements should be aggregated, raising the question as 

to whether researchers have sufficiently developed an understanding of what it is 

they are measuring (Fausing et al., 2015). 

While the aggregation approach has remained popular, some authors are critical of 

such ‘minimalist’ approaches, suggesting that SL is more complex than the sum of 

the overall leadership provided by group members (D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Gronn, 

2002).  Wang et al. (2014: 185) explain that the unique relationships between team 

members are obscured using such an approach which can ‘smooth the differences in 

contributions of each individual member’.  Other criticisms assert that studies 

employing such approaches have adopted inherently VL themes, such as 

transactional, directive and empowering leadership (D’Innocenzo, 2014), all of 

which imply a vertical leader-follower relationship (Pearce and Manz, 2005).  

D’innocenzo et al. (2014) question whether such leadership theories are adequate to 

explain instances of leadership outside of downward leadership influence, suggesting 

that shared leaders who do not have the formal authority to lead (Hollander and 

Offermann, 1990) may lead in different ways.  An alternative theoretical approach to 

researching SL is employed by others (Carson et al., 2007), incorporating the 

network of influencing relationships within a team.  While this has not been 

employed as frequently as the aggregation approach (32% of studies reviewed), the 

social network approach is growing in popularity.   
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 Social Network Theory 

As SL is a relational phenomenon, social network theory is considered an 

appropriate approach for studying it, allowing the relationship among individuals to 

be emphasised as the unit of analysis (Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne and Kraimer, 2001).  

Essentially, the network approach requires each team member to rate all other team 

members in terms of their respective leadership influence.  According to Yukl 

(1989), this allows leadership to be studied as a shared activity, incorporating the 

reciprocal influence processes among multiple members of a group.  The primary 

disadvantage of this approach is that it is ‘quite burdensome on participants’ and the 

methods are somewhat complex (Conger and Pearce, 2003: 298). 

Two distinct social network measures have been adopted in the studies analysed in 

this review, namely density (Mathieu et al., 2015) and centralisation (Mehra et al., 

2006).  The density of a network is defined as the proportion of possible links that 

are actually present in the network (Wasserman and Faust, 1994) or the mean 

number of ties (relationships) per group member (Sparrowe et al., 2001).  Carson et 

al. (2007: 1220) explain that ties exist ‘when one team member perceives another as 

exerting leadership influence in the team’.  Centralisation refers to an approach 

whereby the most influential person in a network is identified as prominent and a 

network centralisation measure is calculated by measuring the sum of differences in 

centrality between the most central node in the network and all other nodes.   

D’Innocenzo et al. (2014) suggest that conceptualizing SL in this way will yield a 

more informative measure than overall team ratings (aggregation). 

While the theoretical frameworks discussed here have provided researchers with the 

tools to identify the extent to which SL is occurring (aggregation) and where in the 

work unit the leadership influence is located (social network theory), it is suggested 

that they may not satisfactorily reveal the nature of the ‘dynamic interactive 

influence process…’ referred to by Conger and Pearce (2003: 1) and that a more 

sophisticated approach is required (Locke, 2003), for instance to understand what is 

being exchanged in these interactions.  This research suggests that a theoretical 

framework is needed which enables researchers to study the underlying interactions 

between individuals sharing leadership responsibilities and has selected Social 
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Exchange Theory as a promising framework in this regard.  This will be discussed in 

further detail in Section 3.3 below.   

 Measurement Approaches 

In addition to concerns regarding theoretical frameworks, some concerns also arise 

in relation to measurement practices employed in SL research to date.  As illustrated 

in Table 3.2, many of the studies reviewed (38%) rely on the analysis of data drawn 

from student samples.  This is not unusual in social science research.  However, it 

raises questions about the extent to which these findings can be generalised to other 

(non-student) situations.  According to Peterson (2001), effect sizes from student 

samples can differ from those of non-student samples in terms of direction and 

magnitude.  For the purpose of this review, studies using student samples are 

identified as such, and where possible, findings in relation to student versus non-

student samples are highlighted. 

A further concern relates to the methodological choices made by researchers in the 

studies reviewed.  The majority of studies in this review (73%) relied on quantitative 

research designs suggesting that the dominant epistemological position within this 

field to date has been positivist.  This reflects Serban and Roberts (2016: 195) recent 

comments that SL as a research area ‘remains largely a quantitative domain’.  

Adopting Grint’s (2000) perspective, this research concurs with the view that 

leadership is primarily a social phenomenon that relies on the subjective 

interpretations of followers and thus an interpretive epistemological position may be 

more appropriate for studying it.  A final concern in this regard is the cross-sectional 

nature of the research designs in the studies reviewed (88%), which ultimately fail to 

accommodate the dynamic nature of SL, resulting in an inability to adequately 

capture issues such as direction and causality between the variables studied (Fausing 

et al., 2013).  Given the dynamic nature of the modern commercial workplace, this is 

a considerable weakness in the current body of research.  To address these issues, 

this research responds to calls in the literature for qualitative approaches to explore 

the underlying dynamics of SL interactions in different contexts (Hildebrand et al. 

2012; Hoch and Dulebohn 2013).  The methodology adopted in this study is 

discussed further in Chapter four.   
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3.2.5 Framework of Existing Research 

Having discussed conceptual definitions, theoretical frameworks and measurement 

approaches, this research now synthesizes the findings of the empirical studies 

reviewed to identify the factors influencing the emergence of SL in commercial 

organisations, and to assess the impact of SL on performance in such contexts.  

These findings have been elicited from the forty empirical studies identified in the 

systematic literature review described earlier (Section 3.2.2) and summarised in 

Appendix D.  Specifically, antecedents of SL, as well as moderating and mediating 

factors influencing the relationship between SL and team performance in commercial 

organisations, will be discussed.  Following the discussion, a framework (Fig. 3.1) is 

presented, mapping the existing research in the field and highlighting the gap that 

arises, which will be addressed by this current study.    

 Antecedent Conditions for Developing Shared Leadership 

Only eleven of the forty studies reviewed explored antecedent conditions to any 

extent, identifying factors relating to employee characteristics, team composition, 

and the internal and external team environment as influential in SL emergence.  

Considering employee characteristics, Hoch (2014) reports that team member 

integrity (integrity is equated with responsibility and trustworthiness in the study) 

functions as an antecedent of SL, while others identify employee commitment and 

professionalism as important employee traits (Jain and Jeppesen, 2014).  Zhou and 

Vredenburgh (2017) recently expanded on this, concluding that conscientiousness 

and openness to experience are also positively related to SL emergence in 

entrepreneurial teams.   

Focusing more on team composition, others report that the socio-demographic 

characteristics of teams significantly influence the emergence of SL behaviours, 

concluding that SL is more likely to emerge in teams featuring a high female-to-male 

ratio, high levels of national diversity and a low mean age (Muethel et al., 2012).  

The first characteristic, they suggest, is explained by behavioural leadership notions 

that women prefer participative leadership styles (Northouse, 2001), though this 

finding is in contrast to others who found that SL has no significant effect on female 

participation in leadership roles (Mendez and Busenbark, 2015).  In relation to 
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national diversity, Muethel et al. (2012) suggest that the availability of diverse 

knowledge and experience fosters a shared approach to decision-making and is thus 

likely to facilitate the emergence of SL.  Finally, the researchers report that a high 

mean age does not support SL, implying that younger members are more likely to 

engage in SL behaviours (Muethel et al., 2012).    

In relation to team size, the evidence is less clear as the variations in team size in 

existing studies makes it difficult to ascertain its effects on SL emergence 

(D’Innocenzo, 2014).  Some researchers have indicated that team size can be both an 

asset and a liability for teams (Carson et al., 2007; Huang, 2013). This is reflective 

of the wider literature which is also inconclusive on this issue.  For instance, some 

authors suggest that larger teams could have a positive impact on team processes due 

to increased decision making and information processing capabilities (Hill, 1982; 

Maier, 1967).  However, others have found that in general, members of larger teams 

are less satisfied, and cooperate less than members of smaller teams (Guzzo, Salas 

and Associates, 1995).  Pearce and Herbik (2004: 296) explain that ‘with increases 

in team size, the psychological distance between individuals can increase’.  The 

implication here is that in larger teams, members would be less likely to exhibit SL 

as the psychological distance between team members increases.  Clearly, further 

research is required to understand the impact of team size on SL emergence. 

Referring to the internal team environment, researchers report that SL is facilitated 

when the three conditions of shared purpose, social support, and voice are present in 

the team environment (Carson et al., 2007; Daspit et al., 2013).  In addition, Fausing 

et al. (2015) explain that task interdependence increases team cooperative 

behaviours and is positively related to SL emergence.  This concurs with other views 

that ‘SL is applicable only to tasks where there is interdependency between the 

individuals involved’ (Wassenaar and Pearce, 2012: 382).  The implication here is 

that the opportunity for SL decreases, as tasks become more independent (Pearce and 

Sims, 2000).  Extending these findings, Serban and Roberts (2016: 184) add that task 

cohesion, which they define as ‘a group’s shared attraction and commitment to the 

group goal’ is also a predictor of SL, in a creative task context.  Others explored 

trust, team collectivism (Small and Rentsch, 2010) and team potency (Boies et al., 

2010) as antecedents of SL, concluding that all of these conditions contribute to its 

emergence.   
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In relation to the external team environment a number of authors identify the need 

for empowering behaviours from vertical leaders as an antecedent (Carson et al., 

2007; Fausing et al., 2015).  This confirms views in the literature that empowering 

VL is a key condition required for SL to develop (Clarke, 2012).  Others identify a 

supportive culture (Erkutlu, 2012) along with organisational conditions of power 

sharing and a horizontal structure (Jain and Jeppesen, 2014) as important pre-

conditions to the successful development of SL approaches.   

While the studies reviewed here make important contributions to our understanding 

of the conditions facilitating the emergence of SL in COs, more studies are needed.  

For instance, while Hoch (2014) identifies the influence of employee integrity on the 

emergence of SL, other potentially important employee variables have yet to be 

explored (e.g. locus of control, tenure, expertise).  Likewise, in the broader 

organisational environment, interventions such as training programmes which focus 

on mutual skill development (Wood, 2005) or the availability of financial rewards or 

recognition (Serban and Roberts, 2016) could influence the emergence of SL but are 

untested.  Furthermore, the impact of national or organisational culture on shaping 

the behaviours of individuals in relation to SL may be important.  It is also noted that 

the studies reviewed here are derived from a diverse range of national cultures and 

sectors, which may have an impact on the findings, but this has not been explained 

by research to date.  Further studies in relation to the impact of culture on SL 

emergence would be useful to extend the research in this regard.  Finally, the studies 

reviewed here have focused on identifying antecedent conditions in the internal 

organisational environment, neglecting external environmental factors. 

 Evaluating the Outcomes of Shared Leadership 

To date, the research on SL in COs has focused primarily on outcomes in terms of 

team performance and effectiveness.  According to Campbell, McCloy, Oppler and 

Sager (1993), performance refers to actions or behaviours that can be measured in 

terms of the team’s contribution to the organisation’s goals.  Effectiveness on the 

other hand is the capacity a team has to accomplish its goals (Hackman, 1987).  In 

relation to both of these outcomes, the findings in the SL literature are largely 

positive (Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014).  
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3.2.5.2.1 Outcomes of SL – Team Performance 

Of the forty empirical studies reviewed, twenty-three measured the impact of SL on 

performance.  Of these twenty-three studies, nineteen (83%) conclude that SL 

provided by team members can contribute significantly to team performance (Carson 

et al., 2007; Pearce and Ensley, 2001).  Given the concerns raised earlier (Section 

3.2.2) in relation to the use of student samples, the researcher further isolated results 

from studies using student samples to compare with findings from studies using non-

student samples, in relation to the impact of SL on team performance.  The following 

table (Table 3.3) summarises the results. 

Table 3-3 Impact of SL on Team Performance by Sample Type 

Sample No. of studies 

measuring 

performance impact 

of SL 

No. of studies 

reporting positive 

impact on 

performance 

% of studies 

reporting 

positive 

impact on 

performance 

Combined (non-

student plus student 

samples) 

23 19 83% 

Non-student samples 

only 

14 12 86% 

Student samples only 9 7 78% 

 

Regardless of the sample type, the majority of studies reviewed report that SL 

positively impacts team performance, confirming that ‘teams relying on multiple 

members for leadership performed better than those in which internal leadership 

was relatively scarce’ (Carson et al., 2007: 1228).  Explaining this, Avolio et al. 

(1996) report that SL is significantly related to team members’ willingness to put in 

extra effort on projects, and thus, has a positive impact on team performance.  Pearce 

and Sims (2002) concur, explaining that SL is significantly related to increased 

citizenship and networking behaviours, both of which impact performance.  Others 

suggest that SL is actually a better predictor of team performance than VL (Ensley et 

al., 2006; Hoch and Kozlowski, 2014) explaining for instance that SL accounts for a 

greater occurrence of social integration and problem-solving quality, and is more 

effective at implementing change, than leadership exhibited by a single appointed 

leader (Waldersee and Eagleson, 2002).  Additionally, researchers report that SL is a 

more important predictor of new venture performance in entrepreneurial teams, than 
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VL (Ensley et al., 2006; Zhou et al., 2015).  These results are consistent with recent 

meta-analytic studies in the field which conclude that SL effects performance over 

and above the effects of VL (Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014). 

While these findings are encouraging however, others add a note of caution (Fausing 

et al., 2013; Serban and Roberts, 2016) suggesting that the positive relationship 

between SL and team performance is not necessarily straightforward.  Chreim (2015: 

538) for instance warns that, sharing leadership roles can be disadvantageous when it 

creates an ‘overcrowded leadership space’ where role overlap can result in 

redundant effort.   Importantly, Fausing et al. (2013) indicate that, while knowledge-

work teams benefit from sharing leadership, such an approach may negatively affect 

manufacturing team performance.  Furthermore, these authors conclude that sharing 

leadership is a performance disadvantage in teams with low levels of autonomy.  

Thus, despite the predominantly positive findings reported by many researchers, it is 

important to note that ‘SL may not always be effective and advantageous’ (Fausing et 

al. 2013: 256).    

3.2.5.2.2 Outcomes of SL – Team Effectiveness 

The research studies reviewed here also report positive outcomes in relation to SL 

and team effectiveness.  For instance, researchers have found that SL is positively 

related to team creativity (Lee, Lee, Seo and Choi, 2015) and team learning (Huang, 

2013).  Furthermore, teams with SL approaches experience less conflict, greater 

consensus and higher intragroup trust and cohesion (Bergman et al., 2012; Mathieu 

et al., 2015).  Moreover, such teams exhibit an advanced awareness of team member 

capabilities and excel at the effective utilisation of their members (Ocker, Huang, 

Benbunan-Fich and Hiltz, 2011).  Finally, Acar (2010) reports that SL moderates the 

relationship between diversity and emotional conflict, rendering groups more 

effective as a result.   

Certainly, the outcomes reported here are encouraging for commercial organisations.  

However, more research is needed to understand how SL impacts team performance 

and effectiveness in commercial settings.  Drawing on the literature reviewed, the 

following section identifies specific moderators and mediators of the relationship 

between SL and team performance, in order to examine these relationships in further 

detail. 
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 Moderators and Mediators of Shared Leadership and Team Performance 

The empirical studies reviewed have revealed a number of moderators in the 

relationship between SL and performance, including work function, level of work 

autonomy (Fausing et al., 2013), and task complexity (Hoch, 2014; Wang et al., 

2014).  As described above, while SL exhibited a positive relationship with team 

performance for knowledge-intensive teams, it exhibited a negative relationship with 

manufacturing teams (Fausing et al., 2013).  Similarly, team autonomy was 

confirmed as a moderator by Fausing et al. (2013) who concluded that sharing 

leadership is a performance disadvantage in teams with low levels of autonomy.  An 

earlier study by Hoch et al. (2010) concluded that where tasks are routine, SL does 

not impact team performance.  Others agree that the effects of SL are stronger when 

work is more complex (Wang et al., 2014).  These findings are significant implying 

that the likely success of SL in a commercial context is contingent on the nature of 

the work, the level of task complexity, and the level of employee autonomy.   

In relation to mediators, specific contributions from the literature have identified 

knowledge sharing (Huang, 2013) and information sharing (Hoch, 2014) as 

mediating variables in the relationship between SL and team performance.  Other 

mediating factors reported include improved social integration of team members 

(Avolio et al., 1996); increased citizenship and networking behaviours (Pearce and 

Sims, 2002); increased awareness of team member capabilities (Ocker et al., 2011); 

greater consensus, less conflict, higher intra group trust and better team cohesion 

(Bergman et al., 2012).  While the studies reviewed here have contributed to an 

understanding of the relationship between SL and performance, some limitations 

must be noted.  In many of the studies, a stated limitation is the lack of control for 

the effects of other variables, which may have affected the relationship between SL 

and performance, such as the experience, ability and motivation of team members, as 

well as other dimensions of team composition. Thus, further research is required to 

expand our understanding of these relationships.   

 Framework of Existing Research 

The following figure (Fig. 3.1) illustrates the findings of the systematic review 

discussed above, mapping the existing research in the field.  While progress has 
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clearly been made in explaining the antecedents of SL, and its impact on team 

performance, it is notable that no studies to date have explored the interactions at the 

centre of the shared leadership process itself.  Thus, this study addresses this gap, 

exploring the SL relational interaction processes that have not been examined 

previously.  

 

Figure 3-1 Framework of Existing Research – Antecedents, Moderators and 

Mediators of SL and Team Performance 

Having identified the gap to be addressed by this study as the interactions of team 

members as they share in the leadership of their team, the following section 

introduces the theoretical framework adopted to understand this process. 

3.3 Theoretical Framework: Social Exchange Theory 

This research is concerned with exploring and understanding the nature of the 

interactions between individuals sharing leadership responsibilities in organisational 

settings.  To this end, this section introduces the theoretical perspective on which this 

research study is based, namely, Social Exchange Theory (SET).  SET has been 

described as an approach to analysing the behavioural choices of individuals in 

social exchanges (Cook, Molm and Yamagishi, 1993) and provides a framework to 

enable this research to explore the exchange factors at play when individuals share in 
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the leadership of their team.  The rationale for adopting SET as a theoretical base for 

this research is explained, before an overview of the relevant literature is presented. 

3.3.1  Social Exchange Theory and Shared Leadership 

Social Exchange Theory has its origins in economics, sociology and psychology.  

Over the past five decades, a number of theoretical perspectives within these fields 

have sought to explain interactions between actors from an exchange perspective, 

with varying views as to their rational or behavioural dimensions.  These theoretical 

perspectives can be conceptualised on a continuum ranging from an 

economic/rational view at one end to a behavioural view at the other (Barringer and 

Harrison, 2000).  Exchange theories grounded in a strong economic perspective 

include agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), transaction cost economics 

(Williamson, 1991) and resource dependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) while 

theories adopting a more behavioural-based view include stakeholder theory 

(Freeman and Reed, 1983) and SET (Homans, 1958; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; 

Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976).  The purpose of this study is to understand the 

dynamics of shared leadership (SL), which has been described as a social process 

(Schedlitzki and Edwards, 2014) and a group activity that works through and within 

relationships (Bennett et al., 2003).  Given the social and relational nature of SL, 

theoretical foundations rooted in economics are not considered suitable for achieving 

a holistic understanding of the complexities of how SL actually happens.   While it is 

acknowledged that relationships can operate at many levels (e.g. economic and 

social), this research concurs with Granovetter (1985) who argues that relationships 

are embedded in a social structure and when this social structure dominates the 

relationship governance is social.  Like all human behaviour, SL is embedded in the 

social context in which it occurs (Fletcher and Kaufer, 2003).  Thus, a theoretical 

framework adopting a social perspective is deemed more appropriate than an 

economic approach for this research.   

A crucial difference between economic exchange theories and SET is the existence 

of unspecified obligations (Blau, 1964).  An economic exchange involves specific 

and quantifiable goods and services.  In a social exchange however, the exact nature 

of returns is not always specified.  Rather, over a series of interactions, feelings of 

personal obligation and trust exist to sustain relationships, which do not exist in pure 
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economic exchanges (Blau, 1964). The inability of economic exchange theories to 

incorporate unspecified obligations is an additional reason why such theories are not 

considered appropriate for this study.  Finally, according to Blau (1964: 12), ‘to 

speak of social life is to speak of the associations between people’.  Thus, SET 

purports to illuminate the exchanges between individuals in interaction and as it is 

the content of what flows through these interactions that is the subject of this 

research study, it is considered a suitable theoretical perspective on which to base 

this research.   

Finally, there is considerable support for SET in the literature, with some authors 

describing it as ‘the most influential conceptual paradigm for understanding 

workplace behavior’ (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005: 874).   Certainly, SET has 

already been extensively employed in organisational behaviour research to develop 

an understanding of concepts including leadership and social interaction in groups 

and organisations (e.g. Hollander, 1978; Liden and Graen, 1980; Sparrowe and 

Liden, 1997) as well as perceived organisational support (Eisenberger, Huntington, 

Hutchinson and Sowa, 1986), and is considered promising for developing an 

understanding of SL processes as well (Seibert et al., 2003). 

3.3.2 Overview of Social Exchange Theory 

According to Emerson (1976) SET is not a theory at all; rather it is a frame of 

reference in which many theories can be connected.  Concurring, Cropanzano, Rupp 

and Byrne, (2003) describe SET as a family of related conceptual models, illustrating 

its broad nature and scope.  Emerson (1976) identifies the four figures largely 

responsible for the development of SET as George Homans, John Thibaut, Harold 

Kelley and Peter Blau.  One of the earliest contributors to the development of SET is 

Homans (1958: 597) who stated that an ‘interaction between persons is an exchange 

of goods, material and non-material.’  The concept of social exchange has perhaps 

been most succinctly defined by Blau (1964: 454) as ‘voluntary social actions that 

are contingent on the rewarding reactions from others and that cease when the 

expected reactions are not forthcoming’, implying a mutually contingent process 

(Emerson, 1976).  The mutual nature of SET is further emphasised by Gouldner, 

(1960: 169) who states, ‘what one party receives from the other requires some 

return, so that giving and receiving are mutually contingent’.   More recently, SET is 
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positioned as a behavioural theory concerned with understanding the social 

behaviour of humans in economic exchange and reciprocal action (McGrath, 1984).   

Early conceptions of SET posit that human relationships are formed through the use 

of subjective cost-benefit analysis, and the comparison of alternatives (Thibaut and 

Kelley, 1959).  From this perspective, individuals enter into an exchange with the 

motive of obtaining some kind of reward.  This presumes that individuals will 

cooperate with others insofar as they believe it is in their best interest to do so. For 

the relationship to continue, individuals who receive benefits from the contributions 

of others are obligated to reciprocate (Blau, 1964).  Applying this concept to SL, 

Daspit et al., (2013: 37) posit that ‘individuals who experience support from their 

team will experience an obligation to repay the team’.  The underlying assumption 

in SET is that exchange in any relationship has to be reciprocated (Blau, 1964; 

Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958) whether that exchange is based on economic or 

social dimensions.  In fact, Zafirovski (2005) states that the relationship will cease to 

exist if reciprocity is violated. Importantly, actors make choices about contributing to 

a social exchange, usually without explicit agreement or negotiation of whether or 

when others will reciprocate (Cook et al., 1993).  However, where reciprocity is 

present, over time, as individuals experience mutual benefits from exchanges, trust 

and commitment develop (Blau, 1964; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).   

According to Rupp and Cropanzano (2002), SET has evolved significantly since its 

inception in the 1960s.  While early SET research focused on the role of material 

self-interest (Hatfield, Walster and Piliavin, 1978), more contemporary research 

emphasises the formation of interpersonal relationships (Rupp and Cropanzano, 

2002), making it a most suitable base for this study.   

Having introduced SET in this section, the following section examines concepts 

central to this theoretical framework in more detail.  

3.3.3 Central Concepts within Social Exchange Theory 

Exchange theories draw on concepts such as resources, costs, rewards and outcomes 

when discussing the substance of the interpersonal exchange.  This section reviews 

the concepts central to SET, and considers how they might apply to the behaviour of 

individuals in relation to SL. 
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 Resources 

According to Emerson (1976), a resource is an ability, possession or other attribute 

of an actor giving him/her the capacity to reward others.  From a SET perspective, 

resources are commodities, material or symbolic, that can be transmitted through 

interpersonal behaviour (Foa and Foa, 1980) which give one person the capacity to 

reward another (Emerson, 1976).  From a SL perspective, a resource might be an 

individual’s ability to influence, direct or motivate others in a positive way, or it 

could be an individual’s expertise, knowledge or access to privileged information or 

other assets that might benefit the group.  According to Fletcher and Kaufer (2003), 

enacting SL might require individuals to contribute such resources as time away 

from progressing one’s own deliverables, to sharing information to help progress the 

goals of others; sending notes of appreciation to recognise the input of others; or 

simply asking for help or input from others.  While in practice, these acts are not 

immediately recognisable as leadership, they make a significant contribution to 

relational leadership practices encouraging collaboration and displaying the ability to 

listen and learn from others (Fletcher and Kaufer, 2003). 

Little research is available on the attributes of individuals who enact SL, or 

importantly, the resources that they bring to such an exchange.  However, drawing 

on the framework presented earlier (Fig. 3.1), employees who are characterised by 

personal qualities such as integrity (Hoch, 2013) and professional attributes such as 

high work commitment (Jain and Jeppesen, 2014) are more likely to enact SL.  

While it is acknowledged that contextual factors in the broader organisational 

environment also influence the extent to which SL is facilitated (Carson et al., 2007; 

Daspit et al., 2013; Fausing et al., 2015), the focus of this research is to understand 

the interactions between individuals enacting SL and from this perspective, further 

research is required to understand the resources such individuals expect to bring to 

an exchange.  

 Costs 

Consistent with SET theory, application of a resource is contingent on the actor’s 

perception of associated costs and anticipated rewards.  According to Emerson 

(1976: 349) ‘cost is the most troublesome word in the exchange vocabulary’.  
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Usefully however, he extrapolates on its two basic meanings, explaining that costs 

can exist in terms of the time and energy invested in the relationship, or rewards 

foregone as a result of engaging in one behaviour or course of action rather than 

another. While the former can usually be assessed with ease, the latter can be 

complex, particularly in the context of long-term social relationships.   

Little research is available on how individuals perceive the cost of contributing to 

SL, though it is anticipated that time and effort expended by the individual for the 

achievement of group or organisational goals is a potential factor here.  Ulhoi and 

Muller (2014) suggest that, from the perspective of the individual member, SL 

involves increased participation in decision-making processes, which may for 

example require individuals to share privileged information.  While previous studies 

indicate that individuals welcome increased participation in decision-making (Vroom 

and Jago, 1988), Wood and Fields (2007) contend that SL goes beyond this, 

resulting in individuals taking on duties that enlarge the normal responsibilities of 

their job.  Seers et al. (2003) provide some examples in this regard, citing situations 

where team members undertake the responsibility for the development of a vision for 

the group, the co-ordination of group tasks, or the estimation of resources needed for 

multiple tasks.  The resultant job enlargement may require employees to alter 

recognised and established patterns of interaction within their organisation (Fletcher 

and Kaufer, 2003).  Wood and Fields (2007) suggests that such job enlargement may 

create role conflict and ambiguity, ultimately increasing job related stress and 

decreasing job satisfaction.  While empirical research is lacking, it is conceivable 

that such factors may be perceived by individuals as costs associated with SL.   

Relatedly, Seibert et al. (2003: 184) suggest that a primary reason why an individual 

might not want to contribute to a SL situation is that ‘such relationships take 

considerable time, energy and resources to develop’.  These authors further 

speculate that any individual will only be able to develop a limited number of the 

high exchange relationships required to practice SL in a group and thus, may limit 

their efforts in this regard to immediate work colleagues only.  Given that the 

number of high exchange relationships any individual forms is likely to be limited, 

individuals are more likely to invest their time, energy and resources in developing 

high exchange relationships with ‘valuable interaction partners’ (Seibert et al., 

2003: 185).  According to Thibaut and Kelley (1959), valuable interaction partners 
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are selected on the basis of a number of characteristics, including similarity and 

ability.  This raises interesting questions about potential limitations to the capacity of 

SL in organisational settings. 

 Rewards 

According to SET, actors will consider the cost of contributing to an exchange in 

comparison to anticipated rewards.  Rewards are defined as the pleasures, 

satisfactions, and gratifications an individual enjoys from participating in a 

relationship (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959) and they can be material or symbolic 

(Homans, 1958).  According to Homans (1958: 602) pay is clearly a material reward, 

while symbolic rewards might include social approval, acceptance, or even 

‘maintenance of one’s personal integrity.’  While there is no evidence that SL results 

in direct material gains for individuals, the SL literature reviewed earlier (Section 

2.6) suggests that individuals may experience many symbolic rewards for their 

contribution, including an increase in job satisfaction, a sense of ownership, pride 

and control of their work environment, increased individual motivation and an 

increased commitment to the work (Edwards et al., 1994; Hoch and Dulebohn, 2013; 

Jackson, 2000; Motz and Lewis, 1994; Wood, 2005).  Houghton et al. (2015: 313) 

further speculate that SL could provide individuals with ‘an increasing sense of 

meaning, psychological ownership, social support and belonging, and respect and 

dignity within the work setting.’   

Furthermore, according to Seibert et al. (2003), interacting with others in a SL 

process should benefit each of the interacting partners in a number of ways, such as 

improved information-sharing leading to better work outcomes.  Fletcher and Kaufer 

(2003: 29) refer to new knowledge as an important potential outcome, describing this 

as ‘learning that comes from… fully contributing one’s own thoughts and 

perspectives while at the same time being open to others.’  While these outcomes 

may constitute attractive rewards, few empirical studies have examined whether 

individuals experience these effects in practice.   

Interestingly, Molm (1989) has broadened the scope of SET to include control over 

negative as well as positive outcomes for another, thus incorporating coercive power 

and reward power into the theoretical framework of SET.  From the SL literature, 
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there are few critiques examining negative outcomes from an individual perspective, 

though Seibert et al. (2003: 176) suggest that interactions in a SL situation could 

generate ‘socioemotional tensions’, for example if an individual offers ideas which 

are subsequently ignored, ridiculed or rejected, ‘or when he or she loses in the 

competition for legitimacy and influence’.   

This raises interesting questions regarding the effectiveness of various influence 

tactics in SL situations, as ‘significant differences in influence among group 

members should be expected’ (Seibert et al., 2003: 176).  Locke (2003: 274) for 

example warns that in SL situations, ‘the most influential members may not 

necessarily be the most knowledgeable’, concurring with Seers et al. (2003: 81) that 

‘individuals who verbalize more, most often emerge as leaders’.  This scenario 

highlights the potential for individuals to experience negative outcomes from SL, if 

they have the knowledge to lead, but lack the ability to influence others.  Research 

on influence tactics under SL has been lacking however and is identified in the 

literature an area deserving more investigation (Conger and Pearce, 2003).   Finally, 

as SET assumes that a resource will continue to flow (in this case, individuals will 

continue to contribute to SL), ‘only if there is a valued return contingent on it’ 

(Emerson, 1976: 359), a key aim of the research is to understand the perceived 

returns for individuals contributing to SL exchanges.   

 Outcomes 

According to SET, satisfaction with an exchange relationship is derived from an 

evaluation of the outcomes available from participating in that relationship.  

Outcomes are defined as the rewards obtained from a relationship, minus the costs 

incurred in contributing to it (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).  Because it is not possible 

to know the actual rewards and costs involved in a social exchange (i.e. an 

interaction with another individual) before interactions occur, individuals guide their 

behaviour through their expectations for rewards and cost, and the subsequent 

expected outcomes.   

Generally, it is the case that the higher the outcome, the greater the satisfaction for 

the individual providing the resource.  However, according to Thibaut and Kelley 

(1959), Nye (1979) and Sabatelli (1984), when determining satisfaction, both the 
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experiences of the outcomes derived from the exchange, and the expectations that 

individuals bring to their relationship are taken into account.  This makes the 

assessment of outcomes from social exchanges more complex than those from 

economic transactions.  Moreover, the standards that individuals use to evaluate 

rewards and costs, and subsequent outcomes, differ from person to person and can 

vary over time.   Empirical work on the outcomes of SL exchanges is lacking, 

though as suggested above, proposed outcomes at an individual level include 

increased organisational participation and involvement, and job satisfaction (Ulhoi 

and Muller, 2014).  Given the lack of in-depth studies in the field of SL to date, little 

is known about whether individuals experience these effects in practice, or how this 

may vary over time. 

 Comparison Level (CL) 

The concept of comparison level (CL) was developed by Thibaut and Kelley (1959) 

to explain the impact that previous experiences have on the determination of how 

satisfied an individual is with a relationship.  Individuals make attributions about 

how satisfying a relationship is based on their understanding of societal norms for 

relationships, combined with their accumulated experiences so far.  If the outcomes 

derived from a relationship exceed the CL, then an individual’s assessment of the 

relationship is likely to be high (Nye, 1979; Sabatelli,1984; Thibaut and Kelley, 

1959).  If the outcomes derived from the relationships are perceived to be less than 

the CL, an individual will likely assess a relationship less favourably. To date, 

empirical studies have yet to examine an individual’s assessment of SL, in 

comparison with their previous experiences of leadership (such as VL), or with their 

understandings of societal norms for leadership relationships.  This is an area which 

requires further research from a longitudinal perspective.   

 Comparison Level for Alternatives (CLalt) 

According to SET, satisfaction with a relationship is not in itself sufficient to ensure 

that the relationship will continue.  Rather, to continue contributing to a relationship, 

individuals must feel satisfied that the outcomes of the present relationship exceed 

the outcomes available in an alternative to the present relationship.  To explain this, 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) introduced the concept of comparison level of alternatives 
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(CLalt), defined as the lowest level of outcome a person will accept from a 

relationship in light of available alternatives.  The CLalt can be used to explain an 

individual’s decision to continue to contribute to or withdraw from a relationship.  

Thus, the CLalt is a significant factor in determining relationship stability.  Clearly, 

relationships that are more rewarding and thus have a high level of outcomes for 

individuals, are more likely to be stable, as a high level of outcomes reduces the 

likelihood of a better alternative existing.  Interestingly, unsatisfactory relationships 

may remain stable, due to a lack of a better alternative (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).   

This has important implications for SL, in relation to its stability over time.  

According to SET, for individuals to continue to contribute to SL, individuals must 

feel satisfied that the outcomes available to them from enacting SL are greater than 

the outcomes available to them from alternatives (such as focusing only on their 

individual objectives).  However, to date, longitudinal studies of SL are lacking so 

there is no empirical evidence to examine how stable SL is over time.  Seers et al. 

(2003: 95) raise important questions in a call for further research to examine 

whether, over time, groups might ‘revert to operating with a single leader atop a 

social hierarchy’, or ‘whether a structure of SL might endure’.  On the one hand, the 

authors are pessimistic about the long-term stability of SL, referring to Ludwig’s 

(2002) argument that the nature of leadership is that humans automatically compete 

to produce a status hierarchy.  On the other hand, however, they suggest that ‘SL 

might conceivably exhibit greater stability than unitary leadership if it produces a 

leadership cadre whose collective skills and abilities provide a better match for 

evolving tasks and goals than do the skills and abilities of a single individual’ (Ibid).  

Developing this latter point, the suggestion seems to be that stability might develop 

over time if repeated successful applications of SL supplant group tendencies 

towards VL.  Longitudinal studies of SL are required to examine this proposition in 

practice.   

Having discussed the concepts central to SET, the following section reviews 

different types of social exchange relationships described in the literature, and 

considers the implications for SL. 
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3.3.4 Social Exchange Relationships and Implications for Shared Leadership 

Various types of social exchange relationships have been described in the literature, 

differentiated mainly by the nature of the exchange.  Similar to Blau’s (1964) 

economic or social exchange, Molm, Peterson and Takahashi (2003), propose that 

exchange relationships between actors can take the form of negotiated exchange or 

reciprocal exchange.  Reciprocal exchange is typical of a relationship within a social 

context, where the exchange is of a cooperative nature, and encourages mutuality 

and reciprocity.  A distinguishing characteristic of this type of exchange relationship 

is that actors initiate exchanges individually by performing a beneficial act for 

another without knowing whether or when the other will reciprocate (Molm et al., 

2003).   

On the other hand, negotiated exchange refers to exchanges that proffer individual 

gain, enforce binding agreements and are more likely to exist in a formal 

relationship.  A distinguishing characteristic of this type of exchange relationship is 

that both sides of the exchange are agreed upon at the same time in a transaction that 

provides benefits for both partners (Molm et al., 2003).   

Sparrow and Liden (1997) extend the work of leader member exchange (LMX) 

theory to identify three possible types of social exchange relationships between 

group members: balanced, generalized, and negative.  Balanced exchange 

relationships correspond with low LMX relationships (and with the economic or 

negotiated types discussed above), in that ‘they are characterized by equivalent and 

immediate exchanges, as in a quid pro quo arrangement’ (Seibert et al., 2003: 179).  

Generalized exchange corresponds with high LMX relationships (and with the social 

or reciprocal types discussed above) in that ‘strict equivalence in exchange is not 

required and balance is presumed to work itself out over the long run’ (Seibert et al., 

2003: 179).  Seibert et al. (2003) further explain that generalized exchange 

relationships are characterised by trust, respect and a concern for the welfare of 

others involved in the relationship.  Finally, negative exchange refers to situations 

where exchange partners pursue only their own self-interest, sometimes even seeking 

to harm or disrupt the progress of the other.  The following table (Table 3.4) 

summarises the different types of social exchange relationships described above and 

offers a short summary of the characteristics of each. 
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Table 3-4 Types of Social Exchange Relationships.  Source: Adapted from Seibert et 

al., (2003). 

Type of Social 

Exchange 

Relationship 

Balanced Social 

Exchange Relationships 

(Sparrow and Liden, 

1997) 

Generalized Social 

Exchange Relationships 

(Sparrow and Liden, 

1997) 

Negative Social 

Exchange Relationships 

(Sparrow and Liden, 

1997) 

Corresponds 

with 

Economic exchanges 

(Blau 1964); Negotiated 

exchanges (Molm et al. 

2003); Low LMX 

relationships (Sparrow 

and Liden 1997). 

Social exchanges (Blau 

1964); Reciprocal 

exchanges (Molm et al. 

2003); High LMX 

relationships (Sparrow and 

Liden 1997). 

Extends previous 

conceptualizations of 

exchange relationships. 

Levels of trust & 

concern for 

others in the 

exchange 

Low trust, concern for 

equivalent self-gain. 

Trust, respect and a concern 

for the welfare of the other. 

Low level of trust, 

exchange partners pursue 

only self-interest without 

concern for welfare of 

others. 

Nature of 

exchange 

Specific and quantifiable 

goods and services 

exchanged. 

Frequent  & intensive info 

sharing, multiple types of 

resource flows, social 

support and approval. 

Unspecified obligations. 

Information sharing is 

minimal and strategic 

(knowledge and expertise 

used for political 

purposes). 

Method of 

negotiation 

Joint decision-making 

processes employed i.e. 

explicit bargaining. 

Actors contribute to the 

exchange separately, non-

negotiated. 

Win/lose negotiations. 

Level of 

equivalence 

required in the 

exchange. 

Both sides of the 

exchange are agreed up 

front in a transaction that 

provides benefit to both 

partners (quid pro quo) – 

strict equivalence in 

exchange required. 

Actors initiate exchanges 

individually by performing 

a beneficial act for another 

without knowing when it 

will be reciprocated 

(balance achieved over the 

long run). 

No equivalence required, 

actors seek only self-gain. 

Flow of benefits The flow of benefits is 

bilateral (i.e. exchange 

should benefit both). 

The flow of benefits is 

unilateral. 

The flow of benefits is 

likely to be one way in a 

win/lose type scenario. 

Reciprocity Strictly binding to terms 

of the transaction. 

Actors can receive benefit 

without giving in return; 

reciprocity is implied over 

the longer term. 

Reciprocity not a feature. 

No. and 

frequency of 

transactions. 

Characterised by discrete 

transactions. 

Characterised by repeat 

transactions. 

Characterised by discrete 

transactions. 

Level of 

interaction 

As required to process 

transactions. 

High. Low. 

Level of mutual 

influence  

Low/Medium. High. Low. 

Likely influence 

tactics 

Explicit exchange tactics. Soft, persuasive influence 

tactics. 

Coercive exchange 

tactics. 

In terms of SL, empirical evidence is lacking in relation to understanding how the 

social exchange conditions present in an organisational work unit, might affect the 
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practice of SL.  Seibert et al. (2003) have proposed that social exchange conditions 

impact the influence processes that are the focus of SL theory, but this has not been 

investigated empirically.  Specifically, they suggest that members of ‘generalized’ 

exchange relationships would likely have high levels of mutual influence over each 

other.  Thus, in a ‘generalized’ exchange context, the use of coercive influence 

tactics by group members would be inappropriate; rather, it is more likely in this 

context that softer influence tactics would be relied upon.  Conversely, they propose 

that the ability of members to influence each other in negative social relationships 

would be minimal, and they expect individuals within such negative exchange 

relationships to rely on aversive and coercive influence tactics.  Finally, Seibert et al. 

(2003) expect individuals to rely on explicit tactics within balanced relationships.  

As discussed, empirical evidence examining the impact of exchange relationships on 

SL is lacking to date, thus the focus of this current study aims to address this gap. 

3.3.5 Potential Barriers to Exchange 

Considering the reviewed literature on both social exchange theory and SL, barriers 

to effective interactions in SL situations may include physical barriers such as 

geographical distances (Ocker et al., 2011); perceptual barriers or cognitive biases 

such as an inability to accept leadership from peers (Jackson, 2000; O’Toole et al., 

2002; Seers et al., 2003); cultural barriers such as a competitive or non-co-operative 

culture or group member attitudes towards sharing knowledge (Erkutlu, 2012; Rice, 

2006); managerial barriers such as authoritative or non-participative vertical leaders 

(Carson et al., 2007); emotional barriers such as lack of trust within the work unit 

(Davis, 1992; Metcalfe, 1995); and structural barriers relating to both the nature of 

the work (Fausing et al., 2013) and the structure of the work unit itself (Dixon, 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Pearce and Sims, 2000).  It is suggested by the authors referenced 

here that the presence of these barriers may inhibit the effective interactions of 

individuals in SL situations, though further research is required to understand this 

impact more clearly. 

3.3.6 Summary of Selected Theoretical Framework  

This section has identified Social Exchange Theory as the theoretical base from 

which the concept of SL will be explored.  The section began by introducing the 
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origins of SET, recognising its roots in economics, sociology and psychology.  The 

development of SET as a behavioural theory, concerned with understanding the 

social behaviour of humans in their interactions with others, makes it a most 

appropriate theoretical foundation for a study of SL.  Pertinent to this research 

endeavour, SET enables individual behaviour to be examined from an exchange 

perspective, with an emphasis on interaction.  Based on the literature reviewed 

earlier (Section 2.2.2.1), SL occurs in the interactions between individuals in 

organisational contexts.  Also, of central importance to this study, different types of 

social exchange relationships have been identified, and the implications for SL 

considered.  Finally, barriers to effective interactions in SL situations have been 

contemplated.   

Having discussed the theoretical foundations of the study in this section, the final 

section of this chapter will now discuss the application of the framework of existing 

research (Fig. 3.1), describing the contextual settings (commercial and non-

commercial) studied as part of this research.. 

 

3.4 Application of the Framework of Existing Research 

From a practical perspective, Figure 3.1 above is offered as a proposed framework 

which organisations can consult to encourage shared approaches to leadership to 

emerge, where appropriate.  For instance, in knowledge-intensive teams where 

employees have high autonomy, managers could encourage SL to emerge by making 

decisions about employee selection and team composition which are cognisant of the 

antecedents discussed.  Additionally, managers wishing to encourage SL in practice 

could ensure interdependence in the design of tasks, for example by providing the 

team with tasks or goals that can only be reached through collaboration.  This is not 

to suggest that collaboration within teams equates with SL; rather that teams that 

collaborate in their work are more likely to influence each other in ways that can 

lead to the accomplishment of group or organisational goals.  It is this active 

influence which distinguishes SL from other team processes such as teamwork, 

collaboration, or self-management (Carson et al., 2007).  Finally, managers should 

endeavour to influence the broader conditions that facilitate the emergence of SL by 



71 

adopting empowering managerial approaches, distributed power sharing structures 

and supportive organisational cultures. 

From a theoretical perspective, the framework (Fig. 3.1) enabled the present study to 

identify aspects of SL that have received little attention to date (Conger and Pearce, 

2003).  It has already been highlighted that further research is required to identify the 

effects of other variables on both the emergence of SL and its impact on team 

performance.  Further research could also investigate other outcomes of SL in 

commercial settings.  More urgent however is the need for research to explore the 

underlying dynamics of the SL process itself.  This review has highlighted a gap in 

existing research in relation to the actual processes or mechanisms underlying SL in 

commercial settings.  To address this gap, the present study explores the interactions 

of team members as they share in the leadership of their group, recognising this as an 

important avenue of investigation.   

3.4.1 Shared Leadership in Commercial and Non-Commercial Settings 

To date, much of the research on SL has taken place in non-commercial settings 

(Bolden, 2011).  This research extends this focus, exploring SL interaction processes 

in both commercial and non-commercial settings.  The framework of existing 

research (Fig. 3.1) illustrates the findings of the systematic review of empirical 

research on SL in the commercial domain.  To explore the assertions made earlier 

regarding the importance of context (Section 3.2.1), it is useful to consider the 

review findings in relation to evidence from non-commercial organisations (NCOs).  

To this end, findings from studies of SL in NCOs were reviewed.  The studies in 

NCOs were selected by referring to the systematic literature review carried out 

earlier (Section 3.2.2), to identify those studies that were excluded on the basis that 

they were located in the non-commercial sector.  Any studies in NCOs that referred 

to antecedents, moderators, mediators or outcomes of shared or distributed 

leadership were thus selected for comparison purposes.  This yielded twenty-three 

studies of SL in NCOs, primarily incorporating healthcare, educational and religious 

organisations. A detailed breakdown on the nature of the NCOs studied is shown in 

Appendix E.  Preceding a discussion of the notable comparisons, Table 3.5 below 

presents a summary view, comparing the findings from empirical studies of SL in 

COs, with those in NCOs. 
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Table 3-5 Comparing SL Research in Commercial and Non-Commercial Settings 

Themes Commercial 

Organisations (COs) 

Non-commercial 

Organisations (NCOs) 

 

Notable 

Comparisons 

Focus of 

empirical 

research 

Teams and team 

performance (Ulhoi and 

Muller 2014). 

  

Health – organisational 

change, org development, 

processes surrounding 

implementation of SL. 

Education – new org 

structures; new ways of 

organising; learning 

through collective ways 

of leading (Ulhoi and 

Muller 2014). 

 

Broader, institutional 

focus in NCOs.  

Concept of SL Predominantly informal, 

lateral influence among 

peers (Pearce and Sims 

2002). 

Formal and informal - 

leadership practice 

stretched across formal 

leaders, followers and the 

situation (Spillane, 

Halverson and Diamond 

2004). 

More planned and 

integrated approach in 

NCOs. Limited 

evidence regarding 

interplay between VL 

and SL in COs. 

 

Mechanisms Lateral influence 

(Pearce and Sims 2002), 

interaction of team 

members (Wang et al. 

2014). 

Interdependence -  

reciprocal, pooled and 

sequential (Spillane et al. 

2004); 

dynamic delegation 

(Klein, Ziegert, Knight 

and Xiao 2006); processes 

of inter-individual 

exchange or collaborative 

interaction (networking, 

collaborating and 

knowledge-sharing), 

(Buchanan et al. 2007); 

continuous 

education/training in SL 

(Jackson 2000). 

 

Few insights into 

mechanisms underlying 

SL in COs. 

Antecedents  

Employee 

characteristics 

 

 

Employee commitment 

(Jain and Jeppesen 

2014); integrity (Hoch 

2014); 

conscientiousness, 

openness to experience 

(Zhou and Vredenburgh 

2017). 

 

Employee commitment 

and commitment to SL 

principles (internalisation 

of SL concepts) (Jackson 

2000). 

 

Limited evidence of 

employee characteristics 

facilitating SL in NCOs.  

More progress in COs in 

this regard.   
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Themes Commercial 

Organisations (COs) 

Non-commercial 

Organisations (NCOs) 

 

Notable 

Comparisons 

Team 

composition 

 

High national diversity; 

low mean age; high 

female to male gender 

ratio (Muethel et al. 

2012). 

Inclusion, diversity 

(Slantcheva-Durst 2014), 

representation of diverse 

constituencies (Eckel and 

Kezar 2003). 

Subtle differences in 

conceptualization of a 

team.  Broader range of 

stakeholders considered 

in NCOs. 

 

Internal team 

environment 

 

Shared purpose, social 

support, voice (Carson 

et al. 2007); trust (Small 

and Rentsch 2010); team 

potency (Boies et al. 

2010); task 

interdependence 

(Fausing et al, 2015); 

task cohesion (Serban 

and Roberts 2016). 

Social harmony, team 

affinity, shared goals 

(Jackson 2000); team 

identity, voice 

(Slantcheva-Durst 2014); 

trust (Eckel and Kezar, 

2003; James, Mann and 

Creasy, 2007; Greenfield, 

Braithwaite, Pawsey, 

Johnson and Robinson, 

2009); interdependence 

(Spillane et al. 2004). 

Similar antecedents in 

the internal team 

environment in both 

COs and NCOs - 

importance of shared 

goals, trust and 

interdependence. 

External team 

environment 

 

Empowering managers 

(Hoch 2014; Fausing et 

al. 2015); supportive 

culture (Erkutlu 2012); 

power-sharing norms 

and horizontal structure 

(Jain and Jeppesen 

2014). 

 

Empowerment, sharing 

culture, team-based 

structures and processes 

(Slantcheva-Durst 2014); 

management support for 

SL, collaborative 

structures (Jackson 2000); 

supportive culture (Wood 

2005); permission to 

select partnerships 

(Greenfield et al. 2009). 

Similar antecedents in 

external team 

environment in both 

COs and NCOs.  

Importance of 

empowering managers. 

External 

organisational 

environment 

 

No evidence from COs. Supportive government 

policies and initiatives, 

low regulatory pressures 

for performance, high 

levels of social affluence 

(Currie and Lockett 

2011).  

Lack of evidence 

regarding how factors in 

the external 

micro/macro 

environment impact SL 

in COs. 

 

Moderators Work function, 

autonomy level (Fausing 

et al. 2013); task 

complexity (Hoch 2014; 

Wang et al. 2014).  

No evidence from NCOs. Suggests contingency 

approach to SL required 

in COs while more 

universal application 

suggested in NCOs. 
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Themes Commercial 

Organisations (COs) 

Non-commercial 

Organisations (NCOs) 

 

Notable 

Comparisons 

Mediators Social integration 

(Avolio et al. 1996); 

citizenship (Pearce and 

Sims, 2002); networking 

(Pearce and Sims, 

2002); increased 

awareness of team 

member capabilities 

(Ocker et al. 2011); 

information sharing 

(Hoch 2013); 

knowledge sharing 

(Huang 2013). 

 

Enhanced peer 

collaboration (James et al. 

2007); participative & 

innovative culture 

(Buchanan et al. 2007); 

enhanced dynamic 

capabilities of the org. 

(Reid and Karambayya 

2009); enhanced mental 

health of team members 

(Haward, Amir, Borrill, 

Dawson, Scully, West and 

Sainsbury 2003). 

 

Some similarity in 

relation to mediators in 

COs and NCOs at team 

level.  Additional 

mediators identified at 

individual and 

organisational levels in 

NCOs. 

Organisational 

Outcomes 

Team performance 

(Avolio et al. 1996; 

Pearce and Ensley 2001; 

Carson et al. 2007). 

Team effectiveness 

(Acar 2010) arising 

from enhanced team 

creativity (Lee et al. 

2015); higher intragroup 

trust and team cohesion 

(Bergman et al. 2012), 

(Mathieu et al. 2015); 

team learning (Huang 

2013). 

Improved performance 

(Hiller et al. 2006); 

increased commitment 

(Hulpia, Devos and Van 

Keer, 2010), increased job 

satisfaction (Wood and 

Fields 2007); employee 

involvement and greater 

empowerment (Klakovich 

1996); Upenieks 2000); 

flow and creativity 

(Hooker and 

Csikszentmihalyi 2003). 

 

Predominant focus in 

COs is team 

performance.  Some 

evidence of this in 

NCOs though not to the 

same extent. 

As outlined in Table 3.5, SL research in commercial settings has been predominantly 

focused on teams and team performance, with little research conducted at the 

organisational level of analysis.  Contrastingly, in non-commercial sectors such as 

healthcare and education, research on SL has encompassed a broader range of 

organisational activities, including organisational change, organisation design and 

organisational learning.  This suggests a more organisation-wide commitment to 

shared approaches to leadership in NCOs, than is the case in the commercial domain.  

This may reflect a view in commercial settings that SL can enhance team leadership, 

but perhaps is not seen as contributing to broader organisational leadership in a 

wider sense.  To explore this, it is useful to consider how SL is conceptualised in 

both contexts. Comparing empirical literature from the education sector with the 

commercial context reviewed earlier (Section 3.2.3), conceptual differences are 

immediately apparent as the dominant term used by researchers is ‘distributed 

leadership’, with some contributors defining this as the extent to which leadership 
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functions are distributed among formal leadership positions in the leadership team 

(Hulpia et al., 2010).  While others extend this to suggest that leadership can be 

enacted by the entire educational community (Copland, 2003), the former view 

implies a more orchestrated approach than is characteristic of how SL is viewed in 

commercial contexts. 

Spillane (2006) explains that distributed leadership in an educational context refers 

to leadership practice that is stretched across leaders, followers and their situations.  

Thus, from this perspective, distributed leadership encompasses both the established 

(vertical) leadership structures in school hierarchies, as well as other organisational 

members that interact with those structures, depending on the situation.  Similarly, in 

the healthcare sector, while researchers refer to both ‘shared leadership’ (Jackson, 

2000; Willcocks and Wibberley, 2015) and ‘distributed leadership’ (Buchanan et al., 

2007) the majority refer to leadership as being ‘distributed across levels, including 

informal and formal roles, in a collective organisation-wide perspective’ (Barrett, 

Plotnikoff and Raine, 2007: 265).  Contrastingly, in commercial organisations, 

research has tended to focus on evidence of individuals informally sharing in the 

leadership of their team, and less on how this interplays with formal (vertical) 

leadership structures.  Thus, there are clearly differences in how SL has been 

conceptualised by researchers in these different contexts.    

Importantly however, studies from both commercial and non-commercial contexts 

reveal that SL is accomplished through the interactions of multiple individuals, and 

that these interactions are key to the practice of SL.  While research in the 

commercial domain has yet to explore the interactions of individuals sharing 

leadership responsibilities (thus the need for the present study), Spillane et al. (2004: 

17) identify interdependency as the primary characteristic of interactions among 

school leaders, explaining that ‘interdependency emerges when the enactment of a 

leadership task depends on the inter-play between two or more actors’.  Spillane et 

al. (2004) further classifies three types of interdependencies - reciprocal, pooled and 

sequential.   

Comparing antecedents of SL, studies in religious and educational contexts broadly 

align with findings in commercial contexts, indicating that shared purpose and 

vision, teamwork and teambuilding processes, trust, empowering management 
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approaches, team member openness, and representation of diverse constituencies are 

important facilitators of SL in NCOs (Slantcheva-Durst, 2014; Wood and Fields, 

2007).  However, subtle differences noted in Table 3.5 in relation to team 

composition, suggest that the concept of a team may have a different meaning in the 

different domains.  Within NCOs for instance, a key feature of team composition is 

the representation of diverse constituencies, such that individuals may belong to a 

variety of groups or networks, where they may simply be representing their unit. 

Such groups may not operate as a team as envisaged in the management literature 

(Bate and Robert, 2002).  Thus, in addition to differences in conceptualisations of 

SL, the concept of an organisational team may have a different meaning in NCOs 

than in COs.   

Furthermore, while studies in commercial settings have focused primarily on internal 

organisational conditions, of note in the education sector in particular is the 

importance of the external environment.  Currie et al. (2009) for instance explored 

the impact of government policies and regulatory frameworks, as well as levels of 

social affluence on the emergence of distributed approaches to leadership in 

educational institutions in the UK, concluding that the implementation of SL is most 

difficult in socially deprived areas.  Spillane et al. (2004) also identify the 

sociocultural context of the situation as an important element of leadership practice.  

This level of analysis is lacking in the commercial domain, and while social factors 

may not be as significant in this milieu, research on influencing factors in the 

external environment could be useful to explore how forces at these levels might 

affect the enactment of SL in such organisations.  For instance, micro environments 

that are intensely competitive in nature might impede the development of SL, as 

commercial pressures could generate more target-oriented managerial behaviours.  

This undermines empowerment according to Argyris (2001: 98), who questions the 

potential for real empowerment when ‘managers just want to see better numbers’.   

In the healthcare sector, antecedents somewhat align with findings in commercial 

contexts, with employee commitment, staff autonomy, managerial guidance, 

collaborative decision-making, a culture of innovation, and a shared organisational 

vision identified as conditions facilitating the emergence of SL (Currie and Lockett, 

2011; Jackson, 2000).  While most commentators recommend a bottom up approach 

to enacting leadership in healthcare organisations however (Buchanan et al., 2007), 
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others advise that a hierarchy of expert authority is required for the smooth transfer 

of leadership between members at different levels (Klein et al., 2006).  Evidence 

from this healthcare study (Klein et al., 2006: 28) notes the importance of 

‘bureaucratic structures combined with flexibility-enhancing processes’, where 

senior members have expertise that more junior member’s lack.  Again, the interplay 

between different levels in the organisational hierarchy has not been explored in 

commercial settings, where researchers have tended to focus on leadership acts 

among peers in the context of their team.  

While some of the antecedents identified in commercial and non-commercial 

contexts are similar (e.g. shared purpose, interdependency), the associated challenges 

for implementation may vary in the different domains.  For instance, there are 

considerable challenges for COs associated with blending individualism and 

teamwork, when it comes to performance management.  Despite the growing use of 

team goals (Suutari and Tahvanainen, 2002), appraisal and reward tools are still 

predominantly individual (Emery, 2004).  This contradiction may be more 

pronounced in the commercial sector where expectations of individual financial 

rewards or career progression are typically higher.  Such management practices 

which have an individualistic focus could undermine the collective orientation 

necessary for SL to emerge.  In contrast, individualistic reward mechanisms are 

uncommon in the public sector, where managers typically have little authority to 

determine the pay of their individual employees, reflecting a more centralised 

approach to personnel management in such organisations (Rainey and Bozeman, 

2000; Rainey, Pandey and Bozeman, 1995; Bozeman and Bretschneider, 1994).  

However, studies to date have not explored the extent to which individualised 

performance appraisals or rewards might be a barrier to the emergence of SL. 

In terms of outcomes of SL, while there has been an emphasis on analysing 

performance outcomes in the commercial literature, there has been less focus on this 

in non-commercial settings.  This is perhaps not surprising, given the difficulty in 

measuring performance related outcomes in NCOs, where improvements are judged 

not by market mechanisms but by the addition of public value (Moore, 1995).  While 

evidence on performance outcomes is to some extent lacking however, other 

outcomes have been explored.  For instance, Hooker and Csikszentmihalyi (2003) 

found a reciprocal relationship between flow, creativity and SL, which in turn, they 
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report, augment the effectiveness of groups.  Wood and Fields (2007) found that a 

SL approach in Christian church organisations was positively related to job 

satisfaction.  Additionally, Hulpia et al. (2010) conclude that the presence of a 

shared approach to leadership in schools plays a significant positive role in 

predicting teachers’ organisational commitment.   

Clearly, progress has been made in both commercial and non-commercial domains, 

though researchers have taken different perspectives reflecting the differing priorities 

of each sector.  It would appear that further progress has been made in the non-

commercial sector, particularly in relation to understanding the underlying dynamics 

of the SL process itself and this is a critical gap in relation to commercial contexts.   

3.5 Chapter Conclusion 

Reviewing the existing empirical literature has enabled us to develop an 

understanding of how SL has been conceptualised, theorised, and researched to date, 

and the impact it has had on commercial organisations in particular.  Derived from 

the systematic review, a framework of existing findings, specific to the commercial 

sector has been presented, revealing critical gaps in SL research which have 

underlined the need for the present study to focus on the interactions at the centre of 

the SL process that have not been researched to date.  Moreover, this review has 

exposed a number of inadequacies in theoretical frameworks employed in previous 

research.  Consequently, this chapter presented an alternative theoretical framework, 

Social Exchange Theory, to address these concerns.  Finally, findings on SL research 

in commercial and non-commercial contexts were compared.  The succeeding 

chapter now describes the methodological approach adopted for this study.   
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4 Research Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the research methodology adopted for this study.  The chapter 

begins by re-stating the overall research objective, positioning the research as an 

exploratory study.  The philosophical foundations of the research are then 

considered, and an overview of the research process is provided.  Next, the primary 

research strategy selected for the study, the interpretive case study method, is 

outlined, along with the rationale for pursuing this approach.  Further details 

regarding the specific methods of data collection used are also provided.  The 

chapter then focuses on the administration of the research, outlining the operational 

details of the primary research activities, including data collection and analysis.  A 

profile of participating organisational teams is also provided.  Finally, the chapter 

concludes with a discussion on research legitimacy and ethical considerations. 

4.2 Research Objective 

As outlined in Chapter one (Section 1.2), this research pursues the following 

objective: 

To explore the interactions of team members in organisational settings as 

they share in the leadership of their team, in order to understand what is 

being shared and in what ways. 

This research study is exploratory in nature.  Exploratory research is about ‘putting 

one’s self deliberately in a place… where discovery is possible’ so that broad 

interests can be pursued (Stebbins, 2001: vi).  Exploratory research is particularly 

appropriate when not much is known about a phenomenon and where more 

information is needed (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010).  The literature reviewed clearly 

demonstrates that shared leadership (SL) is an area that is only partly understood, 

and gaps have been identified in the knowledge relating to this area.  Specifically, 

the need to further understand how SL emerges from the interactions of team 

members in organisational settings has been highlighted in the literature reviewed 

earlier, underlined by the framework of existing research presented in Chapter three 

(Fig. 3.1).  While significant research has been devoted to delineating the construct 

in terms of its antecedents, outcomes, mediators and moderators, studies conducted 

on the underlying dynamics of SL are still in their infancy (Conger and Pearce, 
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2003) and there is a clear need for studies to explore SL practices empirically 

(Yammarino et al., 2012).  Thus, this research seeks to ‘shed light in dark corners’ 

(Shank, 2002: 11), adopting a qualitative research approach to enable an in-depth 

exploration of SL in practice.  Prior to discussing the research strategy selected to 

achieve this, the following section firstly considers the philosophical foundations of 

the research. 

4.3 Philosophical Foundations 

‘Different ways of viewing the world shape different ways of researching 

the world’. 

Crotty (2009: 66). 

This section sets out to establish the fundamental philosophy underpinning the study, 

and thereby to justify the approach taken.  According to Burrell and Morgan (1979), 

there are four main philosophical debates about research in the social sciences, 

which are represented in Figure 4.1: 

 

Figure 4-1 Assumptions about the Nature of Social Science.  Source: Adapted from 

Burrell and Morgan (1979: 3) 

Overall, the nature of this research study is more consistent with the subjective rather 

than the objective perspective of the social science debate as outlined in Fig. 4.1.  To 
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explain this stance, the philosophical position of this research will be examined with 

regard to each of the assumptions highlighted above. 

4.3.1 Ontology 

Ontology is concerned with the ‘very essence of the phenomena under investigation’ 

(Burrell and Morgan, 1979: 1) referring to the nature of reality, or what can and does 

exist (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson, 2015; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2012).  Essentially, social science researchers are concerned with whether reality is 

perceived as being external to the individual, a view referred to as ‘realism’, or the 

product of individual consciousness, referred to as ‘nominalism’.  While the realist 

position suggests that ‘social entities exist in reality external to…social actors’, this 

study adopts the alternative nominalist ontological perspective which posits that 

‘social phenomena [such as leadership] are created through the perceptions and 

consequent actions of affected social actors’ (Saunders et al., 2012: 131).  Thus, 

nominalism assumes that social reality is relative, and that the social world is mainly 

comprised of concepts, names and labels artificially created by individuals (Burrell 

and Morgan, 1979).  As discussed in the literature reviewed earlier (Section 2.2), a 

leader is someone who is perceived as such by others (Northouse, 2010), thus the 

very existence of leadership is dependent on the perceptions of social actors within 

an organisational context.   

The nominalist perspective is often associated with the term social constructionism 

which assumes that reality, including organisational phenomena and concepts such 

as leadership, is socially constructed (Duta, 2011; Searle, 1995) and is given 

meaning by people in their daily interactions with others (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2015).  This is explained by Scott (1995: 50) who states that ‘in the social 

constructionist view, individuals do not discover the world and its ways, but 

collectively invent them’.  Thus, there are multiple, socially constructed realities and 

the role of the researcher then, is to ‘enter the social world of our research subjects 

and understand the world from their point of view’ (Saunders et al., 2012: 137).   

This emphasis on subjectivity dictates that the social world must be understood from 

within, rather than be explained from outside (Shank, 2002; Winch, 1958).  Preferred 

methods of investigation consistent with this ontological perspective include 
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exploratory, inductive, in-depth, qualitative approaches with small samples over 

longer periods of time (Saunders et al., 2012). 

4.3.2 Human Nature 

This debate refers to assumptions about the relationship between human beings and 

their environment.  According to Burrell and Morgan (1979), such assumptions tend 

to reflect alternative views with regard to whether human beings have free will and 

are independent of their surroundings (voluntarism), or whether their behaviour is a 

product of the environment (determinism).  Existing assumptions about SL in the 

literature have tended to adopt a deterministic perspective, where the individual and 

his or her potential to influence the practice of SL is overlooked.  The current study 

adopts a perspective more in line with voluntarism, reflecting the belief that the 

individual is an active agent who can create his or her own reality, while recognising 

that the individual is also bound by the context within which he or she exists.  This is 

in line with Fairclough (2003: 22) who states that ‘social agents are not free agents, 

they are socially constructed but nor are their actions totally socially determined’.  

Thus, it is assumed for the purpose of this research that individuals exercise free will 

when engaging in, or withdrawing from SL, while at the same time, it is 

acknowledged that such choices are influenced by the context within which the 

individual operates.    

4.3.3 Epistemology 

Epistemology is concerned with what constitutes acceptable knowledge, referring to 

the assumptions about knowledge and how it can be obtained (Burrell and Morgan, 

1979).  The dominant epistemological position within SL research to date has been 

positivist (Serban and Roberts, 2016), a perspective which holds that the world exists 

externally and that it can be measured using objective methods (Easterby-Smith, 

Thorpe and Lowe, 1994).  Thus, positivists assume that it is possible to separate the 

‘subject’ from the ‘object’ to obtain scientific knowledge about the real world 

(Hussey and Hussey, 1997).   This positivist perspective is rejected in the context of 

this study, as its emphasis on observed reality results in anything subjective being 

excluded.   
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Epistemologically, this research seeks to explore the phenomenon of SL from the 

perspective of those experiencing it.  In other words, it seeks to explore the 

subjectivist experience of actors, to understand the constructed meaning of their 

experience of the phenomenon. This view is supported by Alvesson (1996), who 

implores leadership researchers to take seriously the ambiguity of ‘leadership’ itself, 

stating that ‘knowledge about leadership cannot emerge through fixed procedures 

organized to arrive at abstract conclusions’ (Ospina, 2004: 7). 

Thus, this study fits in broadly with the philosophy of interpretivism, which accepts 

that reality is not objectively determined, but is socially constructed (Husserl, 1965).  

Interpretivism is predicated upon the view that a research strategy is required that 

respects the differences between people and the objects of the natural sciences and 

therefore requires the researcher to grasp the subjective meaning of social action 

(Bryman and Bell, 2007).  It is generally considered an appropriate approach for 

exploratory studies based on its ability to understand meanings and to explore and 

adjust to new issues and ideas as they emerge (Saunders et al., 2012).  Additionally, 

Eisenhardt (1989) points out that in the absence of an established theory, an 

interpretivist approach is more appropriate than a positivist one.  As the study of SL 

in organisational settings is sparse to date, it is felt that an inductive, exploratory 

study adopting an interpretive approach is most appropriate to uncover the nature of 

SL, and the associated social exchanges.  In summary, this study concurs with 

Grint’s (2000) perspective, that leadership is primarily a social phenomenon that 

relies on the subjective interpretations of followers and thus an interpretivist 

epistemological position is most appropriate for studying it.   

4.3.4 Methods 

A final philosophical choice relates to whether the research methods adopted by 

researchers take the form of ideographic or nomothetic inquiry.  Ideographic 

methods focus on ‘getting inside’ a subject and exploring their background and life 

history, encouraging researchers to use qualitative methods (Burrell and Morgan, 

1979).  Nomothetic inquiry relies more on scientific methods and hypothesis testing, 

encouraging researchers to use quantitative, standardised research tools (Burrell and 

Morgan, 1979).  For this study, an ideographic approach is considered more 

compatible with the philosophical assumptions discussed above, as well as the nature 
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of the research questions, which require the researcher to understand SL from the 

point of view of the individuals who are directly involved in its activities.  Thus, 

qualitative methods, which can provide rich insights into human behaviour (Guba 

and Lincoln, 1994; Miles and Huberman, 1994), are deemed more suitable for this 

study.  Qualitative research is defined by Creswell (1998: 15) as: 

‘An inquiry process of understanding based on distinct methodological 

traditions of inquiry that explore a social or human problem. The 

researcher builds a complex, holistic picture, analyses words, reports 

detailed views of informants, and conducts the study in a natural setting’.  

More simply, Shank (2002: 5) defines qualitative research as ‘a form of systematic 

empirical inquiry into meaning’.  According to Ospina (2004), qualitative research is 

particularly suitable for in-depth explorations of leadership phenomena.  Given the 

nature of the current study, a qualitative research approach is deemed more 

appropriate for exploring this social phenomenon.  Having discussed the 

philosophical assumptions guiding this study, an overview of the research process 

adopted will now be provided. 

4.4 Overview of the Research Process 

Denzin and Lincoln (2008: 33) state that the research process ‘describes a flexible 

set of guidelines that connect theoretical paradigms first to strategies of inquiry and 

second to methods for collecting empirical materials’.  The following diagram (Fig. 

4.2) provides a summary model of the overall research process adopted in this study, 

which will be described in the subsequent sections of this chapter.  
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Figure 4-2 Overview of the Research Process 

4.5 Research Strategy  

The research strategy selected for this study adopts an inductive, qualitative 

approach.  Examples of qualitative methods now well accepted in the social sciences 

include action research, ethnography, narrative research and case study research 

(Bryman and Bell, 2007; Saunders et al., 2012; Silverman, 2011).  While each of 

these methods was considered, case study research was selected as the most 

appropriate approach to meet the objectives of this study.  The rationale for adopting 

a case study approach is now explained.  
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4.5.1 Case Study Research 

The research strategy selected for this study is an interpretive case study approach, 

using qualitative sources of evidence.  Such approaches are recommended where the 

researcher is interested in rich description and in-depth discovery (Merriam, 2009; 

Pickard, 2013) and where a deeper understanding of contextual factors can help to 

explain differences in what is being observed (Eisenhardt, 1989; Sieber and Stanley, 

1988).  Moreover, the case method has previously been used in SL studies by such 

authors as Hooker and Csikszentmihalyi (2003), Cater and Justis (2010) and Patton 

and Higgs (2013).  Furthermore, several writers cite that theory building in the field 

of SL would benefit from more qualitative case study research (Daspit et al., 2013; 

Fausing et al., 2013; Hoch and Kozlowski, 2014; Slantcheva-Durst, 2014; Ulhoi and 

Muller, 2014). 

Yin (1990: 13) defines the case study as ‘an empirical enquiry that investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real life context’ and in which multiple sources 

of evidence are used.  Similarly, Hartley (2004: 323) describes a case study as ‘a 

detailed investigation, often with data collected over a period of time, of phenomena, 

within their context’.  Thus, the case study has the advantage of contextualising 

events (Yin, 1990), which makes it a highly suitable strategy for researching SL 

which is embedded in the social context within which it occurs (Fletcher and Kaufer, 

2003).  Primarily then, the case study mode has been chosen for this research 

because it can facilitate a deeper investigation of SL in its natural environment, than 

would be obtained by alternatives.  Moreover, Eisenhardt (1989) and Eisenhardt and 

Graebner (2007) suggest that case study research is the most appropriate method for 

researching unexplored topic areas.  Thus, for the purpose of this exploratory 

research, the case study mode is deemed suitable as it permits a deeper 

understanding of how the dynamics of SL unfold in context-specific situations.  

More specifically, the case study enables the researcher to achieve an insight into the 

social climate and the relationships between individual employees in the work units 

under study.  Given the relational nature of SL, this is considered an essential 

element of the research design.   

The dynamic nature of SL must also be considered when selecting a research 

strategy (Conger and Pearce, 2003; D’Innocenzo et al., 2014).  As organisations are 
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not static, and indeed the relationships between people in organisations are 

continuously changing, an important aspect of the research strategy is to incorporate 

the dynamic nature of SL.  Importantly, the case study mode allows the data to be 

collected over a series of time points, enabling the researcher to avail of more 

opportunities to collect data on SL incidents over time.   

It is also acknowledged at this stage that case-based research has been criticised for a 

perceived lack of scientific generalisability (Leavy, 1994). However, it can be argued 

that the objective of case study research is not to draw conclusions applicable to a 

larger population but to generalise back to theory development (Eisenhardt, 1989; 

Mitchell, 1983; Thomas, 2016; Yin, 1984) as is the aim of this research.  Thus, to 

comprehensively investigate the complex phenomenon of SL in its natural setting 

over a series of time points, the interpretive case study is considered the most 

appropriate approach, as it provides the greatest potential for achieving insights into 

SL interactions in organisational teams.  

4.6 Research Design 

Having established the case study as the most applicable research strategy, this 

section seeks to clarify the methodological structure of the study, outlining pertinent 

details regarding the design of the case study. 

4.6.1 Single versus Multiple Cases 

A key decision in the selection of case studies is to consider the utilisation of single 

versus multiple cases.  While there is no consensus in the literature on the optimum 

number of cases, this research defers to Johnson’s (1998: 28) view that case-based 

research requires the ‘intensive examination of a strategically selected number of 

cases so as to empirically establish the causes of a specific phenomenon.’  It has 

been acknowledged in the literature that the single case design can be considered a 

potentially vulnerable approach, requiring the researcher to rely on findings from just 

one research site (Yin, 2003).  This research employed a multiple case study 

approach, as it was felt that exploring SL over time in different contexts would 

enable the researcher to ‘deepen understanding’ and to ensure that ‘events and 

processes in one well-described setting are not wholly idiosyncratic’ (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994: 172).   
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Thus, for the purpose of this study, a multiple case study approach has been adopted.  

In all, five research sites have been accessed; four of which were administered 

simultaneously, enabling the researcher to explore SL processes in contextually 

different environments at the same time.  Thomas (2016: 180) refers to such an 

approach as a ‘parallel multiple study’, where ‘the cases are all happening and being 

studied at the same time’.  A fifth case study was administered at a later date when 

an additional case study was deemed valuable from a comparative perspective. 

4.6.2 Unit of Analysis 

Yin (1990: 817) points out that there is no issue more important in case-based 

research than the unit of analysis, explaining that ‘what is my case’ is the question 

most often raised by those conducting case-based research.  To determine the 

appropriate unit of analysis, Miles and Huberman (1994) advise researchers to think 

about the focus or heart of the study and build outwards to a boundary by 

concentrating on what is not being studied.  For the purpose of this study of SL, 

which conceptualises leadership as a group phenomenon, the most appropriate unit 

of analysis is considered to be at the team level, i.e. each of the five organisational 

teams being studied during the course of this research, constitute a unit of analysis. 

4.6.3 Case Study Selection Process – Sampling Strategy 

Given that the design for this research centres on a multiple case study approach, the 

selection of suitable cases was of paramount importance to the study.  According to 

Miles and Huberman (1994), for research that is not concerned with statistical 

generalisability, the most commonly used samples are purposive.  Eisenhardt (1989) 

concurs that qualitative samples of case studies should be purposive, clearly stating 

that randomisation is not a necessity in selecting cases.  Rather, the goal of the 

research is to choose cases that are likely to replicate or extend the theory (Cater and 

Justis, 2010).  Thus, a purposive approach to selecting the cases for inclusion in this 

research was undertaken.  This allowed the researcher to strategically select cases 

that are relevant to the theory (Patton and Applebaum, 2003), which is useful where 

the objective of the study is to develop theory, not to test theory (Eisenhardt and 

Graebner, 2007).   
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Siggelkow (2007) concurs on this point, noting that researchers should look for cases 

that provide positive examples of the phenomenon of interest.  Thus, scholars have 

devised a number of sampling strategies that researchers can use to select their case 

organisations, depending on the research objectives (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  

For the purpose of this study, the case organisations were selected based on a 

criterion sampling strategy, developed from the objective of this study and a review 

of the extant literature, which suggests that this form of leadership is predominantly 

prevalent in knowledge-oriented, team-based organisations where employees with 

high autonomy engage in interdependent, complex tasks (Conger and Pearce, 2003; 

Fausing et al., 2015; Ross et al., 2005; Yukl, 2010).  Thus, the selection criteria for 

this study encompassed the following: 

• Commercial and non-commercial settings  

• Knowledge-intensive workforce 

• Team based structures 

• Interdependent tasks 

• Complex work processes 

Consequently, a purposive sample of organisations matching the criteria listed 

above, in a number of industry sectors including pharmaceutical, software 

development, engineering and IT consulting sectors was developed and considered 

for inclusion.  The organisations selected for inclusion rated higher on the combined 

criteria listed above, than other organisations considered, and were therefore selected 

as the optimum representative cases that had the potential to provide positive 

examples of the phenomenon of interest (Ginsburg, 1989).  A profile of the selected 

case organisations is provided in Section 4.7.3 below. 

Within each participating organisation, the selection of a suitable organisational team 

was paramount to the study, and in this regard, the researcher again relied on a 

criterion sampling strategy.  The specific criteria for the selection of organisational 

teams to participate in the study was guided by the literature.  Thus, in addition to 

satisfying the criteria listed above for organisation selection (knowledge-intensive, 

team-based, task interdependencies, complex work processes), the selection criteria 

for this study also encompassed both team size and team tenure.  The rationale for 

each of these criteria is explained below. 
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  Team Size 

Team size has long been recognised in the organisational behaviour literature as a 

key variable impacting on group social phenomena such as leadership (Hare, 1981; 

Kozlowski and Bell, 2003; Latané, 1981).  In the field of SL, the size of teams 

researched to date has varied greatly, in some cases, even within the same study.  

The following table (Table 4.1) provides some examples of this: 

Table 4-1 Range of team sizes studied in empirical work to date 

 

 

 

 

 The variations in team size in existing studies makes it difficult to ascertain the 

effects of team size on SL (D’Innocenzo, 2014).  However, past research has 

indicated that team size can be both an asset and a liability for teams (Carson et al., 

2007; Huang, 2013). While it is proposed in the literature that larger teams could 

have a positive impact on SL, due to increased decision making and information 

processing capabilities (Hill, 1982; Huang, 2013; Maier, 1967), other investigators 

have repeatedly found that in general, members of larger teams are less satisfied, and 

participate less than members of smaller teams (Guzzo, Salas and Associates, 1995).  

Pearce and Herbik (2004: 296) explain that ‘with increases in team size, the 

psychological distance between individuals can increase’.  The implication here is 

that in larger teams, members would be less likely to exhibit SL as the psychological 

distance between team members increases.   

This research concurs with the view that an increase in the number of team members 

could introduce proximity barriers and reduce coordination and communication 

effectiveness which can hinder mutual influence processes (Campion, Medsker and 

Higg, 1993; Shaw, 1976; Smith, Smith, Olian, Sims, O’Bannon and Scully, 1994).  

Given that a key objective of this study is to understand the social exchanges 

between individuals sharing leadership activities, this research will focus on smaller 

team sizes, within a range of three to nine team members, where such barriers are 

less likely to impede SL interactions. 

Researchers Range of team size studied 

 

Berkowitz (1953) 5-17 

Mehra et al. (2006) 6-22 

Hiller et al. (2006) 3-13 

Ensley et al. (2006) 2-6 
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 Team Tenure 

In addition to team size, team tenure has been identified in the literature as a key 

variable that has a significant influence on team dynamics (Barker and Patterson, 

1996; Finkelstein and Hambrick, 1990).  However, little empirical evidence exists on 

how team tenure impacts SL (Nicolaides et al., 2014), and competing views have 

emerged in this regard.  On the one hand, some authors suggest that team tenure may 

facilitate SL effectiveness if tenure is viewed as a proxy for team experience (Tesluk 

and Jacobs, 1998).  Alternatively, others suggest that sharing leadership over an 

extended period of time may be detrimental to team performance, as the sharing of 

power can be hard to control and balance over time (Morrill, 1995; Yukl, 2010).  To 

explore these issues, this research will incorporate both established teams and newly 

formed teams for comparative purposes.   

4.6.4 Case Duration 

In relation to case duration, this research conforms to a panel study which, according 

to Bryman and Bell (2007) occurs when the same sample is the focus of data 

collection on multiple occasions.  This approach was adopted in order to maximise 

the number of opportunities available to capture incidents where SL had occurred. A 

key consideration of a panel study is to determine the number of points over time at 

which data will be collected.  Bryman and Bell (2007) advise that for such 

approaches, data should be collected in at least two waves on the same participants.  

Given the dynamic nature of the organisations studied, and the dynamic nature of SL 

itself, it was planned that four phases of data collection would be carried out, over a 

twelve-month period, on each of the five teams studied.  

Other considerations at the planning stage revolved around determining at what 

intervals to conduct each phase of data collection, as well as the end to end case 

study duration.  One of the problems with panel studies however, is that ‘there are 

few guidelines as to when is the best juncture to conduct further waves of data 

collection’ (Bryman and Bell, 2007: 61) Thus, while these details were difficult to 

estimate in advance for this exploratory study, an attempt to estimate approximate 

timescales was important in order to set participant expectations.  To this end, the 

researcher estimated a three-month lag between site visits with each team, on the 
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basis that this period would enable participant’s ample time to build up new 

experiences of SL within their teams between research phases.  Adhering to this 

design, and responding to the availability of participants, the following table displays 

the actual timeline of research activities conducted with each participating team. 

Table 4-2 Timescale of Research Activities with Participating Teams 

 

As illustrated in Table 4.2, data was collected simultaneously at Teams 1-4, while 

data collection at the fifth research site commenced later in April 2017, when it was 

deemed worthwhile to include an additional team for comparative purposes.  Overall 

thus, research activities with each team spanned a period of approx. twelve months, 

while the overall data collection spanned a twenty-one-month period (May 2016 to 

Feb. 2018).  The specific data collection techniques employed will now be discussed 

in further detail.   

4.6.5 Data Collection Techniques 

The case studies for this research were comprised of multiple qualitative data 

collection techniques, including one-to-one semi-structured interviews, participant 

diaries and documentary analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  To ensure data 

collection was focused specifically on incidents of SL, the data collection methods 

incorporated critical incident technique (CIT).  This technique is discussed in further 

detail in Section 4.6.5.1. 

Denzin (1978) defines the process of combining methodologies in the study of the 

same phenomenon as ‘triangulation’, which, through the use of multiple data 

collection techniques, permits a more accurate depiction of the phenomenon being 

investigated (Taylor and Bogdan, 1984) and reduces the likelihood of bias (Leavy, 

1994).  However, Ellingson (2008: 22) argues against the concept of triangulation in 

qualitative research which ‘carries too positivist an implication’.  Instead, Ellingson 

Teams 

 

Site visit 1 (t1) Site visit 2 (t2) Site visit 3 (t3) Site visit 4 (t4) 

Team 1 May 2016 Sept. 2016 Jan. 2017 Apr. 2017 

Team 2 June 2016 Oct. 2016 Jan. 2017 Apr. 2017 

Team 3 May 2016 Nov. 2016 Feb. 2017 May 2017 

Team 4 June 2016 Sept. 2016 Jan. 2017 May 2017 

Team 5 Apr. 2017 July 2017 Oct. 2017 Jan. 2018 
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(2008) suggests that the aim of qualitative research should not simply be to 

triangulate the data but rather to crystallise it, reflecting Richardson’s (1994: 522) 

view that ‘there are far more than “three sides” from which to approach the world’.   

Richardson (1994: 522) defines crystallization as follows: 

‘[Crystallization] combines symmetry and substance with an infinite 

variety of shapes, substances, transmutations, multi-dimensionalities, and 

angles of approach… Crystallization provides us with a deepened, 

complex, thoroughly partial understanding of the topic.’ 

Crystallization fits within social constructionist paradigms and thus, is in line with 

the philosophical nature of this research.  Thus, the data collection process pursued 

in this study seeks to crystallise the data, by combining multiple forms of data 

collection to provide a deep, complex understanding of SL, as constructed by those 

experiencing it.   Before explaining the specific data collection techniques employed 

however, it is important to understand the application of critical incident technique to 

this study. 

 Critical Incident Technique (CIT) 

Flanagan (1954: 327) defines CIT as a: 

‘set of procedures for collecting direct observations of human behaviour 

in such a way as to facilitate their potential usefulness in solving 

practical problems and developing broad psychological principles.’   

While CIT has its origins in a positivistic approach to social science, the use of CIT 

from a qualitative, social constructionist perspective emerged in the early 1990s 

(Chell, Haworth and Brearley, 1991; Chell and Pittaway, 1998; Wheelock and Chell, 

1996).  CIT is now often used in case studies, and is considered, like the interview, 

to be an example of a qualitative technique used to get closer to the subject (Bryman, 

2012), enabling researchers to capture the features and idiosyncrasies of complex 

processes (Coetzer, Redmond and Sharafizad, 2012).  This qualitative approach sees 

CIT applied as a ‘critical interview technique’ defined by Chell, (2004: 48) as 

follows:  
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‘The critical interview technique is a qualitative interview procedure, 

which facilitates the investigation of significant occurrences (events, 

incidents, processes or issues), identified by the respondent, the way they 

are managed, and the outcomes in terms of perceived effects. The 

objective is to gain an understanding of the incident from the perspective 

of the individual, taking into account cognitive, affective and behavioural 

elements’.  

Kain (2004: 85) further outlines the value and efficacy of CIT as a qualitative 

research tool, explaining that ‘people assign meanings to their experiences, and 

when we group together collections of such meanings in order to make sense of the 

world, we engage in a… seeking of understanding’.   Thus, CIT provides a 

systematic method of gathering the meanings others attach to events, so that the 

emerging patterns can be analysed, and some conclusions drawn regarding a 

phenomenon of interest such as SL.  Central to this approach is the definition of the 

critical incident (CI) to be discussed in the interview, a process Chell (2004) refers to 

as ‘focusing the theme’ which requires the researcher to explain succinctly, the CI in 

the context of the topic to be discussed.  A CI is defined as a trigger event 

(Keaveney, 1995) which allows the researcher to focus on a situation of interest, in 

this case, an incident of SL.   

To focus the theme during this research, participants were asked in advance of the 

interviews, to reflect on any SL events (CIs) which may have occurred within their 

teams.  Given the indefinite nature of the term ‘shared leadership’ participants were 

given a Participant Diary (see Appendix F) prior to the interview, which contained 

guidance on how to recognise interactions that could be considered to be SL events, 

including a definition of SL.  This was considered necessary to orient interviewees to 

the concept of SL so that they could then identify appropriate critical incidents which 

they had experienced first-hand.  This is in line with advice from Gremler (2004) 

who advises that study participants should be allowed to offer as free a range of 

responses as possible, within an overall guiding research framework.  Coetzer et al. 

(2012) concur, recommending the use of incident forms to help study participants to 

focus on relevant incidents, without overly constraining participant responses.   

Consistent with literature in the field (Conger and Pearce, 2003; Yukl, 2010), the 

definition of SL adopted for this study regards SL as an emerging dynamic concept 

that evolves over time in a work unit, manifested as either upward, downward or 
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lateral influence without authority, exerted by individual members on the actions, 

behaviour or development of others in their work unit, which ultimately helps the 

team to move forward.  Thus, participants were presented with a definition of SL as: 

A workplace interaction where an individual(s) without formal authority 

influenced the actions, behaviour or development of others in the 

team/work unit, leading towards the achievement of a goal.   

Having reflected on such events (CI’s) in advance of the interviews, participants 

were then prompted during each interview, to discuss specifically what happened 

before, during and after the incident, allowing the researcher to access the 

interviewee’s reconstruction of events.  The findings of the study subsequently 

focused on an analysis of the shared leadership incidents provided by each 

participant. 

While a limitation of this approach is that it relies on the interviewees ability to 

provide an accurate account of a past event (Sharoff, 2008), reviews of CIT studies 

(Butterfield, Borgen, Amundson and Maglio, 2004; Gremler, 2004) confirm that a 

large number of studies have used this approach and that the technique is recognised 

in a wide range of disciplines as one of the premier qualitative tools for investigating 

significant events (Coetzer et al., 2012; Cope and Watts, 2000; Gremler, 2004; 

Sharoff, 2008).  Moreover, it was considered that focusing on interviewees accounts 

of incidents that had actually happened, rather than opinions or generalisations, 

would improve the validity of the research.  Thus, it was felt that using retrospective 

reports of critical incidents would be an effective exploratory tool for increasing 

knowledge about SL.  This is discussed further in the next section on data collection 

methods which describes how semi-structured interviews were used in this study. 

 Primary Data Collection: Semi-Structured Interviews 

Having recorded incidents of SL in their participant diaries, participants were then 

invited to a one-to-one interview with the researcher.  Other researchers have agreed 

that the personal interview is appropriate for the study of critical incidents due to the 

provision of rich and in-depth data (Andersson and Nilsson, 1964; Edvardsson, 

1992).  Generally, interviews are employed as a data collection technique in order to 

understand the meaning of situations (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, 1991) or 

the reasons for attitudes, views and decisions (Saunders et al., 2012) and are 
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recognised as a powerful data collection method in qualitative research (McCraken, 

1988).  Kvale (1983: 174) defines the qualitative research interview as ‘an interview, 

whose purpose is to gather descriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with 

respect to interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena’.   

According to Saunders et al. (2012) the interview is a general term for several types 

of interview, which can be classified according to their level of structure and the 

nature of the interaction between the researcher and the interviewee (e.g. one-to-one 

or one-to-many).  In relation to the latter, for this study, one-to-one interviews were 

considered most appropriate so that participants could feel comfortable in speaking 

openly regarding leadership behaviours exhibited by others within their team.  

Furthermore, Flanagan (1954) identified individual interviews (as well as direct 

observations) as a preferred approach to the data collection of critical incidents.   

In relation to the structure of the interviews, structured, semi-structured and 

unstructured interviews were considered.  Structured interviews use a standardised 

set of pre-determined questions which are interviewer-administered and are mainly 

used to collect quantifiable data (Saunders et al., 2012).  For this reason, they were 

not considered suitable for this study.  Unstructured interviews, sometimes referred 

to as ‘in-depth’ interviews (Saunders et al., 2012) are informal, meaning there is no 

predetermined list of questions; rather the interviewee is encouraged to talk freely 

about events.  While this is compatible with the interpretive philosophical stance of 

this research, it was considered that the unstructured approach may result in a lack of 

focus on the objective of the study.  In semi-structured interviews however, the 

researcher has a list of themes and possible key questions to be covered, though their 

use may vary from interview to interview (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  This was 

considered a suitable approach for this study, as it allowed the interview to remain 

focused on the research objectives, while at the same time, the loosely structured 

nature of the interviews allowed the researcher to explore any emerging issues 

(Sekaran, 2003). 

 Conducting the Interviews 

Having determined the appropriate type of interview, one-to-one semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with each team member and each line manager of the five 
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participating teams, comprising a critical part of the study.  As planned, four phases 

of interviews were conducted, allowing the research to explore more incidents of SL 

within the teams studied over the time period of the research.  The purpose of each 

team member interview was to encourage interviewees to talk about their 

experiences and observations in relation to incidents of SL within their respective 

teams, which they had been asked to consider in advance of the interview (using the 

participative diaries).  As described above, critical incident technique was used to 

guide the interview to incidents consistent with defined examples of SL.  In keeping 

with the recommendations for semi-structured interviews, an interview schedule was 

prepared to guide the interview around key discussion topics relevant to the research 

objectives (see Appendix G for team member interview schedule).  In addition to on-

going interviews with team members, one interview was carried out with the line 

manager of each team (see Appendix G for line manager interview schedule), which 

was important to develop a deeper understanding of the contextual conditions 

prevalent in each team setting. 

In total, thirty-four participants took part in eighty-nine one-to-one interviews during 

the study, and two hundred and eighty-four critical incidents of SL were recorded.  

Before commencing the interviews, each interviewee received a participant 

information sheet, introducing the researcher and explaining the purpose of the 

research (see Appendix H), and a consent form (see Appendix I).  At the beginning 

of each phase of interviews, the purpose of the research was again briefly outlined, 

and the interviewee’s co-operation elicited.  The format of the interview was 

explained, and confidentiality assured.  Permission to record interviews was sought 

to enable the researcher to obtain a clear record of the interview content, and in all 

cases, interviewees acceded to this request.  Thus, all interviews were recorded on an 

audio device and transcribed by the researcher as soon as possible after the date of 

the interview.  A copy of the interview transcript was made available to each 

interviewee for verification.  No changes to transcripts were requested by any 

participants.  

All interviews except four were carried out at the interviewee’s place of work.  This 

enabled the researcher to gain an insight into the nature of the workplace and 

experience the culture of the organisation and the team first hand.  Two interviews 

were carried out remotely (one by Skype and one by telephone) due to the 
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interviewees’ inability to attend the workplace for a face to face interview.  Two 

interviews were carried out at the researcher’s place of work at the request of the 

interviewees in question.  Interview notes were made by the interviewer in a 

reflective journal throughout the study to record thoughts on the interview process 

and any new avenues of interest that arose during the discussions.  This reflective 

diary maintained by the researcher proved useful as a supplementary tool, providing 

an audit trail and offering a record of methodological decisions and reasons for 

taking them (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  

Appendix J provides a full schedule of the semi-structured interviews carried out 

over the duration of the study, with team members and line managers.  To preserve 

the anonymity of participants, a code is used to represent individual participants, 

(both on the interview schedule, and throughout the following chapters of this 

document).  The code used is a combination of the following elements: 

• ‘TM’ for Team Members  

• ‘LM’ for Line Manager 

• Team number: 1-5 (i.e. Team 1, Team 2, Team 3 etc.) 

• Participant number: randomly assigned 01-09 

 Primary Data Collection: Diaries 

According to Bryman and Bell (2007), personal documents such as diaries may be 

used as primary sources of data within qualitative studies.  According to Lavrakas 

(2008), the main advantage of diaries is that they allow events to be recorded in their 

natural setting, minimizing the delay between the event and the time it is recorded.  

Furthermore, diaries are considered useful in providing estimates of the frequency 

and/or amount of time spent in different forms of behaviour (Elliott, 1997).  Bryman 

and Bell (2007) state that there are three major ways in which diaries have been 

employed in the context of business research, including the diary as a method of data 

collection, the diary as a log of the researcher’s activities and the diary as a 

document.  For this study, diaries were used both as a method of data collection and 

as a log of the researcher’s activities.   
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4.6.5.4.1 Participant Diaries 

As a method of data collection, the researcher devised a structure for the diary and 

asked the participant diarists to complete a record of events contemporaneously with 

specific activities, in this case, incidents of SL (see Appendix F).  Participants were 

asked to complete at least one diary entry between each of the four interviews they 

attended.  Specifically, participants were asked to record instances where they 

themselves, or their colleagues, contributed to leadership within their team/work 

unit, and to consider the events leading up to it, the form it took, and the resultant 

outcomes. 

Diaries are considered a valuable source of primary data for this study, as they 

provide individual reflections on key aspects of individual and team leadership 

behaviours.  Furthermore, diaries which identified incidents of SL were then used as 

critical incidents on which subsequent semi-structured interviews were based.  The 

diaries were therefore also important in crystallizing the information collected in the 

study.   

An acknowledged difficulty with the use of diaries is that they can be seen as 

burdensome to participants and may require detailed training sessions to ensure 

participants understand what is required of them (Reis and Gable, 2000).  To offset 

this, the researcher followed the recommendations of Corti (1993), providing explicit 

instructions for diarists, carefully describing the purpose, content and structure of the 

diaries to each participant in advance.  Nonetheless, completion rates were low, with 

only twenty diary records submitted in total during the study (21% completion rate). 

4.6.5.4.2 Researcher’s Reflective Diary 

In addition to participant diaries, as advised by Cunliffe (2004) and Mason (2004), 

the researcher employed the use of a reflective diary to promote critical reflexivity in 

the study, which has been recommended for added rigour in the research (Glaser and 

Strauss, 1967; Stake, 1995).  From a critically reflexive perspective, diary writing is 

‘not just thinking about thinking, but thinking about self from a subjective 

perspective’ (Cunliffe, 2004: 418).  Thus, the researcher engaged in reflective 

contemplation of her own impact on the research throughout the study, conscious 

that researchers do not have empty minds and that they are likely to have a view on 
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the focus of their research study (Richards, 2009).  The researcher in this study is a 

Lecturer in Management with 16 years lecturing experience in a Higher Education 

Institute (HEI) in Ireland.  In this capacity, the researcher has been involved in 

lecturing leadership modules and is thus familiar with the existing leadership 

literature.  Richards (2009) argues that good research design should take account of 

what is already known and should be designed to explore the relevance of such 

views.  To achieve this, the reflective diary was considered a very useful way to 

record the development of ideas and reflections over the course of the study 

(Saunders et al., 2012). 

 Secondary Data: Literature Review and Documentary Analysis 

While the sections above emphasise the collection of primary data, secondary data 

has also been collected in the completion of this research.  Secondary data was the 

first method of data collection employed in order to gather background information 

on SL in organisational settings.  External secondary data on the subject of SL had 

already been collected and reviewed through a search of relevant academic literature.   

Additionally, in case study research, documents from the case company can be used 

to build up a description of the organisation and its history (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  

To this end, internal secondary data was collected at each research site, in order to 

profile the teams studied.  This consisted of information from company web-sites, 

brochures and newsletters in addition to internal project documentation to which the 

researcher had access.   

4.7 Analysis and Presentation of Findings 

The analytical goal for this study was to analyse incidents of SL and the context in 

which they occur, as described by participants, to translate them into concepts which 

in turn can illuminate future experiences through a process of analysis and 

interpretation (Parker, Webb and D’Souza, 1995).  Given the high volume of data 

generated during the data collection stage, it was important firstly to develop a 

strategy for data management that sets out how the data should be organised and 

documented (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  According to Yin (2003), researchers 

should develop a data management approach which enables other investigators to 
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review the data.  Thus, interview data was transcribed so that details from the 

interviews could be checked before analysis took place (Gibson and Brown, 2009).   

The qualitative data analysis software package NVivo was used for data storage, 

editing, coding, and data linking (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  This provided an 

efficient and reliable database for managing the research data.   

4.7.1 Approach to Data Analysis 

While NVivo was useful for data management, the researcher still had to make sense 

of the data. Saunders et al. (2012) suggest that in qualitative research, data analysis 

must allow meanings to be explored and clarified.  Elliott and Timulak (2005: 147) 

agree, stating that qualitative researchers should employ ‘meaning-based rather than 

statistical forms of data analysis’.  Given the interpretive nature of this study, an 

idiographic approach to data analysis was sought, to enable an analysis of the 

subjective accounts provided by participants (Lacity and Janson, 1994).  For the 

purpose of this study, a thematic approach to data analysis, based on Lacity and 

Janson’s (1994: 146) ‘intentional analysis’ process was adopted, encompassing the 

following steps: 

i. In step one, the researcher describes the ‘facts’ of the phenomenon.  ‘Facts’ 

are socially shared realities agreed upon by all participants.  For example, in 

Team 4, all the participants attest to the fact that the company was recently 

acquired by a US multi-national healthcare company which caused a change 

to their working environment. 

ii. In the second step, the researcher determines the way participants ascribe 

meaning to their separate realities by how they perceive cause and effect.  

For example, in Team 2, the manager attributes high employee turnover to a 

natural and even positive feature of a research organisation that recruits 

graduates, provides them with experience and then sees them move on to 

other professional opportunities.  Team members on the other hand attribute 

high turnover to low employee morale within the organisation. 

iii. In step three, the researcher identifies themes that emerge from the research 

which are then used to develop common interpretations.  This step 

essentially emphasises pin-pointing patterns within the data that are 

important to the description of the phenomenon and the research questions 
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(Braun and Clarke, 2006; Grbich, 1999).  This process was informed by the 

research objectives, the leadership literature, and the theoretical framework 

adopted for the study, which enabled specific themes within the data to be 

identified.  For example, descriptions of SL incidents as relayed by study 

participants were classified according to the components of social exchanges 

as described by Social Exchange Theory (e.g. resources, outcomes, costs and 

rewards).  Similar codes were then collated into potential themes.  As 

described above, NVivo was used to code the data to enable themes to be 

identified and extracted more efficiently.  Finally, specifics of each theme 

were refined and linkages between them established, to identify any 

connections or associations.   

iv. In the fourth step, the researcher abstracts the essences from the text.  As 

explained by Kelliher (2005: 128), ‘essences are wholly subjective gestalts 

of what is learned from studying the phenomenon’.  At this stage in the 

process, the researcher develops a narrative which incorporates ‘disparate 

elements into a coherent whole’ (Dey, 1993: 237).  This requires rigorous 

thinking (Yin, 2003) as well as creativity, intuition and reflection (Kelliher, 

2005).  The researcher’s insights are corroborated with rich descriptions 

featuring direct quotes from study participants in order to build the thick 

description (Geertz, 1973) sought under this analytical approach.  The 

production of a written account to present the findings is the final outcome. 

While this approach is presented here in a sequential manner, it is important to 

note that in practice, this was an iterative process, where the researcher started 

by reading and describing the relevant data, followed by classification of the 

data based on emerging themes.  The researcher then connected data within and 

between cases, corroborating evidence as required, before producing a research 

report.  Thus, report production was not a discrete, singular step but an 

integrated part of an iterative process.  As described by Dey (1993), analysis was 

a circular process of describing, connecting and classifying the data.  Thus, as 

recommended by Eisenhardt (1989), the researcher engaged in a continuous 

cycle of discovery throughout the duration of the research.  Further details 

describing this process are now provided. 
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 Data Analysis Process 

In total, eighty-nine interviews were conducted with study participants.  Each 

interview was transcribed verbatim by the researcher throughout the data 

collection process, in preparation for data analysis, which employed a thematic 

approach.  To commence analysis, firstly the researcher read through each 

interview transcript in detail, to check the transcript quality and to develop a 

familiarity with the data.  Where submitted, entries in participant diaries were 

read in conjunction with corresponding interview transcripts for completeness.  

Entries in participant diaries were copied onto corresponding interview 

transcripts and each interview transcript was then imported into NVivo for 

coding and analysis.   

To progress the analysis, the researcher carefully studied the data, analysing the 

content of each transcribed interview and diary entry.  Common themes were 

identified within and across transcripts and assigned codes.  In this way, sections 

of transcribed data were united by theme.  Both the objectives of the study and 

the researcher’s pre-understanding of the literature in the field aided the 

development of codes during this process.  A full table of the codes generated in 

this study, along with excerpts from the data, is provided in Appendix M.   

As advised by Richards (2015), the researcher employed a combination of 

descriptive, topic and analytical coding approaches.  Descriptive coding enabled 

the contextual attributes of each case to be sorted, for instance according to team 

member characteristics such as demographics (gender, age and nationality), 

education and tenure in the organisation, allowing the researcher to establish 

facts in the data (Lacity and Janson, 1994).  Topic coding was used to sort the 

data further, for instance to categorise and code the various leadership 

responsibilities which were shared by team members.  To this end, passages 

describing the enactment of specific leadership behaviours were sorted and 

coded according to the leadership responsibilities they fulfilled.  This process 

was informed by the leadership literature, where leadership responsibilities or 

functions have been widely documented (e.g. Morgeson et al., 2010).  Figure 4.3 

below provides an illustration of the codes used to sort the data according to 

specific leadership responsibilities.  Appendix L provides a detailed table 
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containing an excerpt from each reported incident of SL, along with the 

leadership responsibility to which it was coded. 

 

Figure 4-3 Node tree for coding Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 

Members 

This allowed the researcher to aggregate the data relating to specific leadership 

responsibilities which were shared by team members, and thus enabled a new 

view of the data (Richards, 2015).  Similarly, topic coding was used to identify 

the types of resource flows occurring during SL interactions.  To this end, 

passages relating to specific types of resource flows (e.g. information, learning 

opportunities, support/understanding) were coded.  Again, this process was 

informed by previous literature which has documented forms of exchange (e.g. 

Cohen and Bradford, 2001).  Figure 4.4 below provides an illustration of the 

codes used to sort the data according to types of resource flows evidenced.  

Again, Appendix L provides a detailed table containing an excerpt from each 

reported incident of SL, along with the resource flows which have been 

identified. 

 



105 

 

Figure 4-4 Node Tree for coding Resource Flows in SL Interactions 

While descriptive and topic coding were useful in sorting the data and establishing 

the facts of the phenomenon (Lacity and Janson, 1994), analytical coding was key to 

discovering new themes in the data, and importantly, abstracting the essences from 

the text (Lacity and Janson, 1994).  This was essential in terms of understanding the 

social exchange conditions at play and the resulting interactions between those 

involved in the leadership of their team.  For instance, when discussing incidents of 

SL, many participants identified trust as an important component of their 

relationship with other team members.  Other concepts such as perceived support 

and affective commitment were identified as emergent themes during the analytical 

coding process, and thus passages which referred to these themes were coded 

accordingly.  An example of a node tree for coding such themes is provided in Fig. 

4.5. 
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Figure 4-5 Node tree for coding Indicators of Social Exchange Relationships 

In addition to such codes emerging from the data, some codes were generated from 

theory, specifically, social exchange theory, to enable the analysis to consider the 

meaning of the data from the perspective of the theoretical foundations of the study 

(Bryman, 2012).   Thus, passages that were relevant to the components of social 

exchange theory were coded as such, as illustrated in Fig. 4.6. 

 

Figure 4-6 Node tree for coding Components of Social Exchanges 

This process of exploring and coding the data was iterative in nature, continuing 

throughout the data analysis phase, with many revisions and refinements (Dey, 

1993).  Thus, as further codes arose in a new transcript, the researcher returned to 

previous transcripts to reanalyse the data.  This process continued until no new codes 

were developed.  After the second phase of data collection the codes began to 

stabilise and after the third phase there was a sense that new information was 

beginning to become saturated (Eisenhardt, 1989).  Having committed to a fourth 

phase of data collection, final interviews were carried out and no new codes were 

developed from the analysis of these transcripts, indicating saturation had been 

reached. 

Overall thus, the researcher explored the data in several stages including the initial 

exchange (interview), the transcription process, the initial reading of transcripts, the 

coding of passages within transcripts, the grouping of codes within and across 
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transcripts, the re-reading of transcripts when new codes were added and the 

continuous refining of code groupings. Throughout this process, a picture of the 

social exchanges in each team materialized.   

Furthermore, patterns of SL within each team started to emerge.  This enabled visual 

depictions of leadership patterns within each team to be presented, based on 

frequency counts of the reported leadership behaviours of individual team members.  

While counting in qualitative research is contentious, a number of authors support its 

use to develop a summary of the entire data set that can then be used to discern 

patterns in the data (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Silverman, 2000), or to provide 

evidence of the prevalence of a phenomenon (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  Given that 

one of the research questions posed in this study is to explore which leadership 

behaviours are most frequently shared by team members, the practice of autonomous 

counting of qualitative data (Hannah and Lautsch, 2011) was deemed appropriate.  

Such practices have been used by qualitative researchers in previous behavioural 

studies (e.g. Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill and Lawrence, 2001). 

During this review and coding of the transcripts, the researcher commenced writing 

the findings.  This method of writing to aid analysis (Miles and Huberman, 1994) 

proved useful in enabling the researcher to make sense of the data.  In this process, 

writing does not come after analysis.  Instead, writing the initial findings requires the 

researcher to think through the meaning of the empirical data analysed (Richardson, 

1994).  As writing progressed, categories were reviewed continuously to enable 

relevant information related to that category to be extracted easily.  Categories were 

then given titles within the findings that contained the essence of the information 

contained within them (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). 

The researcher maintained a reflective journal throughout the study, specifically 

recording ideas and reflections on the phenomenon under investigation (Klein and 

Myers, 1999; Lincoln and Guba, 1985) and this also proved useful in aiding the 

researchers understanding of the data.  This combination of data analysis and writing 

helped the stories and experiences of the participating teams to emerge. Additionally, 

the literature reviewed, and the objectives of the study lay in the back of the 

researcher’s mind while making sense of the collected data. Through this iterative 
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process, the researcher understood the meaning of the data after considerable 

thinking and reflecting about the phenomenon.   

4.7.2 Summary of Data Collection and Analysis Approach 

The following figure (Fig. 4.7) illustrates the overall approach to data collection and 

analysis undertaken in this study, as described in sections 4.6 and 4.7 above.  The 

figure provides a summary view of how participant diaries, semi-structured 

interviews and documentary analysis were used in data collection.  The approach to 

data analysis is also illustrated in the figure for completeness. 

 

 

Figure 4-7 Data Collection and Analysis 

4.7.3 Profile of Participating Organisational Teams 

This section provides a profile of the companies, and the specific organisational 

teams that participated in the study.  Participants in the study are comprised of team 

members and their line managers, operating in four different knowledge-intensive 

organisations in the Information Technology (IT) and pharmaceutical sectors in 

Ireland.  The following table (Table 4.3) provides a summary of the characteristics of 

each participating company.  Respecting the companies requests for confidentiality, 

company names have been anonymised. 
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Table 4-3 Profile of Participating Companies 

Characteristic Company A Company B Company C Company D 

 
Sector  

 

Public Private Private Private 

Domain Non- 

Commercial  

Commercial  Commercial  Commercial  

 

Industry 

 

IT IT Pharmaceutical Pharmaceutical 

Core 

Competencies 

Research & 

Innovation 

Software 

Development 

(Mobile 

Applications) 

High-potency 

generic 

medications 

Prescription & 

over the counter 

medications 

 

Ownership State Public (NYSE) Public (NYSE).  

 

Public (Euronext, 

NYSE). 

No. of employees 

 

100 in 

research 

centre; 

900 in parent 

body. 

100 (Ireland) 

7,900 

worldwide 

 

200 (Ireland)  

6,000 worldwide 

 

700 (Ireland) 

100,000 

worldwide  

No. of teams 

participating in 

the study 

 

2 1 1 1 

 Profile of Participating Teams 

Overall, thirty-four individuals, comprised of five teams and their line managers, 

participated in the study.  The following table (Table 4.4) provides a summary of 

the key characteristics of each team.  As per the research design outlined earlier 

(Section 4.6.5), data collection methods included the on-going completion of 

participant diaries, multiple semi-structured interviews and documentary 

analysis. 
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Table 4-4 Profile of Participating Teams 

 Team 1 Team 2 Team 3 Team 4 Team 5 

 
Company A:  

(Research & 

Innovation) 

A: 

(Research & 

Innovation) 

B: 

(Mobile 

apps) 

 

C: 

(Pharma) 

D: 

(Pharma) 

Position 

Titles 

UX Designer/ 

Developers 

  

Research 

Engineers 

Software 

Engineers 

R&D 

Managers 

Development 

Scientists 

*Team size 5 4 6 4 9 

 

Team type Established 

departmental 

team 

Newly 

formed 

project team 

Newly 

formed 

project 

team 

Established 

management 

team 

Established 

departmental 

team 

 

Gender 

profile of 

team 

 

All female All male All male 2 Female  

2 Male 

5 Female 

4 Male  

Mean org. 

tenure of 

team 

members 

 

3.5 years 8 years 3.5 years 5 years 4 years 

Mean age of 

team 

members 

 

33 years 42 years 35 years 40 years 33 years 

Level of 

academic/ 

prof 

qualifications 

2 Hons 

Degrees; 

3 Masters 

Degrees 

2 Hons 

Degrees; 2 

Masters 

Degrees 

 

1 PhD; 1 

Masters 

Degree; 2 

Hons 

Degree; 1 

Ord Degree 

4 Hons 

Degrees 

6 PhDs; 2 

Masters 

Degrees; 1 

Hons 

Degree. 

** Level of 

cultural 

diversity 

 

Low  Low   High  Low  Medium 

*Team size indicates the total number of team members interviewed during the 

course of this study.  As the study took place over a series of time points, changes to 

team membership occurred over the period as follows: 

• Team 1 – one team member left the organisation (after phase 2 data 

collection).  Two team members returned to the organisation in phase 4 (one 

having returned from extended leave and one having moved from a 

managerial role to a team member role).    
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• Team 2 – one team member left the organisation (after phase 3 data 

collection).    

• Team 3 –two team members were promoted to managerial roles and were 

thereafter considered ‘vertical leaders’ (after phase 2 data collection). 

• Team 4 – one team member joined the organisation and participated in the 

final phase (phase 4) of data collection. 

• Team 5 – two members were seconded to other departments (after phase 2) 

and returned to participate in phase 4.  One team member left the 

organisation (after phase 3 data collection).  Two team members joined the 

team and participated in the final phase (phase 4) of data collection. One 

team member returned from secondment and participated in the final phase 

(phase 4) of data collection. 

** The level of cultural diversity in the teams was categorised as follows: 

• Low diversity: ≤2 different nationalities represented in the team. 

• Medium diversity: ≤ 3 different nationalities represented in the team.  

• High diversity: ≥ 4 different nationalities represented in the team. 

Having profiled the participating organisational teams, the following sections bring 

the chapter to a close, discussing the research legitimacy and ethical considerations 

pertaining to the study. 

4.8 Legitimisation of Data 

In conventional social science research, the legitimisation of data is commonly tested 

by measures of internal validity, external validity, reliability and objectivity 

(Maxwell, 2002).  However, these criteria are not suitable for research that is outside 

the positivist ethos, as they presuppose that a single account of social reality is 

feasible (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Wolcott, 1990).  According to Daft (1983: 543) 

for interpretive studies, ‘objective proof seldom will exist somewhere outside one's 

self that will demonstrate correctness or validity. No statistical test will do this for 

us…’  Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose instead that the trustworthiness of an 

interpretive research study can be evaluated by establishing credibility (which 

parallels with internal validity), transferability (which parallels with external 
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validity), dependability (which parallels with reliability) and confirmability (which 

parallels with objectivity).   

4.8.1 Credibility 

Credibility involves ensuring that the research is carried out ‘according to the canons 

of good practice’ (Bryman and Bell, 2007: 411).  Remenyi, Money, Sherwood-Smith 

and Irani (2000) suggest that this can be achieved in a number of ways including the 

triangulation of multiple data sources (Denzin, 1978); establishing an identifiable 

chain of evidence; and submitting research findings to key informants of the study 

for confirmation that the researcher has correctly understood that social world.   The 

use of multiple sources of data (interviews, diaries, documentary analysis) as well as 

multiple observers (managers and team members) in this study enabled the 

researcher to achieve greater confidence in the credibility of findings.  Additionally, 

interpretations made and conclusions drawn in each case study were made available 

to key informants to achieve respondent validation (Richards, 2009).  This process 

gives participants the opportunity to correct any errors or mis-interpretations and 

offers the researcher an insight into the accuracy of the documented findings 

(Richardson, 1994).  Furthermore, Dey (1993) suggests that the researcher should 

also look for ‘fit’ (or lack of) between the concepts emerging from the case and those 

already established in the relevant research field (Dey, 1993).  This was achieved by 

relating the findings back to literature reviewed and the theoretical framework 

adopted for the study (SET). 

4.8.2 Transferability 

Transferability refers to whether or not findings ‘hold in some other context, or even 

in the same context at some other time’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 316).  While 

findings from qualitative studies cannot easily be generalised across social settings, a 

case can be generalisable to theoretical propositions (Yin, 1984).   In qualitative 

research then, the goal is to offer a case description that would allow the research 

process to be repeated in another case (Vaughan, 1992).  It is the responsibility of the 

researcher therefore, to provide rich descriptions of data and the context in which the 

data emerges, so that judgments can be made regarding its transferability to other 

studies in other contexts, by other researchers (Dey, 1993; Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  
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This was borne in mind during the production of this report and the researcher 

sought to incorporate rich descriptions of the data management process to enable 

replication.  

4.8.3 Dependability 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) argue that, to establish the merit of their research, 

researchers should adopt an ‘auditing’ approach, ensuring that complete records are 

kept at each stage of the research process.  The suggestion is that peers act as 

auditors to ensure that proper procedures have been followed.  Essentially, this 

involves an external reader examining the chain of evidence to inspect the research 

process, collected data, findings, interpretations and conclusions presented (Dey, 

1993; Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Yin, 2003).  For this research, records of key phases 

of the study including the audio files of interviews, the production of interview 

transcripts, data analysis decisions, and findings reported were carefully 

documented.  In addition to the research supervisory team, colleagues of the 

researcher (at a HEI in Ireland), who are experienced researchers, were consulted at 

various stages, to review documentation and discuss and confirm the appropriateness 

of procedures adopted.  However, it is conceded that, while research studies can 

benefit from having more than one person involved (Richards, 2009), this research 

was coded as a lone researcher.  Nonetheless, a careful data management approach 

was pursued to enable other investigators to review the data. 

4.8.4 Confirmability 

While recognising that complete objectivity is impossible in business research, 

confirmability is concerned with ensuring that the researcher has not allowed 

personal values to unduly influence the conduct of the research (Bryman and Bell, 

2007).  Gubrium and Holstein (2003) further explain that confirmability relates to 

whether the findings are grounded in the data.   To achieve confirmability, the 

researcher regularly provided quotations from participant interviews to show the 

chain of logic to the reader (Salo, Tahtinen and Ulkiniemi, 2009).  Furthermore, as 

discussed previously, the researcher maintained a reflective diary throughout, to 

develop a critically reflective perspective for added rigour in the research. 
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In summary, an integrated approach involving the four criteria above was pursued to 

enhance the trustworthiness of the findings, and to address concerns regarding 

research legitimisation.  To conclude this chapter, a discussion on the ethical 

considerations of the research will now be presented. 

4.9 Ethical Considerations 

As this study involved human participants, ethics was of paramount concern.  The 

conduct of this research was steered by ethical guidelines at the University of 

Southampton, where ethical approval was formally received from the Research 

Governance Office, prior to data collection.  As one of the research sites was a 

Research Unit in the researcher’s place of work, ethical approval was also sought 

and granted from the researcher’s employer (HEI in Ireland).  This section considers 

some of the key issues which are relevant in terms of ethical considerations.   

Firstly, gaining access to organisations and individual participants must be achieved 

through ethical actions.  The first level of access sought was physical access or entry 

(Gummesson, 2000), which was requested formally through organisation 

management for each case study.  Given the need to collect data over a series of time 

points with each team, continuing access was important.  This was discussed with 

the organisation management at the outset and attempts were made to minimise any 

disruptive impacts on the participating organisations.  In addition to seeking 

approval from management, the researcher also needed to gain the acceptance of, 

and consent from study participants at each of the research sites, referred to as 

‘cognitive access’ (Saunders et al., 2012: 211).  While it is acknowledged that 

obtaining physical, continuing and cognitive access can be difficult (Easterby-Smith 

et al., 2015), the researcher committed to providing a clear account of the purpose of 

the research, the type of access required, and the level of participation expected by 

each intended participant at the outset.  An introductory letter outlining these details 

was prepared and offered to the organisation during the negotiation for access stage 

(see Appendix K).  In accordance with the principle of informed consent, participant 

information sheets and consent forms were provided to each participant in advance 

of any data collection, so that participants understood the purpose of the study and 

the implications of participation (Robson, 2011).  The voluntary nature of 
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participation and the right to withdraw from the research were maintained 

throughout the study. 

A further area of concern is related to the confidentiality of the data collected.  

Confidentiality was offered to the participating teams and anonymity provided for 

each individual participant.  The researcher undertook to ensure that raw data was 

not shared with anyone outside of the researcher and her supervisory team, and that 

findings were presented in an aggregated format so that no individual responses were 

recognisable, unless there was a specific agreement to attribute comments.  

Furthermore, the researcher was committed to the responsible and honest analysis of 

data, so that findings were reported fully and accurately.  Additional ethical concerns 

can arise in terms of compliance in the management of data.  This research complies 

with data protection legislation in this regard. Finally, and importantly, all 

interactions with participating organisations and individuals were conducted in a 

professional manner, recognising that the rights and dignity of all persons should be 

respected at all times.  

4.10 Chapter Conclusion 

In summary, the research strategy selected for this study comprised an interpretive, 

case study approach.  Qualitative data collection and analysis techniques were 

employed.  The utilisation of critical incident technique was an important factor in 

the research design, ensuring the research was focused on SL interactions.  This 

research design was selected to facilitate a deeper understanding of SL than is 

possible with alternative methods.  The following chapters now provide the findings 

from the primary research carried out during this study. 
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5 Findings: Contextual Conditions and Shared Leadership 

Patterns 

5.1 Introduction 

The overall aim of this study is to explore the interactions of team members as they 

share in the leadership of their team.  To enable this exploration, the analysis firstly 

aims to understand the contextual conditions influencing behaviours within each of 

the teams studied.  Thus, this chapter provides an analysis of the prevalent contextual 

conditions in each team environment.   

Subsequently, the shared leadership (SL) patterns which emerged in each team during 

the study are presented, to establish the extent to which leadership was centralised or 

shared across team members in each team over the period of the study.  Moreover, the 

leadership responsibilities enacted within each team are outlined, to illuminate which 

aspects of leadership were being shared.  Finally, the predominant patterns of SL 

which emerged over time in each team are described.  The chapter concludes with a 

summary of findings across the five teams studied.  Findings in relation to the nature 

of interactions, the relational conditions present in each team, and the exchange factors 

at play during SL interactions are provided in the subsequent chapter. 

5.2  Team 1 Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns 

This section describes the contextual conditions prevalent in Team 1, before 

presenting the SL patterns which emerged in this team during the study.  

5.2.1 Team 1:  Contextual Conditions 

Team 1 operates within Company A, a research and innovation centre established at 

an Irish Higher Education Institute (HEI) in 1996, focusing on the Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICT) sector. Within the research centre, specialised 

units carry out funded research projects in areas such as mobile platforms, data 

analytics, adaptive networks and augmented and virtual reality.  As part of a state 

funded HEI, Company A is housed within a public-sector organisation.  However, 

research activities at the centre are funded via competitive projects sponsored by a 

variety of bodies including the European Union (EU), the Irish Higher Education 

Authority (HEA), Enterprise Ireland (EI), and Science Foundation Ireland (SFI).  In 
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addition to such research projects, Company A also provides technical expertise to 

design and develop new products/processes, typically for new commercial start-ups 

in the region.  There are approx. 100 employees in the research centre presently, 

primarily comprised of software researchers and engineers, and operational and 

administrative support staff.  While the centre has its own management structure, 

some of the support functions are provided by the HEI.  The culture is comprised of 

a mix of elements from the public sector and the technology sector.  The former is 

evident in the bureaucratic processes and lack of accountability evident in the 

organisation, while the team-based structures and high levels of autonomy are more 

characteristic of the technology sector. 

 Team 1: Internal Team Environment 

Team 1 is comprised of five female User Experience (UX) Designer/Developers 

from a design unit of the research centre.  The main remit of the team traditionally 

has been to plan and design new technologies for new business start-ups.  However, 

that remit may change in the near future according to the line manager. 

‘That unit is kind of evolving now into kind of a more research oriented 

…unit and we’re transitioning them into that now so moving a little bit 

away from web development and app development’. (LM101) 

The team share an open plan office where they work on projects which range from 

small scale logo design or art work for marketing, to the design and development of 

web-sites and new applications for mobile devices.  Typically, the remit is to design 

a prototype for how a product might look, so that an entrepreneur can test it in the 

market before financing its full development.  While some projects are long-term 

and require multiple resources, team members frequently work on solo projects with 

little task interdependency.  However, they regularly interact with other team 

members informally, either to solve technical problems or for social purposes.  

Project tasks can be quite unstructured and somewhat complex in nature depending 

on the technologies involved.   

For much of this study, Team 1 did not have an appointed manager, as the incumbent 

manager had recently resigned (Jan. 2016).  For an interim period, the team relied on 

one team member who undertook the role of ‘acting manager’ until a new manager 

was appointed in October 2016.  The approach of the newly appointed manager was 
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described by team members as transactional. ‘[Manager] approves my holidays, 

that’s about it’, TM102.  While the unit had grown consistently up to January 2016, 

since that time it has been declining with fewer projects being funded and more 

employees leaving the organisation.  Over the period of the study, the overall 

number of employees in the unit decreased from nine (Jan. 2016) to three (April 

2017).  With a declining pipeline of work and increasing employee turnover, morale 

among remaining team members is low and the future direction of the unit is 

uncertain.  Throughout the study, the team members conveyed their frustration at 

what they perceived as a lack of organisational support for their unit.  However, 

participants reported positive relationships between team members, who exhibited 

high levels of trust and respect for each other, suggesting that a strong sense of 

solidarity had emerged from the conditions facing the team. 

5.2.2 Team 1: SL Patterns 

This section describes the extent to which leadership was distributed across team 

members in Team 1, identifies the leadership responsibilities that were shared and 

highlights the leadership patterns that emerged across the time points studied. 

 Distribution of Leadership in Team 1 

Fig. 5.1 below provides a cumulative illustration of the extent to which leadership 

was shared by members of Team 1 over a twelve-month period from May 2016 to 

May 20173.  The intent here is not to compare the relative inputs of one team 

member against another, noting that changes to team membership occurred over the 

period of the study.  Thus, the contributions of individual team members to SL 

within the team are not comparable in that they may have participated for differing 

periods of time. 

                                                 
3 TM101 left the organisation after phase 2; TM104 acted in a formal (vertical) leadership position for 

the first half of the study; TM105 joined the study on return from leave in the fourth phase of the 

study. 



119 

 

Figure 5-1 Extent to which leadership was shared in Team 1 

While TM103 was the most influential team member in terms of leadership, all team 

members contributed to leadership within Team 1 to some extent.  It is worth noting 

that TM103 was the most consistent member of the team during the study, has a long 

tenure in the organisation and is considered to have a high level of technical and 

organisational knowledge.  On one particular project, a team member commented on 

TM103’s leadership capability. 

 ‘[TM103] really displayed leadership on the [Project Name] project… 

She’s not even at a senior level and for her to have taken that on was 

really phenomenal… They [client] came in extremely disgruntled….  So, 

she’s kind of built it up you know, from start to finish, so that’s definitely 

taking leadership and she took a lot off my hands at that time which I 

appreciated’. TM104 

Overall however, the pattern of SL which emerged was one where each team 

member contributed to leadership as required, depending on the situation, the needs 

of the team and the availability of team members.  

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Team 1 

To identify the leadership responsibilities enacted by team members, leadership 

behaviours in evidence in Team 1 were categorised according to the leadership 

functions they fulfilled.  The following figure (Fig. 5.2) illustrates the leadership 

responsibilities shared by members in Team 1. 
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Figure 5-2 Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 1 

In Team 1, thirty-six incidents of team members sharing in the leadership of their 

team were provided (see Appendix L).  As illustrated above, boundary spanning was 

the most frequent leadership responsibility exhibited within this team.  This occurs 

when team members take responsibility for connecting the team with external 

stakeholders or representing and advocating for the team internally.  While multiple 

team members contributed to leadership within Team 1 in this regard, the team 

primarily relied on three members of the team (TM103, TM104 and TM105) to 

represent the team to customers and to advocate for the team internally over the 

course of the study.  This is perhaps explained by the fact that Team 1 did not have a 

formal manager for much of the period of the study, and thus found themselves in a 

situation where they frequently had to represent themselves, both externally to 

clients and funding authorities, and internally to senior management or other 

organisational groups.  An example of such boundary spanning behaviours is 

provided below: 
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‘My job is to get the admin done and to update the client all the time on 

what we’ve done; so I’d have bi-weekly calls with her [client] and discuss 

everything with her and show her all the work we’ve done’. TM103 

Overall thus, the SL behaviour most frequently enacted by team members in Team 1 

featured team members representing the team to customers and advocating for the 

team within the organisation. 

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points  

To enable an understanding of the predominant patterns of SL which emerged in 

Team 1 over the period of the study, this section considers the leadership 

responsibilities that were shared across the various time points studied.  The 

following figure (Fig 5.3) illustrates the leadership responsibilities shared by team 

members at each of the four-time points studied.  
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Figure 5-3 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 1 

As illustrated in Fig. 5.3 above, Team 1 shared in the performance of multiple 

leadership responsibilities in the early part of the study (May 2016 to Nov 2016).  

During this period, the team were engaged in the delivery of several projects, 

including for example the development of a recruitment app for a client, along with 

multiple ‘small pockets of development work,’ (TM103).  This required the team to 

meet with clients to understand their requirements and to interact frequently with 

each other to plan and deliver projects to meet client needs.  In the third phase of the 

study however, (Dec 2016 to Feb 2017), there were no incidents of SL recorded by 

the team. This is perhaps explained by the cyclical nature of the projects in the unit.  

At the beginning of each calendar year, the team work on funding proposals for 
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future projects, so with no projects to deliver, there was little interaction among team 

members.  Thus, the independent nature of the work during this time period meant 

that SL did not emerge. 

‘The first quarter is always really focused on pitching for new work so a 

lot of proposals, tenders, so you're doing a lot of documentation, a lot of 

pitching for various type of work so that’s where we’re at now… it’s all 

proposal work right now,’ TM103. 

Typically, the team would expect to deliver 8-10 development projects each year, but 

in 2017, these did not materialise.  According to team members, business 

development was traditionally the responsibility of the unit manager.  While a new 

unit manager was appointed to the team in October 2016, the team felt that the 

manager inappropriately delegated the responsibility for business development to the 

team. 

‘It’s [business development] usually the responsibility of the manager, 

but he’s not taking on that responsibility….  [He’s] sending an email, 

here’s a tender off you go and I want it for next Friday.  It’s very 

different from any previous manager I’ve dealt with here.  The manager 

is really the top person available for… business development in here, so 

he’s kind of shifted that responsibility to the team,’ TM103. 

Some team members resented the expectation by management that the team would 

find their own funding for future projects. 

‘They want us to be commercial and to be doing research and to be 

bringing in these big projects, but… we can’t do all of that.  They’re 

expecting us to do Bus Dev along with our job and it’s just not feasible.  

You can ask a lot from us, but you can’t do that’.   [Now], there’s no 

pipeline, and no budget,’ TM102. 

This created a pervasive sense of uncertainty about the future of the unit, resulting in 

low employee morale and ultimately further turnover.   

‘We worked together very well, we were a good team, they [management] 

just didn’t nurture it.  They didn’t keep it going, they didn’t help in any 

way, any concerns we had were brushed off, staff morale went down, 

people left… we were in a room that was full, where we had overspill into 

another room and now we have three going on four empty desks in the 

room,’ TM102. 

 

‘I just don’t think there will be a team in a few months to be honest’, 

TM103.   

 

Overall, the pattern which emerged in Team 1 over time could be considered a 

withdrawal from SL.  While examples of SL were noted in the team in the final 
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phase of data collection (Mar-May 2017), most of these relate to boundary spanning 

behaviours, representing efforts by team members to support others in the team, 

advocate internally on behalf of team members, or to buffer/protect other team 

members in situations where they felt uncomfortable with tasks being assigned to 

them by management.  With no projects requiring collaboration, few task-related 

leadership behaviours emerged in the latter period of the study.   

Thus, while Team 1 has shown capabilities in relation to providing the team with the 

leadership required to enable project delivery, there are concerns regarding the 

continued capabilities of the team, which has been impacted by low employee 

morale and high employee turnover.  Specifically, the perceived absence of effective 

vertical leadership is seen to threaten to team’s future efficacy as failure to address 

these issues has resulted in the loss of key competencies within the team.  Moreover, 

the apparent lack of business development activities means that Team 1, while 

capable of self-managing, has little future work to manage.  This had led some team 

members to conclude that taking on leadership responsibilities within the team 

disadvantaged the team in the long-term. 

‘You became so self-sufficient that people leave you alone altogether, and 

if you… work outside of your duties it definitely backfires’. TM103   

This suggests that, for teams to be successful in the longer-term, a combination of 

effective shared and vertical leadership is required.   

5.3 Team 2: Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns 

This section describes the contextual conditions prevalent in Team 2 before 

presenting the SL patterns which emerged in this team during the study. 

5.3.1 Team 2: Contextual Conditions 

Team 2 also operates within Company A, in a separate department which does not 

interact with Team 1.  Thus, while recognising that Team 1 and Team 2 share the 

same organisational environment, for the purpose of this study, the teams were 

treated as autonomous organisational teams.  The following section outlines the 

internal environment of Team 2 in further detail. 
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 Team 2: Internal Team Environment 

Team 2 operate in a mobile technology unit of Company A, which is comprised of 

approx. eleven employees in total.  The team members participating in this study are 

four male research engineers who are working together to co-ordinate a European 

funded research project to develop new technologies to be deployed in the next 

generation (5G) of telecoms.  Team 2 was selected by the European Commission to 

co-ordinate the project, which spans twelve research organisations across Europe, 

with a budget of approx. €6 million.  The project commenced in July 2015 and was 

completed in two and a half years (Jan 2018). 

Three of the team members are located in two adjacent offices at Company A, while 

the fourth member works remotely.  While one team member is the nominated 

project lead with responsibilities for coordinating the project, he has no staff 

management responsibilities.  All participants agreed that there is no hierarchy 

within the team.  Given the nature of the project, task interdependencies are high, 

though the team tend to divide tasks on the basis of team member skills.  The multi-

national scale of the project combined with the technical scope means that the level 

of complexity is high.  ‘This piece of work has never been done before. By definition 

it’s new for everybody’, TM202. 

Like Team 1, Team 2 has also been impacted by employee turnover, which is 

acknowledged by the line manager ‘we have some people leaving so yeah we have 

reduced in size again’ LM201.  During the course of the study, one team member 

left the organisation while two additional team members planned to leave the project 

shortly after the completion of the study.  The loss of key personnel and the lack of 

active management support, either in terms of replacing staff who had left or planned 

to leave, or supporting the remaining team members, was noted by all participants 

who felt frustrated by the lack of organisational support for their team, and the 

laissez-faire approach to management in the organisation.  ‘It’s very distant… I 

would say that rather than being over-bearing, it’s actually completely detached’, 

TM202.  This specifically affected the team’s ability to deliver aspects of the project.  

‘There’s nothing but missed opportunities now… given the high turnover of staff in 

the group’, TM204.   While perceived organisational support was low however, the 
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team reported that relationships within the team were positive, and all participants 

exhibited high levels of trust and respect for their fellow team members.   

5.3.2 Team 2: SL Patterns 

This section describes the extent to which leadership was distributed across team 

members in Team 2, identifies the leadership responsibilities that were shared and 

highlights the leadership patterns that emerged across the time points studied. 

 Distribution of Leadership in Team 2 

The following figure (Fig. 5.4) provides a cumulative illustration of the extent to 

which leadership was shared by members of Team 2 in the twelve-month period 

from May 2016 to May 20174.  Again, the contributions of individual team members 

to SL within the team are not comparable in that they may have participated for 

differing periods of time. 

 

 
 

Figure 5-4 Extent to which leadership was shared in Team 2 

                                                 
4 TM202 left the organisation after phase 3, thus the contributions of TM202 took place over a nine-
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As illustrated, all team members contributed to leadership within Team 2 to some 

extent, with TM201 emerging as the most influential.  In contrast to the situation in 

Team 1, TM201 is the team member with the shortest organisational tenure.  Despite 

being new to the organisation, colleagues identified TM201’s leadership capabilities 

early on. 

‘We were working on a project there… and [TM201] had actually just 

joined the team at the time… And he was very proactive like, a lot of 

people are very passive about things.  They’ll sit there and just wait to be 

told what to do but he was very proactive about getting engaged in it and 

what was the best thing and setting up recurring meetings and things like 

that… And that impressed me quite a lot and I thought you know, it's a 

good example of leadership.  And generally being very proactive in his 

approach to his work’.  TM202 

Overall however, all team members contributed to leadership within the team to 

some extent, indicating a widely distributed leadership process.  The pattern that 

emerges in Team 2 is one where leadership is shared among the four team members 

who undertook complementary leadership roles as required, depending on their skills 

and the needs of the situation.   

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Team 2 

To identify the leadership responsibilities enacted by team members, leadership 

behaviours in evidence in Team 2 were categorised according to the leadership 

functions they fulfilled.  The following figure, (Fig. 5.5) illustrates the leadership 

responsibilities shared by members in Team 2 during the study. 
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Figure 5-5 Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 2 

In Team 2, thirty-six examples of team members sharing leadership responsibilities 

were provided during the study (see Appendix L).  Boundary spanning, followed by 

planning and coordinating team activities, were the leadership responsibilities most 

frequently shared by members of Team 2.  The frequency of boundary spanning may 

reflect the networked nature of the project, which required the team to interact 

frequently with multiple research partners across Europe, in addition to reporting to 

an external funding authority (EU Commission).  Team members undertook this 

work, frequently representing the team externally in the absence of any involvement 

from formal managers at Company A.   

‘I’m the co-ordinator of a European project which… would span twelve 

different organisations… And am, so I’m coordinating that so that takes 

up most of my time’. TM202  

  

‘I’m kind of interfacing with the team here, but also directing their 

information towards all the external partners on the project.’ TM201 

     

While this team displayed a wide range of leadership behaviours, it is notable that 

they behaviours exhibited were primarily task related. 
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 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 2 

To enable an understanding of the predominant patterns of SL which emerged in 

Team 2 over the period of the study, this section considers the leadership 

responsibilities that were shared across the various time points studied.  The 

following figure (Fig 5.6) illustrates the leadership responsibilities shared by team 

members at each of the four-time points studied.  

 

 

Figure 5-6 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 2 
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commenced in July 2015, with an expected duration of two and a half years (up to 

Jan 2018).  Thus, the team continued to engage in task-oriented leadership, planning 

and coordinating team activities, representing the team externally with funding 

authorities and external research partners, advocating for the team internally within 

Company A, and problem-solving throughout the study.  While the team reported 

similar organisational issues to Team 1 (low organisational support), in this case, 

where the team were focused on project delivery, SL continued to emerge.   

Overall, the pattern that emerges in this team is one where leadership is shared 

among individual team members who undertook complementary leadership roles 

based on their skills, which, when combined, provided a form of SL for the team.  

The team concur that there was no overall leader making all the decisions, rather, 

they all contributed to the leadership of their group depending on the situation.  For 

instance, TM202 displayed envisioning leadership at the early stages of the project, 

articulating the vision for the project in ways that influenced the direction of the 

team and the planning of tasks undertaken by other members of the team.  TM203 

was more influential in coordinating team activities, assuming responsibility for 

project reporting, and pursuing the completion of tasks.  TM201 emerged as a strong 

social leader and boundary spanner, whose social skills helped maintain connections 

between team members and drive interactions with external research partners.  

TM204 emerged as a creative problem-solver and technical mentor, being 

recognised by the others as the most experienced technical member of the team.  The 

team concur that there was no overall single leader making all the decisions, rather, 

they all contributed to the leadership of their team depending on their skills and the 

requirements of the situation.  

5.4 Team 3: Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns  

This section describes the contextual conditions prevalent in Team 3, before 

presenting the SL patterns which emerged in this team during the study. 
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5.4.1 Team 3: Contextual Conditions 

Team 3 operate in the Engineering Department of Company B, a global software 

company recognised as one of the world’s leading suppliers of open source5 

solutions.  In 2014, Company B acquired an Irish start-up technology company, 

formed in 2008, which had developed significant expertise as a mobile application 

platform provider.  At the time of the acquisition, the Irish company employed 70 

staff.  Although Company B was a global operation, it had little presence in the 

mobile space, thus the Irish company’s product and processes filled that gap. The 

Irish company is now part of a global organisation which employs 7,900 associates 

in over 35 countries around the world.  Rooted in the open source philosophy, the 

company strives to operate as an ‘open organisation’ and stated company values 

include meritocracy, community building, and transparency.  These claims are 

endorsed by employees who describe the culture as open, supportive and 

collaborative.  

 Team 3: Internal Team Environment 

Team 3 is comprised of six male Software Engineers who work in the Engineering 

Department of the mobile application unit of Company B.  The Engineering 

Department is growing and in 2016 experienced significant change in terms of its 

management structure and its overall headcount (which increased from 15 to 40), 

resulting in a recent relocation to new offices.  The primary purpose of the 

department is software development for the mobile space and the majority of 

employees are software engineers.  For the period of this study, Team 3 was focused 

on a project to enable their cloud-based mobile application platform to be hosted by 

customers on their own servers.  The project commenced in March 2016 and the first 

release was delivered successfully in October 2016, with further developments 

delivered in January and February 2017.  For the duration of the project, the team 

shared an open plan office, though members occasionally worked remotely, 

                                                 
5 The term ‘open source’ refers to a program in which the source code is available for use and/or 

modification from its original design (Open Source Initiative, 2016).  Open-source reflects a belief 

that coding is meant to be a collaborative effort, where programmers improve upon the source code 

and share the changes within the community.    
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connecting with the team electronically.  The overall approach to work within the 

team was highly collaborative, necessitated by the complex nature of the project.  ‘I 

think it's the most complicated system I’ve worked with in my years of experience.  

It’s really really complicated’, (TM303). 

During the course of this study, two of the members of Team 3 were promoted to 

manage the growing department.  While there is no hierarchy within Team 3, one of 

the team members is recognised as a ‘subject matter expert’ and a technical lead due 

to his extensive technical experience with the product. Overall however, the team 

describe themselves as ‘self-organising’ where team members contribute to planning 

the tasks of the team for each activity, a feature of the Agile (Scrum6) methodology 

adopted by the team.  This is facilitated by an empowering approach to management 

within the department, as described by the original line manager.   

‘If you can give people the what and the why… and then let the intelligent 

people that we’ve hired figure out the how, that gives them a lot of power 

in terms of being able to guide the actual technical direction that they’re 

going… give the context as to why we’re doing particular pieces of work 

and what it is we’re trying to achieve, and then let people figure out 

themselves working together what the how of it is’.  LM301 

Team members concur with this view that managers adopt an empowering approach.  

There has been no employee turnover in Company B during the study, with team 

members reporting high levels of organisational support, and positive relationships 

between team members. 

5.4.2 Team 3: SL Patterns 

This section describes the extent to which leadership was distributed across team 

members in Team 3, identifies the leadership responsibilities that were shared and 

highlights the leadership patterns that emerged across the time points studied. 

                                                 
6 Scrum is a process framework designed in the 1990’s to manage complex product development 

through iterative, incremental cycles (Schwaber and Sutherland, 2016).   
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 Distribution of Leadership in Team 3 

The following figure (Fig. 5.7) provides a cumulative illustration of the extent to 

which leadership was shared by members of Team 3 over the period of the study 

(May 2016 to May 2017) 7.  Again, the contributions of individual team members to 

SL within the team are not necessarily comparable in that they may have participated 

for differing periods of time. 

 

 

Figure 5-7 Extent to which leadership was shared in Team 3 

As illustrated, all team members contributed to leadership within Team 3 to some 

extent.  Overall however, TM304 was the most influential leader in Team 3.  As a 

former member of the Irish organisation acquired by Company B, TM304 is widely 

acknowledged as the subject matter expert for Company B’s software.  While he has 

no staff management responsibilities in the team, as the longest serving and most 

experienced member of the team, he clearly has influence over others on the team 

who value his technical and organisational knowledge.   

                                                 
7 TM301 and TM305 were promoted to managerial positions after phase 2 of the study, thus their 

contribution to SL was recorded during the first six months of the study only. 
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‘He has a massive amount of knowledge am and understanding of the 

system… as a leader I think it's a natural thing for him and he’s had 

some great influence and initiative and it’s sort of helped me because am, 

the technologies are so strange but with his help and his influence… it’s 

made me more positive and given me am… sort of confidence in what I’m 

doing.  So, he’s helped me a lot there.’  TM303 

Nonetheless, leadership within Team 3 was widely distributed, as all team members 

contributed to leadership within the team to some extent. 

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Team 3 

To identify the leadership responsibilities enacted by team members, leadership 

behaviours in evidence in Team 3 were categorised according to the leadership 

functions they fulfilled.  The following figure, (Fig. 5.8) illustrates which leadership 

responsibilities were shared by team members in Team 3. 

 

Figure 5-8 Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 3 

Team 3 provided seventy-nine examples of SL during the course of the study, 

incorporating both task and relationship-oriented leadership behaviours (see 

Appendix L).  Problem-solving, boundary spanning and developing and mentoring 

others were the most frequent leadership responsibilities enacted by team members.   
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Problem-solving was frequently exhibited by a wide number of individuals in Team 

3.  This is perhaps explained by the complex and interdependent nature of the 

software development work the team were engaged in, as multi-person interactions 

were recognised as the standard way of working to find solutions to technical 

problems.  Thus, leadership frequently surfaced from the on-going interactions of a 

wide number of team members attempting to solve technical problems to build the 

product.  Typically, leadership occurred when one person suggested an idea or a way 

forward to solve a problem or improve a process, and the others, where they 

recognized value in the suggestion, agreed.  An example of such problem-solving 

leadership is illustrated in the following excerpt: 

‘So this eleventh hour issue came up am, we didn’t really see it coming, 

am but one of the, like in terms of level he’s just a regular Software 

Engineer, not even a Senior Software Engineer and this person [TM306] 

identified that problem was there….he took the initiative to go and put a 

really descriptive… [ticketing system entry] together, describing what the 

problem was, and then elicited feedback from the entire team around 

him...  So, after eliciting all this feedback he also facilitated the calls 

between the various stakeholders to figure out what was the actual right 

way to solve this problem given that we’ve got a week or two tops to get 

this over the line.  And we did that, he picked the right solution, the team 

got behind it… and we got that particular problem fixed and solved.  And 

it was driven by someone… just a regular member of the team, who saw 

that there was a big problem in front of him and took some action’. 

TM305 

In addition to such emergent acts of SL, the Agile methodology adopted in Team 3 

resulted in the planned rotation of the Scrum Master (facilitator) role for each two 

week ‘sprint’ (a two-week piece of time in which the team complete a specified 

piece of development work).  The Scrum Master is responsible for facilitating the 

team’s work during this period, which includes reviewing tasks to be completed and 

keeping information about the teams’ progress visible and up to date for all parties. 

‘It's the Scrum Master that would go in and say ok am you know just 

basically looking at what’s in the backlog. Yes, it rotates, I’ve done it a 

few times, I think [TM302] has done it, and [TM306] has done it.’  

TM303 

While undertaking the Scrum Master role is voluntary within the team, multiple 

individuals in Team 3 have undertaken the responsibility on a rotating basis, which 

essentially means they co-ordinate and facilitate the team’s work for that period.  

Thus, multiple individuals share this leadership responsibility, in a more sequential 

fashion.   
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 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 3 

To enable an understanding of the predominant patterns of SL which emerged in 

Team 3 over the period of the study, this section considers the leadership 

responsibilities that were shared across the various time points studied.  The 

following figure (Fig 5.9) illustrates the leadership responsibilities shared by team 

members at each of the four-time points studied.  

 

 

Figure 5-9 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 3 
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application platform to be hosted by customers on their own servers.  While the 

project was delivered successfully in October 2016, further enhancements were 

urgently requested in January and February 2017, when a number of unanticipated 

customer requirements became apparent.  The team continued to work together 

throughout this period, and examples of multiple individuals contributing to 

leadership continued to emerge.  However, some team members noted during this 

period that leadership within the team had become somewhat more centralised, as 

TM304 undertook both the Technical Lead (subject matter expert providing 

technical guidance) and Scrum Master (facilitator of team’s work) roles for an 

extended period, until these customer requirements were met.  This suggests that an 

increased level of urgency may have adversely affected the sharing of leadership 

roles within the team. 

 ‘The last time we were talking, when I was on the [Project] team, we 

would have been rotating… the Scrum Master role, the co-ordinator of 

all the meetings...  Since I’ve come back on to the [Project] team it seems 

to be just him [TM304]… Typically, we would rotate that [Scrum Master] 

role.’  TM306. 

Overall however, SL continued to emerge in Team 3 throughout the study, though 

there were fewer incidents in the later stages of the project. 

5.5 Team 4: Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns 

This section describes the contextual conditions prevalent in Team 4, before 

presenting the SL patterns which emerged in this team during the study. 

5.5.1  Team 4: Contextual Conditions 

Team 4 operate within Company C, an Irish based pharmaceutical organisation 

which develops, manufactures and supplies high-potency pharmaceutical products to 

over forty countries worldwide.  Established in Ireland in 2005, the company was 

acquired by a US based healthcare company in 2015.  Despite the recent acquisition, 

the management structure at the company remains unchanged, featuring the two co-

founders in CEO and CTO roles, along with a senior management team.  Company 

C currently employs approx. two hundred people in Ireland and has recently 

announced plans to create an additional two hundred jobs at its Irish base over the 
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next five years.  As a fast-growing company with a young workforce, the culture is 

described by employees as open, vibrant, fast-paced, pressurised and rewarding.   

 Team 4: Internal Team Environment  

Team 4 is a management team with four members (two male and two female), 

operating in the R&D department of Company C.  The team is comprised of two 

Functional Managers (a Formulation Manager and an Analytical Services Manager) 

and two Project Managers (one of whom is a recent recruit), who together are 

responsible for coordinating the research and development of all pharmaceutical 

products developed at the company. The team report to the Head of R&D, who sets 

the direction for the department and adopts an empowering approach, enabling the 

team to self-determine how they achieve their objectives.  There is no hierarchy 

within the team, as all four members operate at an equivalent managerial level. 

The nature of the work in the R&D department is highly interdependent.  To deliver 

a project successfully, the team must co-ordinate the activities of each of their 

functional areas.  The Formulation Manager manages a formulation team of approx. 

ten employees, who are responsible for developing phase appropriate formulations 

for testing.  The Analytical Services Manager manages approx. twenty-eight 

employees, who are responsible for the testing and release of all product batches 

developed by the formulation team.  The two Project Managers work closely with 

the Functional Managers to plan tasks for each project against timelines and monitor 

progress on an on-going basis.  The Project Managers have no direct reports.  The 

level of complexity associated with the projects delivered by the team increased 

significantly during the study when the company adopted a strategic change in 

direction to move away from the manufacture of generic drugs, toward the 

development of new drug applications, as explained by the team’s line manager. 

‘We would have traditionally done generic development which… in very 

simple terms… you’re almost reverse engineering something that already 

exists… if you were to look at R&D it’s definitely the D part.  Whereas 

now we’re doing early phase clinical development, so drugs that have 

never been on the market before, brand new chemical entities so nobody 

knows anything about these things.’ LM401 

There has been no employee turnover in the team during the period of the study, 

instead, the team has grown from three to four members.  As the company plans to 



139 

continue its growth, the team acknowledge that effectively coordinating the delivery 

of multiple projects while developing and formalising business processes to meet the 

needs of expansion are key challenges.   

5.5.2 Team 4: SL Patterns 

This section describes the extent to which leadership was distributed across team 

members in Team 4, identifies the leadership responsibilities that were shared and 

highlights the leadership patterns that emerged across the time points studied. 

 Distribution of Leadership in Team 4 

The following figure (Fig. 5.10) provides a cumulative illustration of the extent to 

which leadership was shared by members of Team 4 over the period of the study 

(May 2016 to May 2017) 8.  Again, the contributions of individual team members to 

SL within the team are not comparable in that they may have participated for 

differing periods of time. 

 

Figure 5-10 Extent to which leadership was shared in Team 4 

                                                 
8 TM404 joined the organisation towards the end of the study, thus participated for the last phase of 
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Members of Team 4 are peers, operating at an equivalent managerial level. Although 

all team members contributed to leadership in the team over the course of the study, 

TM403, emerges as the most influential in terms of leadership within the team.  This 

may be explained by her long tenure in the organisation, combined with her role 

which requires her to represent the team externally to both customers and suppliers. 

‘Yeah I’d say [TM403] would be probably one where if you had a 

problem, she’d be able to figure it out, she has a lot of experience, and 

she has a lot of experience here in [Company C]… and she’s dealing 

with customers as well.  So, she’d be always the one to go to.’ TM402 

While examples of TM401 and TM402 exhibiting leadership within their functional 

teams were in evidence, these were classified as vertical leadership and outside the 

scope of this study.   

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Team 4 

To identify the leadership responsibilities enacted by team members, leadership 

behaviours in evidence in Team 4 were categorised according to the leadership 

functions they fulfilled.  The following figure, (Fig. 5.11) illustrates which 

leadership responsibilities were shared by team members in Team 4.   

 

Figure 5-11 Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 4 
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Team 4 provided fifty-one examples of SL within their team during the course of the 

study (see Appendix L).  Notably, most of the leadership behaviours enacted by 

members of this team were task-oriented, with little attention to addressing the 

social, relational or developmental needs of the team.  A noteworthy difference 

between this team and the others studied is that this is a management team.  

Moreover, the team are operating in a high-growth organisation which has expanded 

its operations significantly in a short period of time and is attempting to develop its 

internal infrastructure to meet its rate of growth.   

The leadership responsibility most frequently shared in Team 4 is planning and 

coordinating activities, which is perhaps not surprising given the high volume of 

projects (approx. thirty at the commencement of the study) the team are responsible 

for delivering simultaneously.  All team members contributed to leadership in this 

regard, though TM403 was the most influential. 

‘I probably co-ordinate all the actions, the timelines, keep an eye on that 

and then [TM401] and [TM402] would drill down into the deliverables to 

get that action done’. TM403 

While project planning is primarily TM403’s responsibility (along with TM404 who 

recently joined the team), the manner in which this takes place is highly 

collaborative.  ‘It’s normally by consensus or if not then we normally go to [Head of 

Department]’ TM403.   Thus, the planning and coordination of activities occurs in a 

collaborative manner in Team 4, where multiple individuals concurrently influence 

the process and where ultimately, decisions are made by consensus.   

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 4 

To enable an understanding of the predominant patterns of SL which emerged in 

Team 4 over the period of the study, this section considers the leadership 

responsibilities that were shared across the various time points studied.  The 

following figure (Fig 5.12) illustrates the leadership responsibilities shared by team 

members at each of the four-time points studied.  
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Figure 5-12 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 4 

Team 4 exhibited SL throughout the study.  In the first phase, the team were 

coordinating the development of up to thirty different generic products at Company 

C, requiring the team to work together to plan and co-ordinate the activities of 

multiple projects.  To manage this, the team met every Monday morning with team 

leads from their functional areas to review progress on each project, and much of the 

week was spent interacting with these direct reports to monitor the progress of 

projects.  During the second phase of this study, Company C announced a strategic 

change to move its core focus from the contract manufacturing of generic drugs to 

the research and development of new drug applications.  This resulted in a reduction 

in the number of projects to develop generic products.  
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‘We’re kind of changing the vision here and the core values of the 

company… we’ve kind of been CMO, contract manufacturing, but we’re 

getting away from that now...  We’re going to be looking at… new drug 

applications. … before it was piles of projects, generic products, and now 

we’re after dropping I think five generic products… because we just 

don’t have the time with these new drugs coming down the line… The 

direction is totally changed,’ TM402. 

By phase 3 of this study, the number of projects to develop generic products had 

reduced further and there was a sense that Company C was becoming more strategic 

in the selection and delivery of projects.   

‘We’re at eighteen projects now… we killed off a few more projects 

because there was too much going on and the business as you know is 

after changing… they want us to look at projects that are going to be 

ready for commercial manufacture in five to six years down the line,’ 

TM402. 

Additionally, team members commented that project management processes, which 

were described as ‘reactive’ were becoming more formalised.   

 ‘We’re very good at reacting here, we react the whole time and we don’t 

learn from it… we don’t do anything proactive for the next projects 

coming in.  And like, we do over commit so it’s trying to get away from 

that.’ TM403. 

Certainly, the team appeared to spend more time, in the latter phases of the study, 

planning and coordinating the selected projects in a more integrated fashion. 

‘We have our own project meeting [with the senior leadership team] on a 

Thursday, which we’re… revamping so it’ll be more focused.  It’s going 

to be more like a Steering meeting so we’re bringing in Steering teams… 

and we have to set agendas… we need to know the overall timeline and 

where we’ve conflicts with activities going on, and we obviously can’t do 

them all, to get more strategic input there’, TM403. 

Overall, Team 4 continued to plan and co-ordinate projects and represent the R&D 

department internally (with other departments and the senior leadership team) and 

externally (with customers and external contractors), throughout the course of the 

study.  It is noted that, in contrast to Teams 2 and 3, the frequency of SL incidents 

tended to increase over the first three time periods studied.     
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5.6  Team 5: Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns 

This section describes the contextual conditions prevalent in Team 5, before 

presenting the SL patterns which emerged in this team during the study. 

5.6.1 Team 5: Contextual Conditions 

Team 5 operate within Company D, a global life sciences company with a presence 

in over one hundred countries and more than one hundred thousand employees 

worldwide.  Globally, Company D provides a wide range of healthcare products 

including human vaccines, medications for rare diseases, multiple sclerosis, 

oncology, diabetes and cardiovascular conditions.  The Irish base, which currently 

employs approx. seven hundred employees, was established in 2011 when Company 

D acquired an existing biopharmaceutical facility located at the site.  The Irish site 

now features a state-of-the-art manufacturing facility and a growing technical 

development unit which provides Company D with technical expertise throughout all 

aspects of the manufacturing process.  The culture is described as results-driven, fast 

paced and demanding, stemming from an overall focus to maintain the sites 

competitiveness within the group.   

 Team 5: Internal Team Environment 

Team 5 are a team of nine Development Scientists (four male, five female) employed 

in a technical department at Company D’s Irish base.   The nature of the work 

carried out by the team is complex, requiring high levels of expertise in biochemistry 

and physical science, and many of the team are educated to PhD level.  Since its 

establishment with two employees in 2011, the department has been focused on the 

development of lyophilised (freeze-dried) biological formulations for the fill-finish 

facility at the plant and has now emerged as a centre of excellence in this regard. 

The purpose of the team is scientific solution provision for new products 

for scalable manufacturability… It's now a centre of excellence for 

lyophilisation.  LM501 

Today, the department plays several key roles at Company D, including the 

provision of technical expertise for new product introductions and the provision of 

scientific knowledge and expertise to support the continuous manufacture of 

products at the plant.   
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While the department has grown in size and reputation in the last seven years, the 

recent loss of key members to other departments has impacted the cohesiveness of 

the team.  While new members have been recruited, team members acknowledge that 

it will take time to re-establish the former dynamic in the team.  While dual projects 

occur occasionally, team members are typically assigned individual goals, so task 

interdependency is low.  Although there is no explicit hierarchy within the team, a 

number of longer-serving team members are perceived as ‘senior scientists’ and 

appear to have more influence on determining priorities within the team.  The team 

is managed by a Principal Scientist/Technical Development Manager, who provides 

both clarity of direction and technical oversight for the team, while adopting a hands-

off approach to the operational running of the lab. 

My management approach is ‘standoffish’ – I promote independence, 

autonomy and responsibility for team members. LM501. 

   

5.6.2 Team 5: SL Patterns 

This section describes the extent to which leadership was distributed across team 

members in Team 5, identifies the leadership responsibilities that were shared and 

highlights the leadership patterns that emerged across the time points studied. 

 Distribution of Leadership in Team 5 

The following figure (Fig. 5.13) provides a cumulative illustration of the extent to 

which leadership was shared by members of Team 5, over the period March 2017 to 

February 20189.  Again, the contributions of individual team members to SL within 

the team are not comparable in that they may have participated for differing periods 

of time. 

 

                                                 
9 Changes to team membership during the study included a resignation, a department transfer, two 

new hires, two secondments out of the department, and one return from secondment back to the 

department.  Overall, the following team members did not participate in the study for the full duration 

due to these team changes: TM501, TM503, TM504, TM505; TM507, TM508 and TM509. 
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Figure 5-13 Extent to which leadership was shared in Team 5 

Almost all members (except TM508, a recent hire) contributed to leadership within 

Team 5 to some extent.  While overall, leadership appears quite distributed within 

the team, TM506, TM503 and TM502 are the most influential team members 

(accounting for 77% of the leadership acts reported within the team during the 

study).  TM506 in particular, is clearly influential in terms of leadership.  This is not 

surprising given that he is the longest serving member of the team and is widely 

recognised for both his technical and organisational knowledge.  Undoubtedly, team 

members perceived him as a leadership figure within the group throughout the study. 

‘I would see him [TM506] as the most experienced within the group, so 

he’s been here since the lab was started… I’d say we’d all see him as 

Senior Scientist…. though I don’t think he has that title.’  TM504. 

In addition to TM506, two other members, TM502 and TM503, also emerged as 

influential leadership figures within the group.   

‘[TM506] is the most senior one because he’s been there longer and he’s 

very technically knowledgeable… and because the team got stripped of a 

lot of people over the last year, he had to take on the role of knowing 

what was happening and [TM502] has stepped up as well in terms of 

taking on that role of knowing what’s happening. And, actually… 

[TM503] is there as well… she has a lot of experience… and she is very 

knowledgeable about people, who you’d talk to for this and that, 

equipment management.  She knows the technical stuff as well for this lab 

but also the site as a whole.  So, I would rely on [TM503] a lot’. TM507 
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Overall therefore, while leadership is distributed within Team 5, three individuals in 

particular are more influential in this regard.   

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Team 5 

To identify the leadership responsibilities enacted by team members, leadership 

behaviours in evidence in Team 5 were categorised according to the leadership 

functions they fulfilled. The following figure (Fig. 5.14) illustrates the leadership 

responsibilities shared by members of Team 5. 

 

Figure 5-14 Leadership Responsibilities Shared by Team 5 

Team 5 provided eighty-two examples of SL during the study (see Appendix L).  

Planning and coordinating team activities was the most frequent leadership 

responsibility enacted, followed by developing and mentoring other team members, 

boundary spanning and setting the direction.  The frequency of leadership acts is not 

surprising, as Team 5 are a highly qualified team of scientists, many of whom have 

significant levels of scientific and organisational knowledge.  As a group of career-

focused individuals with specialised expertise, the team enjoy a high degree of 

autonomy in their day to day work.  While the department manager provides 

strategic direction and technical oversight for the team, he adopts a hands-off 

approach to the operational running of the lab.  Thus, team members are highly 
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involved in planning and coordinating the day to day operations within their 

department.  In this regard, a number of team members are particularly influential.   

‘Myself [TM502], [TM506] and [TM503] co-ordinate activities in the 

lab, like what’s the priority for the next week, who is free, who can we 

use, who needs training etc.,’ TM502. 

While multiple individuals have also contributed to developing and mentoring the 

team, TM506 in particular, is most influential in this regard. 

‘It’s mainly [TM506], he’s like a mentor sort of thing… so if I have any 

questions I would ask [TM506].  But I could go to anyone in the lab but 

[TM506] would be the main person you know.  He’s trying to show me, 

like from that then I’ll learn how to manage the project and maybe 

hopefully be able to do it myself some-day.  So that’s what I’d like to do, 

so not only am I learning the science, I’m learning how to manage a 

project, and everything associated with it…  I don’t think I’d be where I 

am today without [TM506] you know,’ TM504. 

Having presented the leadership responsibilities shared by Team 5 during the study, 

the following section provides an analysis of leadership responsibilities enacted, 

across the time periods studied. 

 

 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 5 

To enable an understanding of the predominant patterns of SL which emerged in 

Team 5 over the period of the study, this section considers the leadership 

responsibilities that were shared across the various time points studied.  The 

following figure (Fig 5.15) illustrates the leadership responsibilities shared by team 

members at each of the four-time points studied.  
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Figure 5-15 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points in Team 5 

As illustrated in Fig. 5.15 above, members of Team 5 continued to share in the 

leadership of their team throughout the period of the study (March 2017 to Feb 

2018), as individuals continued to set a direction, plan and co-ordinate activities, 

develop and mentor others and represent the team to external groups.  The most 

significant increase in SL activity happened in Phase 3, when a number of team 

members with longer tenure in the organisation took responsibility for meeting on a 

weekly basis to plan and coordinate activities within the department.  This 

represented a shift from a previously flatter structure, creating an implicit hierarchy 

where a number of core team members thereby had greater influence on planning 

activities within the team.   
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‘There is a bit of an implicit hierarchy because… some of the junior 

scientists need coaching, development…, So [TM506], [TM502] and 

[TM503] add value here,’ LM501. 

 

‘[LM501] has set up this bi-weekly meeting so… himself, myself 

[TM503]… [TM502], [TM506]… meet every two weeks… to discuss am 

what needs to be done, to prioritise and stuff’, TM503.   

To some extent, this was necessitated by the continuous turnover in the team, as new 

team members were less capable of influencing such decisions.   

‘So [TM506 and TM502] know more about the in-depth detail of what’s 

happening, where we fall, whereas us as the new people, we don’t yet 

because if we did we’d totally get overwhelmed at the beginning…  So 

yeah, I think [TM506] and [TM502] at the moment.  And [ TM503] is 

there as well… she has a lot of experience,’ TM507. 

In essence, this represented a centralisation of leadership activities to a small number 

of team members.   In most cases, other team members found this beneficial. 

 ‘[TM506] like, he knows everything… so I’m hoping that he’ll tell me 

what to do and I’ll learn from him,’ TM504.   

However, some comments from new team members suggest that some resentment 

may be growing within the team in this regard. 

 ‘Some people would feel that they’re above other people in a decision, 

[they] kind of act as a manager, where that’s not their role within the 

group… they kind of catapult themselves into that role, whether it’s 

wanted or not.’ TM508. 

This suggests that there may be some negative implications emerging from this 

pattern of SL in the longer-term. 

5.7 Summary of Contextual Conditions and SL Patterns across Teams 

Studied 

Having provided the findings for each team separately above, the following section 

provides a summary of the findings across the five teams studied. 

5.7.1 Contextual Conditions across Teams Studied 

There are some similarities in the contextual conditions prevalent across the five 

teams studied.  Notably, all five teams share open plan office spaces (see Table 5.1 

below), enabling frequent and on-going communication between team members, 

comprised primarily of face-to-face interaction (in all teams) supplemented with 
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online communication (in Teams 2 and 3), which was found to be an effective way 

to communicate with team members who were working remotely.  

Table 5-1 Physical Work Environment 

Team Physical Work Environment 

Team 1 
Open plan, but we have two offices.  [TM101] is in the office 

with the [other section]… and the rest of us are in the other 

room...  And its open plan.  TM102 

Team 2 
We’re in two separate rooms.  Am, two of us are in one 

room… another lad is in the room next door and then another 

guy works from the [remote] office.  TM203 

Team 3 
Yes, we’re actually in an open plan space.  The grouping is 

that we all sit like as close as possible… we’re all in the same 

space.  TM303 

Team 4 
So now we’re all in the same office… I can see the benefit 

already that if you’re in the same room that you know, you 

can have sort of discussions amongst yourselves quicker sort 

of stuff and there’s a bit more sort of cohesion in the group 

like so that’s probably good, yeah.  TM401 

Team 5 
Yes, [it’s a shared office], [TM506] is still upstairs and 

[LM501] is upstairs but everyone else is in the lab.  Like 

[TM506] would be in the lab the whole time anyway and 

[LM501] would call down.  TM504 

While there are many similarities in contextual settings across the teams studied, 

there are also some differences worth noting.  Some of the teams are operating in 

what they perceive as an unsupportive organisation (Teams 1, 2), with transactional 

(Team 1) or laissez-faire (Team 2) management styles.  Moreover, in some of the 

teams (Teams 1 and 5), members are frequently assigned to solo projects, thus are 

focused on individual rather than shared goals.  These contextual findings will be 

discussed further in Chapter 7 (Section 7.4). 

5.7.2 Distribution of Leadership in Teams Studied 

Overall, the leadership patterns that materialised in all five teams support the view 

that leadership can consist of a distributed collection of behaviours which can be 

shared by members of a team.  In short, all teams provided examples of multiple 

members contributing to the leadership of their team.  In total, twenty-seven of the 
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twenty-eight team members studied (96%) engaged in at least one leadership act 

during the study.  The minimum number of leadership acts by a team member 

engaging in SL was one, while the maximum number of leadership acts by a team 

member engaging in SL was twenty-eight.  On average, across all teams, team 

members engaged in 10.5 leadership acts during the period of the study.  Appendix 

N provides a table illustrating these results.  

While engagement in SL was widespread, some team members clearly shared in the 

leadership of their team more than others.  In four of the teams studied (Team 1, 

Team 3, Team 4 and Team 5) the individuals that emerged as most influential 

(TM103, TM304, TM403 and TM506) had long organisation tenures and were 

perceived to have high levels of organisational and technical knowledge in their 

areas.  Contrastingly, in Team 2, the individual with the shortest tenure in the 

organisation emerged as the most influential in terms of leadership.   

Acknowledging that some individuals were more influential than others, overall it is 

clear that leadership was exhibited by multiple individuals in each context studied, 

including those who, in some cases were new to their team (e.g. TM302, TM404, 

TM507).  Consistent with the views of team members expressed in Table 5.2 below, 

the overall findings thus suggest that leadership was shared among multiple 

members in each team context. 
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Table 5-2 Team Member Perceptions of Leadership 

Team Perceptions of leadership within each Team 

Team 1 
I think everyone in the team… is a bit of a leader because we 

are expected to take on projects… and lead those projects… 

So, it’s up to [everyone] to lead. TM103 

Team 2 
We’re kind of very flat in that like it’s, there’s no real 

hierarchy… Peer leadership is probably a good way of 

describing it… nobody really takes a strong lead on stuff… 

everybody has their own thing to do so everybody takes a 

leadership role at times. TM203   

Team 3 
I think for the moment it’s just we have… occurrences of 

leadership from everyone in the team rather than just having 

one strong leader. TM302 

Team 4 
I don’t think any one of us do [lead] overall, like we all take 

responsibility for our own actions… I don’t think it’s a case 

of one leads the other… it’s shared I think, yeah. TM401 

Team 5 
Am, I think it's a flat structure.  When we talk about science 

and technical things there is no hierarchy.  We tend to listen 

to everybody… you have different people and sometimes 

each one brings a new perspective into the mix. TM502 

 

5.7.3 Leadership Responsibilities Shared in Teams Studied 

Overall, the leadership behaviours that were enacted by team members suggest that a 

wide range of leadership behaviours are amenable to sharing.  Specifically, ten 

distinct leadership behaviours were exhibited across the teams, including the 

following: 

i. team composition (influencing the selection of members to join the team),  

ii. setting the direction for the team (e.g. defining and articulating the team’s 

mission),  

iii. planning and coordinating team activities (e.g. prioritising or scheduling 

tasks, making decisions),  

iv. developing and mentoring other team members,  

v. providing feedback on team performance,  
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vi. problem-solving (finding solutions to problems that enable the team to move 

forward),  

vii. initiating changes (challenging the team and implementing changes to 

products or processes),  

viii. boundary spanning (connecting the team with external stakeholders or 

representing and advocating for the team internally),  

ix. providing support and consideration (building relationships and supporting 

others) and  

x. sense-making (assisting the team in interpreting events or situations 

generally).   

Table 5.3 below provides an analysis of the number of SL incidents provided by 

participants in each team, for each of these leadership responsibilities.   

Table 5-3 Leadership Responsibilities Shared within each Team 

 

As illustrated in Table 5.3, boundary spanning, planning & coordinating team 

activities, and problem-solving were the three leadership responsibilities most 

frequently shared by team members overall.  Influencing team composition, 

providing feedback on performance and sense-making (facilitating the team’s 

understanding of events) were the least frequent leadership responsibilities shared by 

team members.  These results are illustrated graphically in Fig. 5.16 below.  

Leadership 

Responsibilities Shared by 

Team Members 

Team 

1 

Team 

2 

Team 

3 

Team 

4 

Team 

5 
Total % 

Boundary spanning 14 10 16 15 12 67 24% 

Planning & coordinating  5 8 9 17 20 59 21% 

Problem-solving 1 4 22 6 4 37 13% 

Developing/mentoring  4 3 10 1 15 33    12% 

Setting the Direction  5 5 8 2 12 32 11% 

Support & consideration 6 1 4 0 7 18 6% 

Change initiation 0 1 9 2 5 17 6% 

Sense-making 0 3 0 3 4 10 4% 

Performance feedback 1 0 0 5 3 9 3% 

Team composition 0 1 1 0 0 2 1% 

Total 36 36 79 51 82 284 100% 
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Figure 5-16  Leadership Responsibilities Shared Across Teams 

A more detailed table displaying each team member’s engagement in distinct 

leadership behaviours is provided in Appendix O.  Of the twenty-seven team 

members that participated in SL, the minimum number of distinct leadership 

behaviours enacted by a team member was one (TM507), while the maximum 

number of distinct leadership behaviours performed by one team member was eight 

(TM502).  Though this was rare (only one team member exhibited eight distinct 

leadership behaviours) this does illustrate the potential for individual team members 

to enact multiple leadership behaviours.  Across all the teams studied, the average 

number of distinct leadership behaviours performed by individual team members 

was four, while the most frequent number of distinct leadership behaviours (mode) 

performed by individual team members was three.  This suggests that over time, 

team members tend to perform multiple leadership roles within their teams.   

5.7.4 Leadership Responsibilities Shared at Different Time Points 

An important aim of this study is to explore the predominant patterns of SL that 

emerge over time.  The findings presented confirm that SL was exhibited in all five 

teams throughout the study.  Notably in Team 1 however, no incidents of SL were 

reported when the team were engaged in independent tasks to develop proposals for 
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future projects, underlining claims in the literature that interdependency is a 

boundary condition to SL emergence.  However, Team 5 continued to provide 

examples of SL throughout the study, despite the low levels of task interdependency 

in this context.  In this case, it is suggested that the complex nature of tasks in Team 

5, combined with the frequent changes to team composition, required team members 

to rely on one another to achieve their individual project goals.  Furthermore, the 

declining pipeline of work in Team 1 also suggests that, while team members are 

capable of sharing leadership responsibilities, the leadership function of securing or 

allocating resources for the team (in this case funding for projects) was not 

successfully shared by team members, who felt that this responsibility was central to 

the manager’s role.   

It is also notable in the patterns which emerged that, where teams were engaged in 

longer-term, finite projects (Teams 2 and 3), SL activities continued throughout the 

study.  However, the number of SL incidents reported decreased over time in such 

contexts.  Conversely, in established departmental teams (Team 4 and 5), SL 

activities appeared to increase over the first three periods of time studied, as the 

teams became more strategic in their approach to managing tasks within their 

departments.  These findings will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 7 (Section 

7.6). 

5.8 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter has presented the findings pertaining to the contextual settings and the 

patterns of SL which emerged in each team during the study.  The following chapter 

outlines the nature of the SL interactions studied, the relational conditions which 

emerged as significant in each setting, and the exchange factors at play in the SL 

interactions studied. 
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6 Findings: Nature of Interactions, Relational Conditions and 

Exchange Factors 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides an insight into the nature of the shared leadership (SL) 

interactions studied, identifying the relational conditions prevalent in each team 

setting.  Subsequently, the chapter provides an analysis of the exchange factors at 

play in the SL interactions studied.  These findings are based on an analysis of the 

two hundred and eighty-four incidents of SL which were provided by team members 

during the course of this study (see Appendix L).  Finally, a table is presented, 

summarising and integrating the contextual and relational conditions in each team 

setting, with the SL patterns presented in the previous chapter.   

6.2 Nature of Interactions 

This study aims to explore the underlying dynamics of SL interactions in 

organisational teams.  To this end, this section explores the frequency and nature of 

the interactions between team members, in each of the teams studied.   

6.2.1 Frequency and Type of Interactions 

As defined by Homans (1958: 597)‘an interaction between persons is an exchange 

of goods, material and non-material.’  During the course of the study, both task-

related and social interactions emerged within the teams.  Not surprisingly, teams 

with high levels of task interdependency (Teams 2, 3, 4) report high levels of task 

interaction among team members, featuring frequent knowledge sharing and 

collaboration on project tasks.  Where team members were assigned solo projects 

(Teams 1, 5) the level of task interaction was lower, though members report that they 

still interact with others informally, seeking advice from colleagues as required.  In 

addition to task-oriented interactions, there is evidence of social interaction in some 

teams, evidenced by expressions of friendship (Teams 1 and 3) and emotional 

support (Team 1) between team members (see Table 6.3 below).  Overall, 

individuals in all five teams regularly interact, and norms of openness and inclusion 

are apparent in all contexts.   
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Table 6.1 below illustrates the level of interaction in each of the teams studied.  The 

criteria adopted for rating the level of interaction is as follows: 

• Low: team members typically interact with other team members on a one to 

one basis to progress tasks on an ‘as needed’ basis. 

• Medium: team members typically interact with other team members, either 

one to one or in a group, to progress tasks at least once per day. 

• High: team members typically interact with multiple other team members to 

progress tasks, multiple times per day. 

Table 6-1 Frequency of Interaction in Teams 

Team Frequency of interaction 

Team 1 

Low level of 

Interaction 

See this is the thing, in our unit, it tends to be solo projects, we 

don’t often work collectively.  Now there are some bigger 

projects… but I’m not on those… but I do ask the lads for their 

opinion when I’m doing something… say come look at this, tell 

me how bad it is or how good it is you know?  So, there is 

interaction when needed. TM102 

 

It really varies; you could be working with anyone…  I do 

actually work with the other members one to one a lot, just run 

over to the desk and ask them are they ok, or they might 

message me and say they want to have a quick chat about 

something… it’s quite informal as we all know each other and 

are well used to working together.  TM103 

Team 2 

Medium 

level of 

interaction 

The team I’m working with… we sit beside each other… we’re 

talking at least every day… making sure that we’re all on the 

same page you know.  TM201 

 

There would be a lot of interaction between the group here.  

We all sit around in the one office yeah. TM202 

 

Team 3 

High level of 

interaction 

Virtually on a bi-second basis… it’s constant… we have really 

good communications… face to face, email, IRC the chat tool, 

and then we also have… our conference calling system and we 

just set up meetings and talk to the guys… whenever we need 

to.  TM303 

 

Every person… in an 8-hour day, they’ll probably do 2 hours 

coding and the other 6 are probably spent interacting, on calls, 

doing whiteboards, and chatting to people.  TM301 
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Team Frequency of interaction 

Everyone, I’m trying to interact with every developer… It’s 

email, chat rooms, calls, face to face, everything.  Even in the 

bar. TM302 

Team 4 

High level of 

interaction 

We meet very regularly, the three of us as a team to progress 

the projects. TM403. 

 

We’d be working together all day every day... We’d have 

meetings probably every day… and we’re in the office together 

so if [TM401] has a question she just asks me, she sits straight 

across from me, and same with [TM403].  So, we’re always 

interacting, it would be very rare there would be emails going 

through, we just turn around and ask each other.  TM402 

Team 5 

Low level of 

interaction 

Every now and then we would disseminate the results [of 

individual projects] amongst different members and we would 

ask for their advice or suggestions and in that way, they know 

what’s going on and they can provide that input... I think it’s 

very crucial that you discuss because… when you discuss 

something you make it very clear.  So, I think that’s very 

important.  TM502  

   

A lot of the time I wouldn’t know what each person is actually 

working on.  You can see they’re really busy and… you don’t 

actually know why… you’d love to be able to help them… but 

you can’t because you’re so in your own thing. TM504 

6.2.2 Nature of Interactions between Team Members 

The nature of interactions in each of the teams studied appears to be cooperative, 

with mutuality and reciprocity evident.  Team members across all five participating 

teams indicate a willingness to pitch in to help others, combined with an expectation 

that others on the team will return the favour, if needed over time.  Thus, there is 

evidence of reciprocity, though such obligations are unspoken, i.e. individuals 

engage in acts to help others without explicit agreement or negotiation of whether or 

when others will reciprocate.  

‘…it wouldn’t be a matter of me having to say to that person I helped you 

two months ago to do something.  It would be unspoken and to be fair 

that's the way it always has been’, TM509.   

Notably, reciprocation is not necessarily directed towards the initial actor, but may 

be paid back to the team by pitching in to help other colleagues.  Examples of the 
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reciprocal nature of interactions between team members are provided in Table 6.2 

below. 

Table 6-2 Nature of Interactions 

Team Reciprocal Nature of Interactions 

Team 1 
Since [team member] has done that for me, I’ve tried, with 

[another team member]… anytime he needs any help… I 

kind of feel like, you know [team member] did it for me, so 

of course I’d do it for [another team member]… TM102 

 

I suppose what I did get back out of it was you know, the 

team like appreciated everything that I did and as a result 

they worked extra hard, like [TM103] put in a lot of extra 

hours, [TM102] put in extra hours to help, and I 

appreciated that.  TM104 

 

Team 2 
… I’ve had certain people that helped me along at 

different points and it might be just a bit of advice or it 

might be, well look at this, helping you how to deal with 

problems, somebody might just give you enough to make 

the leap yourself.  That’s kind of what I’m trying to do with 

people here as well.  TM201  

Team 3 
I think to be honest, at the beginning I was taking back 

[from the team] more than I was giving in but I think it’s at 

a point where it’s sort of even; I’m getting the same 

amount back that I’m putting in. TM303  

 

I think it’s fairly balanced am, you know from a work 

perspective…  We had some really difficult tasks like with 

the installation, am … but with regard to the team I think 

it’s fairly even.  We give and get back. TM304 

 

Team 4 
…like we were doing something the other day, [team 

member] knew we were under pressure and it wasn’t 

anything to do with her and she popped in… and said is 

there anything I can do to help… and we didn’t need her, 

but it was nice, she knew we were under pressure.  And 

you know if [team member] was under pressure, the others 

would do it for her… TM401 

 

We do play to peoples’ strengths… You know what I mean, 

and there is give and take, back and forth.  TM403 
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Team Reciprocal Nature of Interactions 

Team 5 
New people are after coming in, so I’m not the newbie 

anymore… so I’m trying to help other people now, you 

know bring them up to speed and everything.  It is nice 

because people helped you and now you can help 

[others]… TM504 

 

I think we all like to think that we’re giving more than 

we’re receiving but… you’re one person and you’re 

working with eight others let’s say, you’re bound to 

receive more than you give… I think we receive a lot more 

in general than what we give…  TM509 

Thus, there appear to be norms of reciprocity in all teams, where interactions feature 

unspecified obligations with reciprocity implied over the long-term.  No evidence of 

negotiated exchange behaviours emerged.  In general, team members appear to have 

high levels of mutual influence on each other, relying on softer influence tactics such 

as rational persuasion to influence others, as evidenced in Team 2. 

‘it gets back to trying to play the mutual benefit card.  And, you know a 

lot of it is negotiating and diplomacy skills to get them to go in the 

direction you actually want them to go in,’ TM202.   

Similar approaches to influencing others were evident in other teams, such as Team 

3, where participants engage in respectful discussions to arrive at optimum solutions. 

‘So, if I’m trying to get my opinion across, the easy way would probably 

be to say your opinion is wrong but… I try to approach it from that side 

as in, their opinion is probably valid as well… but I think my opinion is 

maybe a little bit better or different and the kind of different that we need 

to do.  So, I try to kind of address any other opinions… and say, these are 

great, and I like especially these aspects of it and I think maybe I should 

change my opinion to include those parts of their opinions or their ideas 

or whatever.  Am, to try to come to a better one, am.  At least that's how I 

try to approach things anyway,’ TM306. 

No examples of coercive influence tactics were evident within any of the teams 

studied.  Overall, exchanges in the teams are characteristic of the ‘generalized’ social 

exchange relationships (Sparrow and Liden, 1997) described earlier in Chapter three 

(Section 3.3.4).   

Having considered the frequency and nature of the interactions in each team, the next 

section focuses specifically on the relationships within each team. 
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6.3 Relational Conditions 

This section describes the nature of the relationships between team members, in 

order to reveal the social exchange conditions prevalent in each team context.   

6.3.1 Nature of Relationships 

In all teams studied, the relationships between team members appear to be positive 

being described in most cases as ‘good working relationships’.  Two of the teams 

studied (Team 1 and Team 3) identified social ties between team members in 

addition to professional ties, indicating that team members socialise together, or 

connect on social media platforms to interact outside of the workplace.  The 

following quotes from study participants (Table 6.3) illustrate these findings. 

Table 6-3 Nature of Relationships 

Team 
 

Nature of Relationships 

Team 1 

 

Evidence of 

professional 

& social 

relationships 

We know each other pretty well, we do try and go out once a 

month or once every two months [to socialise]. TM103 

 

It’s quite fun actually, because we’re in a room together.  We 

had partitions… but we moved them out so that we could all 

chat to each other…  It’s great like, we get on very well 

together.  We’re very tight, definitely… closer to friendship, 

as opposed to just working relationships. TM102 

Team 2  

 

Evidence of 

professional 

relationships 

I think when you get to a certain age you don’t tend to make 

new friends.  You can have friendly relationships with people 

but you never become real friends, do you know what I 

mean…but they are good working relationships.  TM202 

 

We do gel quite well and it’s you know if you wake up in the 

morning and you’re dreading something, well I don’t dread 

that…   Because we do have a good team. TM201 

Team 3  

 

Evidence of 

professional 

& social 

relationships 

Everyone is willing to help each other… not just a colleague 

but actual friendships where people do things outside of work, 

follow each other on twitter, Facebook…  TM302 

 

Yes, am they’re [relationships] actually becoming stronger...  

Because there’s sort of more informal interaction, we’re 

going out to have a drink together after work, that’s 

happening more often.  And so, you actually understand their 

personality more, and how they think and stuff.  TM303 
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Team 
 

Nature of Relationships 

Team 4 

 

Evidence of 

professional 

relationships 

We’d have our differences of opinion sometimes but most of 

the time the relationship is very good… We try to be friends 

as well but… we’re busy people and we need to get the job 

done too.  TM402 

 

I think we do get on well… we do have a bit of … banter as 

well… you’re in an office with others so you kind of have to; 

but I think we work well together.  TM403 

 

We’re not the ‘huggy’ types really, no time for it!  No, it’s just 

like… its quite work focused, yeah. TM401 

Team 5 

 

Evidence of 

professional 

relationships 

I’d have good relationships with most team members.  Maybe 

[one team member] I wouldn’t have as good a relationship 

with… but I get on well with everyone else.  I think everyone 

else in general gets on well. There can be some conflict, but… 

generally the work relationships with everyone on the team, 

between each other is very good.  TM501 

 

I think generally its fine I think you know there’s always the 

odd hiccup, but I think we can talk to each other.  Am, if you 

compare to… other departments where do you know if you 

turn around they might stab you in the back… I wouldn’t say 

it wouldn’t happen in our department but there’s enough 

room for the personalities and everyone has a project where 

they can shine if they want to… TM503 

 

We go for lunch together and breakfast together… We 

wouldn’t go out much… we’re unlike other groups as we talk 

work at breakfast and dinner.  So sometimes it’s just probably 

not a good thing… but generally we would get on…TM501   

In exploring the nature of relationships within each team, themes which emerged 

from the analysis include perceptions of organisational and peer support, trust and 

commitment.  These concepts are commonly regarded as indicators of social 

exchange relationships (Colquitt, Baer and Long, 2014) and are considered in further 

detail in the following sections.    

 Perceived Support 

Perceived support is defined as the extent to which one exchange partner values the 

contributions of the other and shows concern for his/her well-being (Eisenberger et 

al., 1986).  It is generally targeted at the level of employee-organisation exchanges, 
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(perceived organisational support, POS) where support for an employee, typically 

from a direct supervisor, can take a variety of forms including participation in 

decision making, training and promotion opportunities, and job security (Conway, 

2015).   

In addition to featuring in employee-organisation exchanges however, perceived 

support has also emerged as significant in peer-peer exchanges (perceived peer 

support, PPS).  This latter form has been referred to in the literature as Perceived Co-

worker Support, referring to co-workers assisting one another in their tasks when 

needed as well as providing encouragement, support and concern for well-being 

(Zhou and George, 2001).   

Considering POS firstly, in Teams 1 and 2 there is no evidence that team members 

feel supported by the organisation.  Indeed, members of both Teams 1 and 2 

explicitly state that they do not feel supported by the organisation.  By comparison, 

evidence from Teams 3 and 4 suggest that team members do feel supported by their 

manager, and the organisation in general.  In Team 5, there is some evidence that 

team members feel supported by their line manager, but overall, the organisation is 

described as results-focused and demanding, with little evidence of support for 

individual needs.  Evidence of POS in each team is illustrated in Table 6.4 below.   

 Table 6-4 Perceived Organisational Support 

Team Social Exchange Condition: Perceived 

Organisational Support 

Team 1: 

 

Team members do not 

feel supported by the 

organisation  

You feel like you’ve no support either… And I think 

communication from leadership, senior management, I 

think is very poor.  TM104 

 

He [manager] comes in and demands a lot of us but 

then gives nothing back in return.  TM102 

 

There is no one advocating for our team, there is no 

one bringing our team on, like there’s people leaving… 

and we’re just kind of…  we’re left to manage ourselves 

and we’re suffering greatly from that.  Because there’s 

no one advocating, there’s no one pushing for 

resources or even a direction or a vision for our unit.  

TM105 
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Team Social Exchange Condition: Perceived 

Organisational Support 

Team 2: 

 

Team members do not 

feel supported by the 

organisation 

 

We’ve an organisation that neither knows nor cares 

what we do…  The only ones that seem to be bothered 

about reputation is us, not anybody else about the 

organisation and that’s just weird. TM201 

 

No one has any interest in what we do.  All they care 

about is ‘yes you’re funded’.  TM202.  

 

Absolutely no job satisfaction… Last year we had a 

good tranche of people leaving, fed up with HR policies 

and pretend promotion policies here.  TM204 

Team 3: 

 

Team members feel 

supported by the 

organisation 

 

He’s [Dept. Manager] very much a manager who has 

your back in terms of things, so… sometimes pressure 

obviously comes down from the outside to do specific 

things and if that causes discomfort in the engineering 

team for whatever reason he will listen to it and attempt 

to push back in an appropriate way. TM305 

 

I know I’m sounding very very positive about 

everything, but it actually is.  TM303. 

Team 4: 

 

Team members feel 

supported by the 

organisation 

 

There’s really good support here.  You can walk in to 

[CEO or CTO’s] office there on a Friday afternoon or 

any day of the week and have a chat about… whatever, 

what’s happening you know… And the lads [managers] 

are very open, like they share a lot of information...  in 

here like senior managers are interacting with every 

department… TM402 

 

Like it is a rewarding environment, like you would get 

promoted here faster if you wanted… if you’re shown to 

work hard… you will get the rewards in the future.  

TM401. 
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Team Social Exchange Condition: Perceived 

Organisational Support 

Team 5: 

 

Some evidence that 

team members feel 

supported by the line 

manager (though not 

the organisation)  

He’s [manager] always there if you need him… You’d 

have one to ones as well every month, so that’s an hour 

or so.  If you ever had a problem, you could call up to 

him. TM504. 

 

The workload is very high, it is expected that you will 

deliver 110, 120, 150%.  Like… there’s very often we’re 

here ten, twelve, fourteen hours a day.  TM509 

 

The expectation is that you do get the work done and 

there is a thing of it doesn’t matter how you get it done, 

you just have to get it done… It’s all politics you know, 

it’s all visibility, to be seen at the right thing. TM503 

 

If you’re a woman and a technical person it can be 

absolutely impossible to get am recognition or respect, 

or you have to fight for it every time… there’s too many 

situations where… a male colleague who doesn’t do the 

same quality of work gets more recognition or is the 

first-person people look to, when really you’re the 

expert. TM505 

While there is no evidence of POS in Teams 1 and 2, there is evidence of team 

members providing support and expressing concern for each other’s well-being 

(PPS).  This is particularly true in Team 1, where all team members felt supported by 

their peers.  Some members of Team 1 suggested that the adverse conditions of high 

turnover and low employee morale in the organisation united the team members.   

‘with a lot of change happening, you kind of get closer to those people 

because you kind of have to lean on each other through the tough parts,’ 

TM103.   

In Teams 3 and 4, while there is evidence of the existence of POS, only some of the 

team members felt supported or cared for by peers, suggesting instead that the focus 

in each team was primarily on tasks.  Finally, in Team 5, the recent loss of core team 

members and an increase in the workload appears to have reduced the existence of 

peer support, though there is some evidence of members expressing concern for one 

another’s well-being.  Evidence of PPS in each team is illustrated in Table 6.5. 
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Table 6-5 Perceived Peer Support 

Team Social Exchange Condition: Perceived Peer Support  

Team 1:  

Team 

members 

feel 

supported by 

their peers. 

I suppose we have always fostered that kind of, we’re a unit 

and it’s kind of I suppose it nearly was always us against 

everyone else because we weren’t treated [well]. TM105 

 

We’re always trying to support each other because we know 

how difficult it is, because it’s becoming difficult to be here, 

but we’re always still very supportive. TM104. 

 

They’re very close knit, they back each other up quite a bit, 

you know. LM101 

Team 2:  

Some 

evidence of 

peer support. 

Some people are more supportive than others, others are like, 

you know, I can’t, I don’t have the time...  So, again I think… 

within the group there are some people that are more helpful 

than others… it’s just time can be a bit of a constraint more 

so than not being willing to [help]. LM201 

Team 3:  

Some 

evidence of 

peer support. 

Like, we would get on very well, am and they would I think 

want to look out for the team and for each other… to make 

sure that nobody’s sort of left doing all the work…, less so 

with sort of your personal [support] stuff... Engineers are not 

so good at that!  TM304  

 

I don’t think we show concern for each other at all.  Am, the 

reason why I say it is because we’re so focused technically… 

on our product we don’t worry about how the other person’s 

feeling. TM303.  

Team 4:  

Some 

evidence of 

peer support. 

We look out for each other… if there was anyone else talking 

about us I’d like to think that we’d look out for each other 

anyway.  TM402 

 

I’d say they [team members] would be [concerned] when they 

see you under pressure and that like but they still want the 

work done.  But they would say are you alright like, you look 

under pressure.  There would be general concern.  TM401 

Team 5:  

Some 

evidence of 

peer support 

(though 

declining). 

I think most people here they do mean it [concern].  It’s not 

like all talk… there is this sense of am you know, team… I 

remember… when… I was here too late and then I would be 

working from home until midnight… and [other team 

members] were… concerned that we are achieving things, but 

the cost is high, so I think they did mean it, definitely. TM502 

 

It’s hard here to get support sometimes… because at the 

moment, it's a small group, everyone’s busy, so that does 

make things harder. TM503 
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Team Social Exchange Condition: Perceived Peer Support  

It was a great team when I started.  I was actually very 

impressed… you know we've [team updates] in the morning 

where you check in essentially and people say I need help and 

three people would put their hand up and say I can help you.  

And that has changed a little bit… three people moved to 

other departments… so the workload has generally 

increased… So, if people aren’t putting their hand up it’s I 

think because they just don’t have the time. TM505 

 Trust 

In each of the teams studied, it was evident that all participants viewed trust as an 

essential component of their working relationships.  Colquitt et al. (2014) explains 

that trust can be cognition-based (rooted in rational assessments of trustworthiness) 

or affect-based (rooted in emotional ties).  In some cases (Team 1), it was evident 

that affect-based trust (ABT) was present, while in others (Teams 2 and 3), evidence 

of cognition-based trust (CBT) emerged.  In Team 4, while most team members 

expressed the view that they trusted their colleagues, the inability to consistently 

deliver tasks in accordance with planned timelines has begun to undermine 

expectations that commitments will be honoured.  Similarly, in Team 5, while some 

team members agree that they trust others on the team, this is not the case for all 

team members.  Changes to team composition and evidence of competitive 

behaviours have impacted trust between team members in this context (Team 5).  

These findings are illustrated in Table 6.6. 

Table 6-6 Trust 

Team Social Exchange Condition: Trust 

Team 1: 

 

Evidence of 

affect-based 

trust. 

 

I think it’s really important for the team to support each other, 

particularly since there were a lot of things happening at the 

start of the year this year.  It’s kind of brought us all closer 

together; we trust each other for whatever is needed. TM103 

Team 2: 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust. 

I think if one of us has a job to do generally it’ll get done and 

probably because… you don't want to let the other person 

down, so you have that thought at the back of your mind as 

well. TM201 
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Team Social Exchange Condition: Trust 

Team 3: 

 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust. 

I can honestly say that the guys that I work with are great, I 

think we have a mutual trust that allows us to work together 

and get a job done, and if we are in difficulty… we reach out 

to each other immediately.  TM303   

Team 4: 

 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust 

though may 

be declining  

I couldn’t see anybody going behind our back like to say 

anything to anyone else like you know, I would trust them. 

TM402  

 

I would like to say I do trust them but going on past records I 

don’t know do we ever meet our timelines on time.  And then, 

we all sit there and go, we don’t know why we’re not meeting 

them.  It’s not done purposely but sometimes we do not meet 

our deadlines, yeah. TM403 

Team 5: 

 

Little 

evidence of 

trust. 

 

We are losing people, and it changes a lot… There is some 

trust… but it takes time to get to that level. TM502 

 

I trust most of the team, yes… now obviously [some 

members]… I wouldn’t tell them anything in secrecy. TM505 

 

I wouldn’t trust what some people say about me behind my 

back to my boss or to other people… it's a kind of a specific 

team with high achieving people in it, so, I find it hard 

sometimes to work, team wise… I suppose the problem with 

you know, having a high achieving team is that focus on their 

achievement. TM503  

 

There would be high competition there… They’re like very 

high achievers and … they are ambitious…, they’d do things 

that don’t help the team, it helps themselves and that’s what 

they have to do to get to where they want to get to. TM503.   

 

[I trust] some more than others… I would feel that certain 

team members would act purely out of self-interest.  So that 

their actions are always driven by self-interest. TM508 

 Affective Commitment 

Affective commitment refers to the degree to which one exchange partner has an 

emotional attachment to the other (Colquitt et al., 2014).  It has primarily been used 

to describe the extent to which employees feel attached to their organisation, but 

scholars have also referred to team affective commitment to describe the extent to 

which team members feel affectively committed to the groups of which they are a 

member (Ohana, 2016).  In the teams studied, only Team 1 provided evidence of the 
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existence of team affective commitment, as team members exhibited strong 

emotional reactions to the news that a team member was leaving the organisation.  In 

other teams (Teams 2, 3, 4 and 5) team members expressed an acceptance that team 

membership may change, and indeed that such changes were to be expected. These 

findings are illustrated in Table 6.7. 

Table 6-7 Affective Commitment 

Team Social Exchange Condition: Team Affective Commitment 

Team 1: 

 

Evidence of 

team 

affective 

commitment 

There was a big sense of loyalty in the group, like nobody 

really wanted to leave…’ TM103. 

 

Losing another member is devastating… I’m so happy for her 

but… so sad to lose her [from the team]. TM102 

 

She got head-hunted… even though she still says she doesn’t 

want to go. TM105 

Team 2: 

 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

So, there’s kind of been a culture of sort of low morale, people 

leaving… graduates coming in, staying for a while, 

leaving…it’s hard to say there’s a rot or anything like that but 

the culture that kind of developed is… people come in people 

leave… not many hang around… for whatever reason. TM203 

  

You’d have an awful lot of… staff turnover…  I’ll be leaving 

the organisation myself at the end of the month. TM202 

Team 3 

 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

I felt emotionally attached to the successfulness of the project, 

not necessarily to the team… So… there’s sort of an 

understanding that you’re there to do this thing and we all get 

on with each other, but it’s not like family. TM304  

 

I don’t feel attached to the team, not particularly, am, I 

suppose I kind of… since the last time I was talking to you, I 

kind of move around to different teams anyway. TM306 

 

Team 4 

 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

If I had to move tomorrow to a different office it’d be grand…  

because to be honest… [Company C] isn't the place where you 

have loads of personal conversations… it’s just in and out, in 

and out, in and out, and ok I’m off now goodbye. TM401 

 

If I was going somewhere to get more money in the 

organisation or anything like that, I don’t think it would bother 

me, I’d still see them every day like, no it wouldn’t bother me 

[to leave this team].  TM402 
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Team Social Exchange Condition: Team Affective Commitment 

Team 5 

 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

I think am, if I’m honest, no [not emotionally attached].  It's a 

professional environment, everybody is professional and it's 

the needs of the business and it’s kind of when you’re working 

you need to work you know and make a good impression so 

that stands.  TM502 

6.3.2 Summary – Relational Conditions 

In summary, all teams report positive working relationships between team members 

and two teams (Team 1 and 3) report positive social relationships.  There are subtle 

differences in social exchange conditions such as trust and affective commitment, 

which are in evidence in some teams (Team 1) and appear to be absent or lacking in 

others (Team 5).   These differences may have an impact on the extent to which team 

members share in the leadership of their team, or on the type of leadership 

responsibilities they undertake.  This will be discussed further in Chapter 7 (Section 

7.3). 

6.4 Exploring Exchange Factors  

Having reviewed the relational conditions in each of the teams above, this section 

seeks to understand what resources were exchanged in the SL interactions studied.  

To this end, each incident of SL was analysed to identify the types of resources that 

flow in such exchanges (see Appendix L).  Perceptions of associated costs and 

anticipated rewards are also discussed.  

6.4.1 Resources 

The basis of Social Exchange Theory is that resources are exchanged during 

interactions.  As previously noted (Section 3.3.3.1), a resource is an ability, 

possession or other attribute of an actor giving him/her the capacity to reward others 

(Emerson, 1976).  In the SL incidents provided, multiple resources were exchanged 

by team members during SL interactions.  The types of resources exchanged were 

exclusively non-material and have been categorised as task-related (resources which 

enabled others to complete tasks); personal-related (resources which enabled the 

personal or career development of others) and relationship-related (resources which 

built relationships with others).  Examples of task-related resources exchanged in the 
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incidents analysed include the provision of expertise or information (organisational 

and technical knowledge), as well as assistance and co-operation to complete tasks. 

Personal-related resources exchanged include the provision of challenging or 

learning opportunities for others; and providing others with ownership or influence 

within the team.  Finally, relationship-related resources exchanged by team members 

include recognition of abilities or effort, and sentiments such as gratitude, acceptance 

and inclusion, friendship, emotional backing and understanding.  Specific examples 

of the resources exchanged in each of the teams during SL incidents are provided in 

Tables 6-8 to 6-10 below.   

 Task-related Resources Exchanged 

The following quotes illustrate examples of task-related resources exchanged by 

team members sharing in leadership activities in each of the teams studied. 

Table 6-8 Task-Related Resources Exchanged in SL Interactions 

 

Team 

 

Excerpt from SL Incident 

Task-Related 

Resources 

Exchanged 

Team 1 
Every one of us would have slightly different skills 

sets and would share our knowledge.  Some people 

would be in graphic design, others are print mostly 

and then I would be in the web space and the app 

space.  So sometimes I wouldn’t know like how to 

lay out a page for an A4 printout or A5, and I’d 

have to ask… [TM104] could she help me lay out 

that and she would. TM103 

 

Information 

(technical 

knowledge, 

expertise), 

assistance 

(helping with 

tasks). 

Team 2 
The big thing is delegation of tasks to, I guess at the 

time was mostly my peers… I’m not management… 

but yet at the same time I do a lot of management 

type things. Just from people… needing bits and 

pieces for projects and things like that.  If I don’t 

know, I’ll figure it out and if I do know, I’ll tell 

them or I’ll help them, do you know. TM201 

 

Information, 

assistance 

(helping with 

tasks) 

Team 3 
We had two ways of potentially doing database 

replication and am, several colleagues on the team 

suggested that we were able to drop one of those 

because of some research… that they’d done and so 

we were able to remove that aspect from the project 

which saved time.  And am, the team members were 

the ones that were showing leadership there, they 

Information 

(technical 

knowledge). 
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Team 

 

Excerpt from SL Incident 

Task-Related 

Resources 

Exchanged 

were saying hey maybe we should do it this way.  

And… when they led that way I was able to see that 

what they were saying made sense, so I was able to 

agree that yes, we should cut that from the project. 

TM304  

Team 4 
Probably… if there’s a call to be made on 

priorities… I probably get asked maybe from 

[TM401] ‘I can’t do whatever, can you make the 

decision’.  Maybe that’s because I have more 

control of the timelines…they do come to me 

sometimes [for assistance]. TM403 

Assistance, co-

operation. 

Team 5 
I would say that a lot of people look to [TM506] for 

direction…It's a good bit to do with technical 

knowledge, he’s very experienced, he’s with the 

company a long time, and he acts for the greater 

good as well.  And he’s very easy to approach for 

help.  TM507. 

Information 

(technical 

knowledge, 

expertise). 

 Personal-related Resources Exchanged 

The following quotes illustrate examples of personal-related resources exchanged by 

team members sharing in leadership activities. 

Table 6-9 Personal-Related Resources Exchanged in SL Interactions 

 

Team 

 

Excerpt from SL Incident 

Personal-

Related 

Resources 

Exchanged 

Team 1 
I was discussing, with the younger members, like 

what skills do they want to develop further and 

then I talked to our [acting] unit manager about 

that and both of us decided that we would assign 

online courses to them.  So, I was just kind of 

helping out there, whereas that wouldn’t usually be 

my role but just because we didn’t have that 

manager there for a little while we were kind of 

working together on that a little bit.   TM103 

Challenge / 

learning 

(taking on 

tasks that 

increase the 

skills and 

abilities of 

others) 
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Team 

 

Excerpt from SL Incident 

Personal-

Related 

Resources 

Exchanged 

Team 2 
Last week now there was… an IOT summit in 

Croke Park.  And it turned out that myself and 

another guy who are the usual ones that would go 

to these things we were booked out. So, they 

suggested sending one of the junior guys, but he 

didn’t want to go because, he’s a very good guy, 

but he just needs a little bit of direction.  But, he 

didn’t want to go on his own because, am, because 

he was never at one, so he got a little bit nervous.  

So, I freed myself up and I said, right I can go but I 

want to bring him with me… well he has to learn, 

we want him to learn and it will benefit us in the 

long run if we do this.  TM201 

Challenge / 

learning 

(taking on 

tasks that 

increase the 

skills and 

abilities of 

others) 

Team 3 
Often it’s kind of my role to pull together the right 

people to have a discussion about a particular area 

and then make a decision around that area.  So, 

sometimes we would include the whole team, other 

times I might just grab one or two people and say 

let’s have a chat about this or let’s figure this out… 

So that's sort of more my role as well, to kind of try 

to get the right people in the space.  TM304 

Ownership/ 

involvement 

(letting others 

have 

ownership and 

influence). 

Team 4 
So [TM403] is my am equal, so I would have 

learned like from [TM403], I’d ask her what do we 

do here, so she would show me, this is how I do it, 

and it’s a lot like that…  I’m learning a lot from 

her.  TM404 

Challenge / 

learning 

(increasing the 

skills and 

abilities of 

others).  

Team 5 
[TM506] like last week I asked… like it was a 

graph a picture from a machine we operate.  It 

took me a while to do the graphs… But then to 

actually understand what had been presented… I 

had to ask is there any chance you could spend an 

hour just going through what it all means.  So, 

[TM506] loves sitting down explaining it… I think 

he really enjoys imparting his knowledge and 

giving people the information for them to be 

knowledgeable as well.  TM507 

Challenge / 

learning 

(taking on 

tasks that 

increase the 

skills and 

abilities of 

others). 

 Relationship-related Resources Exchanged 

The following quotes illustrate examples of relationship-related resources exchanged 

by team members sharing in leadership activities. 
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Table 6-10 Relationship-Related Resources Exchanged in SL Interactions 

 

Team 

 

Excerpt from SL Incident 

Relationship-

Related 

Resources 

Exchanged 

Team 1 
The one time I did get into a heated debate with 

[Line Manager], [TM105] came to my rescue… and 

she definitely took a leadership role in that, 

protecting me and making sure that my manager 

knew what I was there for and not to be used and 

abused… I think her moral compass is very on 

point… so I think it was definitely [leadership], 

because it was the right thing to do. TM102 

Personal 

support. 

Team 2 
So, he’s [TM201] just that type of person, friendly, 

he is quite vocal… in a good way and kind of gets 

the lads chatting.  As one of the guys… described 

him to me… he described him as a breath of fresh 

air in the team, socially.  LM201 

Friendship.   

Team 3 
This is how we work… when someone’s for example 

joining the team or moving within the team, I’ll 

always help those persons, include them. TM302 

Acceptance, 

inclusion. 

Team 4 
Well I suppose between the three of us [TM401, 

TM402, TM403] we probably make sense of 

things… you know… and it could be something 

simple like I asked for something the other day at a 

meeting and I didn’t get back an email and it just 

happened [TM402] was there so I asked him… 

‘What did I ask?’  Because I wanted to know was I 

clear in my instruction, did I give the wrong 

direction?  When he told me what he thought I said 

that’s what I thought I said but I’m after getting this 

back which is totally not what I asked for!  So, we’ll 

do that for each other... We do check things with 

each other. 

Understanding 

(listening to 

others 

concerns and 

issues). 

Team 5 
[TM503] is very good, like if you’re in a bad mood 

like [TM503] is really good.  She’s really 

knowledgeable and she’s been here I think maybe 

[no. of years]…she really knows the systems and 

knows all of that.  But then like she’s just such a 

lovely person, so happy like, you know, you’d feel a 

lift when [TM503] is around, I would anyway… 

she’s just this brilliant person, who lifts you, you 

know. 

Friendship, 

inclusion. 
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According to Social Exchange Theory, application of a resource is contingent on the 

actor’s perception of associated costs and anticipated rewards.  Having described the 

types of resources exchanged in SL interactions above, the associated costs and 

rewards are now considered.  

6.4.2 Costs 

As discussed earlier (Section 3.2.2.2), the cost of an exchange relationship can 

comprise the resources invested in the relationship, or the opportunities foregone as a 

result of engaging in one behaviour rather than another (Blau, 1964).  In the SL 

incidents provided for this study, the main costs identified by participants were time, 

increased work responsibilities and political capital.  For most team members 

initiating leadership, time was seen as the main cost.  In some cases, the time 

commitment was perceived as minimal, being considered as a ‘low investment’.   

 ‘[The investment was] absolutely nothing, it's a 30-minute call every two 

weeks… and a couple of emails that flow off the back of that over the 

following days.  Am, I’m sure the investment and commitment will go up 

in the coming months when teams start getting more of a grip on it.  I see 

it as a low investment for a high return in terms of what I could get out of 

it,’ TM301. 

In other cases however, those enacting leadership invested greater amounts of time, 

including personal time, to research solutions to bring the team forward. 

‘Am, it cost me some time I guess of my own, both in work and outside of 

work where I pursued this line of thinking and then brought it to the 

team,’ TM304. 

 

‘… it was a few weekends of frustration, but I think we’re definitely 

seeing the benefit of it now,’ TM306. 

Recipients of leadership acts were equally aware that those enacting leadership were 

investing time in the process. 

‘I took time out of her projects, especially at the beginning, you know, it’s 

not so much now, but at the beginning, simple things like printing… I 

didn’t know the procedure here and it’s quite complicated… she kind of 

had to sit down with me… and I guess, I don’t know why she did it, but 

she did,’ TM102. 

In addition to the direct time invested, members acknowledged that initiating 

leadership can create extra responsibilities for the initiator.  This adds to the initiators 

workload and thus, to the cost of the exchange.  For instance, where individuals 
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challenged current practices to improve work processes, they frequently took on the 

responsibility for developing and implementing the new process.   

‘This did bring a lot of work on [TM306], so he had to do a lot more 

stuff.  If you’re busy you’re probably going to go ‘I’ll just let that slide, 

I’ll let that be somebody else’s problem,’ TM305.   

Finally, some team members identified political capital as a potential cost of SL, 

indicating a requirement to invest existing goodwill or influence one may have 

secured with more senior members of the organisation, in an effort to bring the team 

forward. 

‘It’ll take a bit of political capital… because if you don’t get top level buy 

in you’re wasting your time.  Am, and so… you have to get them 

[management] on board and all this kind of stuff so there’s a bit of 

political capital there you know but you kind of have to put yourself out 

there and you have to keep certain people happy in case they see it as 

you’re cutting across them and why are you doing this kind of thing,’  

TM501. 

Overall, while initiating leadership may incur costs, there was a general recognition 

that each team member has a responsibility to do so. 

‘There isn’t a person whose responsibility it is, do you know so, it’s kind 

of everybody’s responsibility.  So, nobody can just say, we’re doing this, 

you know, so we just have to have a discussion about it, but it’s not really 

anybody’s explicit responsibility to start that discussion, but it just needs 

to be started,’ TM306. 

In the incidents studied, those exhibiting leadership view the costs as worthwhile.     

‘I mean obviously time could be a cost, but I think it’s well spent, when 

you work as a team like you have to help.  Especially like because I’m 

more of a senior in work experience than some of the other members of 

my team I think it would be unfair to just leave them try to work things 

out themselves,’ TM103. 

This suggests that a sense of fairness might be a governing factor in such exchanges. 

6.4.3 Rewards 

From a SET perspective, costs are considered against anticipated rewards (returns), 

such that a resource will continue to flow ‘only if there is a valued return contingent 

on it’ (Emerson, 1976: 359).  Rewards are defined as the pleasures, satisfactions, and 

gratifications an individual enjoys from participating in a relationship (Thibaut and 

Kelley, 1959) and can be material or non-material (Homans, 1958).  In the leadership 
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incidents analysed in this study, rewards were exclusively non-material, as 

participants acknowledge that there are no direct material rewards for such actions.  

‘There’s very little incentive… there’s no great reward for making much 

of an effort you know.  And, I think… you’ll make an effort sometimes 

because you want to yourself, or you feel it's the right thing, or you feel 

you want to make an impact or whatever…I mean certainly it’s not the 

prospect of getting any big pay rises or any great stuff down the road,’ 

TM202. 

 

‘I think… we’ve been lucky… in that the people in our teams are 

passionate about what they do, and they don’t… want to leave someone 

in the lurch on things so they kind of take on the responsibility even 

though they’re not recognised really for it, or it’s not something that they 

should be doing but it just naturally happens,’ TM103. 

 

In addition to reflecting the voluntary nature of SL, this suggests an intrinsic 

motivation on the part of those sharing in the leadership of their team, where non-

material rewards result from exerting effort towards something that’s ‘not something 

that they should be doing,’ (TM103).  In considering the rewards of SL, many team 

members suggested that a sense of personal satisfaction is derived from contributing 

positively to the progression of other individuals and the team. 

‘I think it’s just nice, its peace of mind, you kind of feel good to be helpful 

to others, and make sure that no one is getting stressed or feels under 

pressure unnecessarily in the group,’ TM103. 

 

‘I like to see people get on especially if I think they’re good at what they 

do,’ TM105   

 

‘It is helping people.  I get a kick out of helping people and seeing them 

progress – that is more of a rush.  Some people are different I know but 

that's more of a rush than getting €100,000 or some form of financial, 

because you’re helping people and I think my whole life, the best time 

I’ve had is when I’ve helped someone and seen him progress,’ TM303.   

In addition to personal satisfaction, other team members identified continuous 

personal learning and development as a valuable reward from engaging with others 

in activities to move the team forward.  

‘I’d like to think that whatever I’m giving I’m getting that little bit back 

because I’m building my own technical experience,’ TM203. 

 

‘I always learn something from people as well, I usually get something 

out of it as well.  Because they might stumble across something that I 

never thought of because the only fool is the one who thinks they know 

everything,’ TM201. 
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‘Learning from others, you can’t stop learning, am.  There’s always 

someone out there who has a different opinion and perspective on it and 

the day you stop trying to seek that is the day you lose value within your 

team,’ TM301.  

 

‘Like a lot of the stuff, if I’m doing extra it’s for myself as well because I 

want to know, I want to learn, so that sort of stuff,’ TM504. 

Other rewards identified by team members include the enhancement of overall team 

capabilities, which ultimately benefits every team member.  Those who invested 

time developing and mentoring others cite this as a key benefit, resulting in other 

team members being able to share the workload in the future.  The mutually 

beneficial nature of these exchanges reinforces the view that reciprocity is an 

important principle in such interactions.   

‘I guess you know to pick up some of the slack as well.  Not in a selfish 

way, but you know, like it gets busy at times and sometimes myself and 

[team member] would be really busy with something and it would be 

great if [junior member] could pick it up and be able to do the same 

thing... it benefits us all like you know, upskilling everyone is, you know, 

there’s no harm at all in it,’ TM102. 

 

‘Well it’s beneficial to the team that everyone progresses, that no one is 

left behind, or no one is like, to be blunt, not useful to the team… Like we 

will get repeat work because of it… The more skills that we have to offer, 

the more work we’re going to get in the door.  So, it kind of works for 

everyone’s benefit,’ TM103. 

 

‘It just improves the team,’ TM501. 

  

Others view relational benefits such as the building of trust between team members 

as a key reward, creating a more effective team.   

‘I think it’s just that when you’re working with a team its best to have a 

team that actually relies on you and trusts you and with these kind of 

small things you are actually building this trust… [because] the team, 

having a good team, working together, is really important,’ TM302. 

From a more practical perspective, others refer to the benefits of accessing multiple 

perspectives to deal with issues challenging the team. 

‘Am, the benefit to me was to get the whole team engaged and to see it 

from different points of view.  Ah, particularly from the businesses point 

of view rather than just the technical point of view.  Which is sometimes 

difficult to see when you’re very technically focused.  So, the cost I guess 

was some time and the benefit was the input that I got back,’ TM304. 
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None of the team members interviewed felt that they were giving more to the team 

than they were getting back, indicating that, though there are costs associated with 

leading the team, the outcomes received in exchange for these costs are perceived as 

worthwhile.   

6.4.4 Summary of Resources Exchanged 

The types of resources exchanged during SL interactions were exclusively non-

material and included task-related resources, personal-related resources and 

relationship-related resources.  Examples of these types of resource flows were 

evident in all teams studied.  Norms of fairness and reciprocity were important 

mechanisms governing exchanges, as team members sought to be fair in their 

interactions with others, and to contribute to the leadership of the team, where they 

had the ability to do so.  The main costs of sharing in leadership activities were time, 

increased workload and political capital, while the main benefits were identified as 

personal satisfaction, continuous personal learning, enhanced team capabilities, 

enhanced team trust, and access to multiple perspectives.  There was no evidence of 

any perceptions of injustice within the teams, as all team members considered these 

exchanges to be fair and worthwhile.   

6.5 Summary of Findings  

This chapter has presented the findings in relation to the nature of interactions within 

each team, the relational conditions prevalent in each context and the exchange 

factors at play in SL interactions, while the previous chapter identified the contextual 

conditions and emergent SL patterns in each context.  Table 6.11 below provides an 

overall summary of findings, integrating the findings presented in this chapter with 

the findings presented earlier in Chapter five. 

Table 6-11 Summary of Findings 

 Team 1 Team 2 Team 3 Team 4 Team 5 

Contextual Conditions 

Team 

composition 

5 UX 

Designers 

4 Research 

Engineers 

 

6 Software 

Engineers 

4 R&D 

Managers 

9 

Development 

Scientists 

Tasks Mostly solo 

projects 

(some dual) 

Delivery of 

one long-term 

team project 

Delivery of 

one long-term 

team project 

Management 

of multiple 

R&D projects 

Combination 

of solo/dual 

projects 
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 Team 1 Team 2 Team 3 Team 4 Team 5 

Goals Individual/ 

shared 

Shared  Shared Shared Individual/ 

dual 

Level of task 

interdependence 

Low High High High Low 

Level of task 

complexity 

Medium High High Medium High 

Approach of 

vertical manager 

Transactional Laissez-faire Empowering Empowering Empowering 

Physical work 

environment 

Open plan 

offices 

Open plan 

offices 

Open plan 

offices 

Shared office Shared lab 

Trajectory of 

team (based on 

changes to team 

size) 

In decline In decline Growing Growing Growing 

Relational Conditions 

Nature of 

relationships 

between team 

members 

Positive 

professional 

and social 

relationships  

Positive 

professional 

relationships 

Positive 

professional 

and social 

relationships 

Positive 

professional 

relationships 

Positive 

professional 

relationships 

Perceived 

organisational 

support (POS) 

No evidence 

of POS 

No evidence 

of POS 

Evidence of 

POS 

Evidence of 

POS 

Some 

evidence of 

support from 

line manager 

Perceived 

support from 

team members 

(PPS) 

All team 

members feel 

supported by 

their peers 

Some 

evidence of 

peer support 

Some 

evidence of 

peer support 

Some 

evidence of 

peer support 

Some 

evidence of 

peer support 

(though 

declining) 

Trust between 

team members 

Evidence of 

affect-based 

trust 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust 

Evidence of 

cognition-

based trust 

(though 

declining) 

Little 

evidence of 

trust 

Affective 

commitment 

(Emotional 

attachment to 

the team) 

Evidence of 

team affective 

commitment 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment  

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment 

No evidence 

of team 

affective 

commitment  

Nature of Interactions 

Frequency and 

nature of team 

interactions 

Low 

frequency 

task-related 

interactions; 

high 

frequency 

social 

interactions 

Medium 

frequency 

task-related 

interactions; 

low 

frequency 

social 

interactions 

High 

frequency 

task-related 

interactions; 

high 

frequency 

social 

interactions  

High 

frequency 

task-related 

interactions; 

low 

frequency 

social 

interactions 

Low 

frequency 

task-related 

interactions; 

low frequency 

social 

interactions  
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 Team 1 Team 2 Team 3 Team 4 Team 5 

Methods of 

communication 

Mostly 

informal face-

to-face 

Mostly 

informal, 

face-to-face 

also email & 

telephone 

with remote 

members 

Ongoing 

formal and 

informal, 

primarily 

face-to-face, 

also instant 

messaging, 

email, 

telephone & 

video 

conferencing. 

Ongoing 

formal and 

informal, 

primarily 

face-to-face. 

Ongoing 

formal and 

informal, 

primarily 

face-to-face. 

Level of 

information 

sharing 

Information 

sharing where 

required.    

Frequent 

information 

sharing.  

Frequent & 

intensive info 

sharing. 

Frequent 

information 

sharing. 

Information 

sharing where 

required. 

 

Nature of 

exchange 

Cooperative 

exchanges, 

mutuality and 

reciprocity 

(implied over 

the long 

term).  

Cooperative 

exchanges, 

mutuality and 

reciprocity 

(implied over 

the long 

term). 

Cooperative 

exchanges, 

mutuality and 

reciprocity 

(implied over 

the long 

term). 

Cooperative 

exchanges, 

mutuality and 

reciprocity 

(implied over 

the long 

term). 

Cooperative 

exchanges, 

mutuality and 

reciprocity 

(implied over 

the long term). 

Influence tactics Soft, 

persuasive 

influence 

tactics. 

Soft, 

persuasive 

influence 

tactics 

Soft, 

persuasive 

influence 

tactics 

Soft, 

persuasive 

influence 

tactics 

Soft, 

persuasive 

influence 

tactics 

Exchange 

factors present 

in SL 

interactions  

Low task-

related (e.g. 

info.); high 

personal-

related (e.g. 

learning); & 

high 

relationship-

related (e.g. 

support).  

Mostly task-

related (e.g. 

info.); low 

personal-

related; low 

relationship-

related.  

Combination 

of task-

related (e.g. 

info.); 

personal-

related (e.g. 

learning); & 

relationship-

related (e.g. 

support).  

Mostly task-

related (e.g. 

info.); low 

personal-

related & low 

relationship-

related. 

Combination 

of task-related 

(e.g. info.); & 

personal-

related (e.g. 

learning); low 

relationship-

related.  

 

SL Patterns 

No. of SL 

incidents 

reported during 

the study 

36 total / 

average 

7.2 per team 

member 

36 total / 

average 

9 per team 

member 

79 total / 

average 13.1 

per team 

member 

51 total / 

average 12.8 

per team 

member 

82 total / 

average 9.1 

per team 

member 

Distribution of 

leadership 

behaviours 

among team 

members 

All team 

members 

shared in 

leadership at 

some point 

All team 

members 

shared in 

leadership at 

some point 

All team 

members 

shared in 

leadership at 

some point 

All team 

members 

shared in 

leadership at 

some point 

Almost all 

team members 

shared in 

leadership at 

some point. 

Leadership 

responsibilities 

most frequently 

shared 

Boundary 

spanning; 

support & 

consideration; 

planning & 

coordinating/ 

setting a 

direction. 

Boundary 

spanning; 

planning & 

coordinating; 

setting a 

direction. 

Problem-

solving; 

boundary 

spanning; 

developing/ 

mentoring. 

Planning & 

coordinating; 

boundary 

spanning; 

problem-

solving. 

Planning & 

coordinating; 

developing/ 

mentoring; 

setting a 

direction/ 

boundary 

spanning. 



183 

 Team 1 Team 2 Team 3 Team 4 Team 5 

Primary patterns 

of SL which 

emerged over 

time. 

Withdrawal 

from SL over-

time as 

project work 

diminished. 

Ongoing, 

skills-based 

enactment 

(leadership 

activities 

divided based 

on member 

skills and 

inclinations). 

Ongoing, 

combination 

of 

consecutive 

(rotated) 

leadership 

roles and 

skills-based 

enactment. 

Ongoing, 

simultaneous 

enactment of 

leadership by 

all team 

members 

together. 

Ongoing, 

small number 

of members 

form core 

leadership 

group. 

The findings presented in Chapter five confirm that SL emerged in all team contexts.  

The conditions that were similar in all five teams, giving rise to SL, include the 

nature of the organisations (knowledge-intensive and team-based), the type of 

employees (professional, knowledge-employees), the nature of tasks (shared goals, 

complex and interdependent tasks), the physical work environments (open plan 

office spaces) and the nature of exchange relationships between team members 

(reciprocal or ‘generalized’ exchanges featuring mutuality and reciprocity).  These 

conditions were underpinned by a continuous flow of communication through 

prolonged work (and in some cases social) interaction in the organisational settings 

studied.  Communication in this respect was an important element in both relational 

development and leadership emergence and comprised both frequent face-to-face 

interaction (in all teams) and online communication (in Teams 2 and 3), which was 

found to be an effective way to communicate with remote team members.  In all five 

teams, SL contributions were reciprocated indirectly by other team members in the 

group, reflecting a ‘generalized exchange’ pattern (Ekeh, 1974) i.e. SL contributions 

and reciprocations were spread over time and across various team members.   

While SL was observed in each context, the pattern of SL which emerged was not 

the same in each of the teams studied.  For instance, in the later phases of the study, 

Team 1 featured low task interdependency and no evidence of perceived 

organisational support.  Over time, team members withdrew from SL activities, 

concluding that taking on extra responsibilities within an unsupportive organisation 

would not benefit them.  In Team 2, SL continued over time driven by the needs of 

the project along with the teams’ sense of professionalism and concern for their own 

reputation; ‘I couldn’t stand back and watch something burn… it’s for your own 

sense of professionalism, your own sense of self-worth,’ TM201.  With little 

evidence of organisational support, these team members divided the leadership 

responsibilities of their project and the pattern of SL that emerged reflected a 
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specialisation in leadership behaviours, based largely on the skills and inclinations of 

individual team members.  Team 3 on the other hand was a growing team with 

empowering line managers in a supportive organisation.  The team was composed of 

flexible individuals with a wide range of skill sets, all of whom voluntarily 

contributed to the leadership of the team, both in a planned and emergent fashion.  

Team 4 was comprised of four managers with complementary technical skills.  The 

highly interdependent nature of their work required them to collaborate to deliver 

projects, and their equivalent managerial status meant that they tended to make 

decisions together, enacting leadership simultaneously.  Conversely, significant 

changes to team composition in Team 5 resulted in an implicit hierarchy emerging 

(team members had different levels of technical expertise) and disrupted the 

development of trust between team members.  The pattern of SL which emerged in 

this context featured the centralisation of leadership to a small number of team 

members.   

While these patterns are the predominant forms of SL which emerged in each 

context, such patterns were dynamic, changing when conditions changed.  For 

instance, while Team 3 displayed a preference to rotate leadership responsibilities 

among team members voluntarily, in situations of urgency, leadership tended to 

become centralised.  Similarly, while leadership in Team 5 was predominantly 

centralised in three team members, others team members exhibited acts of leadership 

from time to time. 

Overall thus, the contextual and relational conditions prevalent in each team setting 

impacted both the emergence of SL, and the form or pattern of SL which manifested.  

These findings will be discussed in further detail in the next chapter (Section 7.6). 

6.6 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter has presented the findings in relation to the social exchange conditions 

prevalent in each of the teams studied, and the exchange factors at play in SL 

interactions.  The following chapter will discuss these findings in relation to the 

literature reviewed earlier. 
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7 Discussion 

7.1 Introduction 

In response to calls for more in-depth studies of shared approaches to leadership in 

organisational settings, this research has explored the interactions of team members 

sharing leadership in five organisational teams.  Having presented the research 

findings in the previous chapters, the aim of this chapter is to discuss the 

implications of these observations in light of the existing literature, to generate new 

insights into the phenomenon.   

The chapter begins by discussing the potential for leadership to be shared by team 

members in organisational settings, reflecting on the extent to which it emerged in 

the contexts studied, and the conditions which facilitated its emergence.  This is 

followed by a discussion exploring the nature of shared leadership (SL) as a social 

exchange, and the relational conditions which influence both its emergence, and the 

subsequent forms of SL that develop in organisational settings.  The specific 

leadership behaviours amenable to sharing are then discussed, providing an insight 

into how SL might be employed to meet the leadership needs of commercial 

organisations.  Adopting a longer-term perspective, the chapter then discusses the 

predominant patterns of SL that developed in each team, identifying and connecting 

different forms of SL with underlying contextual and relational conditions.  Finally, 

a framework is presented, illustrating the exchange behaviours of those engaging in 

SL in organisational settings. 

Throughout the discussion, opportunities for further research are identified, to inform 

a future research agenda in the field.   

7.2 Potential for Shared Leadership in Organisational Settings 

Several authors have questioned whether SL is possible within organisational teams, 

pointing to evolutionary evidence of status differentials which suggests that one or 

two leaders usually emerge in leaderless groups (i.e. lower status individuals usually 

defer to higher status individuals) (Locke, 2003; Mazur, 1973; Seers et al., 2003).  A 

key objective of this study was to understand the extent to which leadership can be 

shared by members of organisational teams in commercial and non-commercial 
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settings.  Overall, this study provides strong support for the notion that, in such 

contexts (team-based, organisational settings), leadership can be widely shared.  As 

illustrated in Chapter five (Section 5.7.2), SL emerged in all five participating teams.  

Moreover, leadership behaviours were enacted by almost all team members (96% of 

participating team members engaged in SL to some extent) suggesting that 

leadership was widely shared.  On average, each team member performed 10.5 

leadership acts during the course of the study (Appendix N).  Thus, it was concluded 

that all teams featured high levels of participation in SL.  This addresses some of the 

scepticism in the literature regarding the prospects for SL in organisational teams 

(Locke, 2003; Seers et al., 2003).   

Although leadership was shared in each of the teams studied however, it is important 

to note that leadership influence was not evenly dispersed among all members of the 

teams, i.e. some team members had more influence than others.  Thus, ‘maximum 

decentralization’, which occurs when leadership influence is evenly dispersed 

among all members of a team, (Contractor et al., 2012: 995) did not occur in any of 

the teams studied.  In four of the teams (Team 1, 3, 4 and 5), the individuals that 

emerged as most influential had long organisation tenures and were perceived to 

have superior levels of technical and/or organisational expertise.  In one team 

however (Team 2), the individual who emerged as most influential had a shorter 

organisation tenure than others on the team, suggesting that leadership influence is 

not always dependent on organisation tenure.  However, differences in the levels of 

influence of team members in this team (Team 2) were low overall.   

Overall thus, this study provides support for the view that SL can contribute to 

meeting the leadership needs of organisational teams, where contextual conditions 

enable its emergence. 

7.3 Shared Leadership as a Social Exchange 

Focusing on the interactions of team members as they shared in the leadership of 

their team allowed this study to explore the mechanism through which SL happens, 

i.e. social exchanges.  The analysis of SL incidents recorded, and the insights 

provided by team members, offer a perspective on this exchange process that was 

heretofore unavailable.  The cooperative nature of such exchanges was evident 
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across all teams, where norms of mutuality and reciprocity were apparent.  Overall, 

the exchanges between team members engaging in SL were characterised by 

emergent patterns where team members contributed to the exchange separately, at 

their own discretion, in a non-negotiated manner.  Reciprocity thus, was implied in 

the longer-term, and typically enacted by other team members in the group in 

general.  Thus, individuals engaged in acts to help others without explicit agreement 

of whether or when others would reciprocate (Molm et al., 2003).  This is consistent 

with a ‘generalized exchange’ pattern (Ekeh, 1974) which is indirect, in that 

contributions and reciprocations are spread over time and across various team 

members.  According to Seers et al. (2003: 93) ‘generalized exchange should 

provide a mechanism enabling multiple members to share leadership’, thus, such an 

environment should be conducive to SL emergence.  The relational conditions which 

facilitated these exchanges in the contexts studied include perceived organisational 

support (POS), perceived peer support (PPS), trust and affective commitment.  The 

findings in relation to each of these conditions are now discussed. 

 Perceived Organisational Support (POS) 

The findings of this study indicate that the presence of POS is conducive both to SL 

emergence and its continuation over time.  POS refers to employees’ beliefs 

concerning the degree to which the organisation values their contributions and cares 

about their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986).  Previous research suggests that 

POS is enhanced by fair treatment, supervisor support, and favourable rewards and 

job conditions (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002).  There is a considerable amount of 

evidence indicating that employees with a high level of POS experience increased 

job satisfaction and are more invested in their work organisation (Rhoades and 

Eisenberger, 2002).  It is conceivable that employees who are more invested in their 

work organisation are more likely to undertake the extra-role responsibilities 

inherent in SL.  The results from this study indicate this to be the case, as the highest 

numbers of SL incidents (per team member) were reported in teams where POS was 

evident (Teams 3 and 4).   

Conversely, there was no evidence of POS in Team 1, where team members 

described an unsupportive supervisor and organisation.  In this context, the 

frequency of SL incidents was lower than in other teams.  Over time in Team 1, 
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members began to consciously withdraw from leadership behaviours, regarding such 

exertions as unrewarding and counterproductive.  While examples of SL were 

evident in Team 1 in the latter stages of the study, they were primarily examples of 

team members supporting or advocating for each other to management or others 

external to the team (boundary spanning).   

Similarly, in Team 2, the perception among team members was that management 

was unsupportive and uncaring of their needs.  In contrast to Team 1 however, Team 

2 continued to report examples of SL throughout the study.  Notably, this team were 

engaged in an on-going project throughout the period of the study, (while project 

work in Team 1 diminished).  The factors which prevented the withdrawal of 

leadership behaviours in Team 2 were related to the on-going needs of the project, 

and the individual reputation and professionalism of team members, rather than any 

sense of obligation to the organisation.  This suggests that in this team, individual 

team member reputation and professionalism may have prevented a withdrawal from 

SL.  The relationship between low POS, team member professionalism and SL 

withdrawal is beyond the scope of this exploratory study and is identified as an area 

which would benefit from further research.  

In summary, this study suggests that the presence of POS increases the likelihood 

that SL will emerge, and that team members will continue to engage in SL over time.  

This is consistent with the broader literature on POS which suggests that POS leads 

to extra-role performance (Chen, Eisenberger, Johnson, Sucharski and Aselage, 

2009).   

 Perceived Peer (Co-worker) Support (PPS) 

The findings of this study indicate that the presence of PPS is conducive to SL 

emergence.  Co-workers have long been considered an important influence on the 

behaviour of employees (Amarneh, Abu Al-Rub and Abu Al-Rub, 2010; Ehrhart and 

Naumann, 2004; Homans, 1950).  Bommer, Miles and Grover (2003) report for 

instance that the extra-role behaviours of co-workers are positively related to a team 

member’s subsequent participation in pro-organisational activities.  In the context of 

SL, this implies that where a team member experiences support from co-workers 

they are more likely to reciprocate, assisting and supporting their co-workers in 
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return.  Concurring with the existing literature in this regard (e.g. Carson et al., 

2007), this study concludes that a supportive social context, where team members 

regularly pitch in to aid and support each other, is conducive to SL emergence.  In all 

teams studied, there was at least some evidence of PPS and team members typically 

engaged in SL behaviours where such behaviours were advantageous to the team. 

Interestingly however, while Team 1 was the only team where all team members felt 

supported by other team members, this Team reported the lowest number of SL 

incidents (per team member).  This has been explained above by the low levels of 

task interdependency in the team, negating the need for SL, and the absence of POS, 

resulting in team members withdrawing from extra-role behaviours in general.  To 

investigate this further, additional studies of SL activities in teams with high task 

interdependency and low levels of PPS would be beneficial for comparative 

purposes. 

It is important to point out that in the other teams (Team 2, 3, 4 and 5) not all team 

members felt supported by their peers.  There was no evidence that relational issues 

prevented team members from being supportive to one another, but rather, in these 

contexts, team members reported not having enough time to engage in such 

activities.  Indeed, time emerged as a common constraint to the development of PPS 

in some of these teams (Teams 2, 4 and 5).  The implication here for managers 

wishing to create a work context conducive to SL emergence is to consider the 

workload of individuals and ensure they have sufficient time to engage in such 

activities. 

 Trust 

This study suggests that trust not only influences the emergence of SL (Boies et al., 

2010; Drescher et al., 2014; Small and Rentsch, 2010), but the form of SL that 

subsequently develops.  McAllister (1995: 25) defined trust as ‘the extent to which a 

person is confident in, and willing to act on the basis of the words, actions and 

decisions of another’.  Colquitt et al. (2014) further explain that trust can be 

cognition-based (rooted in rational assessments of trustworthiness) or affect-based 

(rooted in emotional ties).  As presented in Chapter six (Section 6.3.1.2), in the 

teams studied, there was evidence of affect-based trust (ABT) in Team 1 and 
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evidence of cognition-based trust (CBT) in Teams 2, 3 and 4 (though in Team 4, 

CBT may be declining).  On-going changes to team composition and evidence of 

competitive behaviours appear to have weakened trust between members in Team 5 

however, leading to the centralisation of leadership activities to a small number of 

team members in this context.  

The importance of trust in social exchanges is highlighted in the literature which 

suggests that the greater the extent to which individuals trust each other, the easier 

the exchange process will be, as less energy is spent figuring out the other’s 

intentions (Cohen and Bradford, 2001).  According to Blomqvist (1997), trust is an 

interpersonal phenomenon where one party is willing to be placed in a potentially 

vulnerable position relative to another, while possessing some knowledge of the 

other party that inspires trust in that individual (Luhmann, 1979).  Under this mantel, 

trust is defined as a willingness to rely on an exchange partner (Rousseau, Sitkin, 

Burt and Camerer, 1998) in whom one has confidence based on their words, actions, 

intentions, attitude, capabilities, decisions and behaviour (Glaeser, Laibson, 

Scheinkman and Soutter, 2000; McAllister, 1995).   

According to Seers et al. (2003), trust is particularly important in ‘generalized’ 

exchanges because of the indefinite nature of reciprocated obligations (i.e. there is no 

expectation of direct reciprocation from the target of the exchange).  While 

Yamagishi and Cook (1993) propose that this could lead to problems of free riding 

in teams, there was no evidence of this in the teams studied.  Rather, this study 

concurs with Bearman (1997), who suggests that team members in ‘generalized’ 

exchanges are unlikely to violate norms of reciprocity, as to do so could risk 

sanctions from the entire group.  This is not to imply that team members felt 

compelled to engage in leadership for fear of sanctions however, as the incidents 

recorded reflect team members contributing to an exchange at their own discretion. 

As described above (Section 6.3.1.2), in Teams 1, 2, 3 and to a large extent 4, there 

was evidence that team members trusted their colleagues to deliver on their 

commitments.  In Team 5 however, while some team members agree that they trust 

others on the team, this is not the case for all team members.  In this team (Team 5), 

members recognise that on-going changes to the composition of their team may be 

an underlying factor impacting the development of trust.  This is in line with views 
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in the literature that trust develops over time, through incremental and repeated 

social interactions (Blau, 1964; Gulati, 1995).  Interruptions to these social 

interactions, due to changes to team membership, disrupt the development of trust 

between team members.  Additionally, there was some evidence of competitive 

behaviour in this team.  Considering that trust is based on positive experiences of 

past performances (Lewicki, Tomlinson and Gillespie, 2006) behaviour of this nature 

where individuals pursue their own self-interest can make it difficult to be confident 

about the other party’s intentions in relation to the team (Anderson and Weitz, 1992). 

Consequently, in this team (Team 5), while there are frequent examples of SL 

interactions, the majority of these exchanges (77%) are concentrated in a small 

number of team members.  This suggests that the lack of trust between some team 

members may be inhibiting a wider engagement in SL activities, resulting in a 

somewhat centralised approach to SL within the team.  The implication here for 

managers wishing to create a social context conducive to SL emergence is to 

minimise changes to team composition which disturb patterns of social interaction 

and eliminate competitiveness by rewarding team behaviours.   

 Affective Commitment 

Affective commitment refers to the degree to which one exchange partner has an 

emotional attachment to the other and is considered high when team members feel 

emotionally attached to the team (team affective commitment) or organisation 

(organisation affective commitment) (Allen and Meyer, 1990; Ohana, 2016).  

According to Stinglhamber, Marique, Caesens, Hanin and De Zanet (2015), affective 

commitment has been found to be strongly related to employee-relevant outcomes 

such as health and well-being; and to organisation-relevant outcomes such as in-role 

and extra-role performance.  Moreover, it is commonly believed that affective 

commitment is an important condition facilitating social exchange relationships 

(Colquitt et al., 2014).  Previous studies have also identified affective commitment 

as significant in relation to citizenship behaviour, job performance and turnover (e.g. 

Allen, Shore and Griffeth, 2003; Cropanzano et al., 2003; Eisenberger, Karagonlar, 

Stinglhamber, Neves, Becker, Gonzalez-Morales and Steiger-Mueller, 2010).  It thus 

predicts a stable, long-term relationship between employees and employers (Korek, 

Felfe and Zaepernick-Rothe, 2010).  Given that SL emerges over time, it is 
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conceivable that stable long-term employment relationships (facilitated by the 

presence of affective commitment) might be conducive to its emergence in a team 

environment.  Conversely, it is plausible that the absence of affective commitment 

might negatively impact SL emergence in organisational teams.   

While the findings in Team 1 tend to support this assertion (the presence of team 

affective commitment is conducive to SL emergence), the remaining four teams were 

characterised by an absence of team affective commitment, signalled by the ease 

with which team members viewed the prospect of leaving their current teams.  While 

these findings suggest that team affective commitment may not be a critical factor 

facilitating SL (Teams 2, 3, 4 and 5 exhibited on-going SL interactions in 

environments where there is no evidence of team affective commitment), the level of 

organisation affective commitment may have been a factor.  Thus, while this study 

suggests that team affective commitment may not be a critical factor facilitating SL, 

it may be the case that organisational affective commitment is important and further 

research to investigate this would be beneficial. 

 Summary of Social Exchange Conditions Facilitating Shared Leadership 

This study advances the literature on SL, providing insights into the nature of SL as 

a social exchange and exploring the relational conditions facilitating its emergence.  

In summary, perceived organisation support, perceived peer support, and trust were 

identified as conditions which appear to contribute to SL emergence when present.  

Moreover, the presence or absence of these conditions, in particular trust, may also 

impact the form of SL which subsequently develops in an organisational context.  

Team affective commitment does not appear to have an influence on SL emergence.  

As this is an exploratory study, further research would be useful to investigate the 

impact of these conditions on both the emergence of SL, and the forms of SL that 

subsequently develop.   

7.4 Contextual Factors Facilitating SL 

The contextual factors that facilitated SL emergence in the teams studied largely 

concur with the literature reviewed and include the presence of shared goals (Carson 

et al., 2007), high task interdependency (Fausing et al., 2015) high task complexity 
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(Hoch, 2014), diversity in team composition (Muethel et al., 2012), and an 

empowering approach to line management (Carson et al., 2007; Daspit et al., 2013). 

Open plan workspaces which facilitated on-going and prolonged work and social 

interaction between team members underpinned these contextual factors, enabling 

SL to happen.  Contrary to the literature however (Muethel et al., 2012) this study 

does not support suggestions that a high female-to-male ratio or a low mean age 

increase the likelihood of SL emergence, (though it is acknowledged that these 

findings are based on a small sample).  The teams participating in this study featured 

an all-female team (Team 1), all-male teams (Teams 2 and 3) and mixed-gender 

teams (Teams 4 and 5).  The most frequent examples of SL (per team member) 

occurred in Team 3, an all-male team, suggesting that a high female-to-male ratio 

does not necessarily increase the likelihood of SL emergence.  Given the differences 

in the nature of tasks in these teams however (low task interdependency in (all-

female) Team 1 and high task interdependency in (all-male) Team 3), further studies 

of female teams with high task interdependency would be useful to investigate this 

further.  This acknowledges the view that task interdependency is a boundary 

condition to SL emergence (Dust and Ziegert, 2012; Hiller et al., 2006; Yammarino 

et al., 2012).   

Moreover, the study did not find any evidence that a high mean age does not support 

SL.  However, the findings do indicate that teams with a higher mean age (Teams 2 

and 4) were less likely to engage in relational leadership behaviours, with team 

members indicating that at their stage in life (over 40), the need for social support 

from colleagues is reduced and time at work is primarily task-focused.  Thus, while 

overall the study suggests that a low mean age is not necessarily a precursor to SL 

emergence, it may be more likely to precede a shared approach to relational 

leadership behaviours.  Additional studies of teams with more diverse age profiles 

than were present in this study would be useful to explore this further. 

Having discussed the relational and contextual conditions facilitating SL in the teams 

studied, the following section addresses the specific leadership behaviours that were 

shared by team members during the study. 
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7.5 Leadership Behaviours Amenable to Sharing 

This study has shown that each participating team featured multiple members 

participating in the team’s leadership.  According to Bergman et al. (2012), when 

multiple members participate in the team’s leadership, the team experiences more 

types of leadership behaviours than is the case when the team is relying on one 

appointed leader.  This assertion is supported by the findings of this study, with ten 

distinct leadership behaviours in evidence across the participating teams, suggesting 

that a wide range of leadership behaviours can be shared.   

Furthermore, this study confirms that over time, individual team members tend to 

perform multiple leadership behaviours within their teams.  Across all the teams 

studied, the average number of distinct leadership behaviours performed by each 

team member was 4.2.  This is in contrast to existing studies such as Bergman et al. 

(2012) which report that team members tend to perform only one type of leadership.  

While Bergman’s study involved short-term student project teams working in a 

controlled environment, the present study is situated in authentic organisational 

settings, encompassing a longer time period.  In this context and over this time-frame 

(12 months with each team), team members had more time to establish relationships 

within their teams, and members who may have been less inclined to emerge as 

leaders early on, developed into leadership roles over time.   

A key question driving this research is to identify which leadership behaviours are 

amenable to sharing by team members.  The findings in this regard have been 

presented in Chapter five and are discussed further below in light of the literature in 

this area. 

7.5.1 Team composition 

This refers to any behaviour which involves team members influencing the selection 

of new team members or decisions relating to the team composition generally.  Prior 

research presents a wealth of evidence in relation to the importance of team 

composition as a determinant of team performance (Dahlin, Weingart and Hinds, 

2005), thus this is identified as one of the most important team leadership functions, 

which typically is performed by formal leaders (Morgeson et al., 2010).   
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While examples of influencing team member selection were evident in the study, 

such incidents were rare, occurring only twice during the study (less than 1% of all 

SL incidents recorded).  In both cases, this leadership behaviour was enacted by 

team members who could be considered to have some implicit authority within the 

group.  In Team 2 for instance, the team member involved in team member selection 

had been identified as the overall Project Coordinator; although he had no staff 

management responsibilities in relation to the other team members, he was perceived 

internally as the ‘owner’ of the project and as such, was involved in selecting the 

remaining team members.  In Team 3, the team member involved in team selection 

was a recognised ‘subject matter expert’ within the team, who enjoyed an 

acknowledged seniority due to his superior technical knowledge and long 

organisation tenure.  Thus, if the team was lacking in a particular technical skill or 

capability, this team member would address this, either through upskilling existing 

members or bringing in new members. 

Aside from these two examples however, there were no other examples of team 

members exhibiting this type of leadership behaviour during the study.  Thus, while 

this leadership behaviour is amenable to being shared, in most cases, it was 

perceived by team members to be the responsibility of line managers (formal 

leaders).  This is consistent with Locke (2003) who states that selecting people to 

meet the company’s needs is a core task of the formal leader.   

7.5.2 Setting the direction for the team 

This involves any team member engaging in behaviours to establish a common 

understanding of the team’s mission, set corresponding goals, clarify performance 

expectations and direct the team towards goal accomplishment.  According to 

Morgeson et al. (2010: 13) the purpose of this leadership task ‘is to make sure that 

the team’s mission is clear, compelling, challenging, and shared among team 

members’.  Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater and Spangler (2004) state that such 

leadership behaviours provide the foundation upon which a common identity can 

form and ensures the team has aligned its purpose.  Several studies that have 

examined leadership processes in teams support the importance of such leadership 

behaviours in successful teams (Pielstick, 2000; Posner, 2008).  Previous research 

suggests that both formal (vertical) and informal (shared) leaders can perform this 
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function, with formal leaders helping to define the mission itself and informal 

leaders being more likely to influence the common understanding of the mission 

(Carte et al., 2006; Pielstick, 2000).  

The findings presented earlier (Section 5.7.2) confirm that team members in each of 

the five teams studied shared this leadership behaviour to some extent during the 

study.  In total, there were thirty-two examples of team members exhibiting this 

leadership behaviour (11% of all SL incidents reported) across the five participating 

teams, with the majority of examples occurring in Teams 3 and 5.  In both of these 

teams, this leadership behaviour was shared by a small number of influential team 

members.  For instance, in Team 3, three influential team members (TM301, TM304 

and TM306) exhibited this behaviour individually, at different time points, 

influencing the technical direction of the project at critical points.       

Similarly, in Team 5, the three most influential individuals (TM502, TM503 and 

TM506) exhibited this leadership behaviour, directing activities in the lab and 

ensuring new team members were in tune with expectations.  Overall thus, the 

findings of this study agree with the literature that team members can share in the 

leadership responsibility of setting a direction for their team, though typically, this is 

enacted by a small number of influential team members.  In most cases, this is 

enacted by individuals with long organisation tenure, who have a high level of 

credibility within and outside the team.   

7.5.3 Planning and coordinating team activities 

This involves any team member engaging in behaviours that help to structure, plan 

and coordinate the team’s work in order to achieve the team’s goals.  This can 

involve determining how work will be accomplished, who will do which aspects of 

the work and when it will be done (Morgeson et al., 2010).  Although research on 

planning and coordinating behaviours suggests that both formal and informal leaders 

can perform this function (Kane, Zaccaro, Tremble and Masuda, 2002; Klein et al., 

2006), Morgeson et al., (2010) suggest that internal team members are likely to be 

more effective than external formal leaders, as they are actively involved in the 

team’s day-to-day activities and are thus able to effectively adjust their plans in a 

dynamic way.  
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This study provides ample evidence of team members exhibiting this leadership 

behaviour throughout the study, as fifty-nine examples of team members sharing in 

the planning and coordinating of activities within their teams were recorded (21% of 

all SL incidents recorded).  Indeed, this was the second most frequent leadership 

behaviour exhibited by team members overall.  Of the examples provided, the 

majority were reported in Teams 4 and 5.  This might reflect the nature of the work 

in these teams, where multiple projects were undertaken by team members 

concurrently, requiring significant coordination of departmental resources by 

multiple team members in both contexts.    

In Team 4, this leadership behaviour was typically enacted by all team members 

simultaneously.  However, in Team 5, team members typically exhibited this 

individually, or in some cases in combination with one other team member.  While 

the incidents in other teams (Teams 1, 2 and 3) were not as frequent, examples of 

multiple individuals exhibiting this leadership behaviour were also provided in these 

contexts. Overall thus, this study suggests that the leadership responsibility of 

planning and coordinating team activities is suitable for sharing among team 

members.   

7.5.4 Developing and mentoring team members  

This involves any team member engaging in behaviours to develop and/or mentor 

others on the team.  For instance, team members might directly provide training or 

ongoing coaching to another team member or might encourage others to use 

educational resources that are available (Klein et al., 2006).  Additionally, leadership 

from this perspective may involve exchanging advice about careers and being 

positive role models to new team members (Hiller et al., 2006).  According to Hiller 

et al. (2006) such developmental activities are critical to team success.  Morgeson et 

al. (2010) confirm that both formal and informal leaders may be expected to engage 

in this leadership behaviour in teams, though typically in different ways.  While 

formal leaders tend to be involved in the assignment of formal training and 

development experiences, informal leaders typically engage in more peer-to-peer 

coaching.   
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The findings presented in this study confirm that all teams featured team members 

engaging in behaviours to develop or mentor others on their team.  In total, thirty-

three such incidents were recorded (12% of all SL incidents recorded), the majority 

of which occurred in Teams 3 and 5.  Overall, in Teams 1, 2, 3 and 5, multiple team 

members enacted this behaviour in their interactions with others.  In contrast, only 

one example of a team member developing/mentoring another team member was 

provided in Team 4.  This may be because members of Team 4 are at an equivalent 

level (all managers) in the organisation, whereas in Teams 3 and 5 in particular, there 

are differences both in the organisation tenure and levels of experience of team 

members.  This is consistent with Klein et al.’s (2006) findings that sharing this 

leadership responsibility is particularly important where senior members have skills 

that junior members lack.  Similarly, Hiller et al. (2006: 395) highlight the 

importance of development and mentoring activities when teams are reconstituted, 

creating opportunities for more experienced team members ‘to exchange career 

related advice, teach skills and be a positive role model to other team members’.  

This was apparent in Team 1 for instance, where a senior team member participated 

in identifying the training needs of junior members of the team. 

Observations on the type of developmental interventions enacted by team members 

are consistent with the literature, as many examples of peer-to-peer coaching 

emerged, such as the practice of pair software programming in Team 3, where an 

experienced and less experienced member formed each pair.  Notably however, there 

were also examples of team members taking the initiative to organise more formal 

training courses, an activity typically performed by formal leaders (Morgeson et al., 

2010).  An example of this occurred in Team 3, where a team member organised and 

delivered a six-week training session in a new programming language.  

Overall thus, the findings suggest that the leadership responsibility of developing 

and mentoring others is certainly amenable to sharing among multiple team 

members, not only with regard to informal peer to peer coaching, but also in terms of 

more formalised training.  However, where the skills and capabilities of the team 

members are reasonably equivalent, this may be less likely to emerge.  Conversely, 

where there are differences in the levels of experience or capabilities of team 

members, the frequency and importance of this leadership behaviour is likely to 

increase. 
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7.5.5 Monitoring the team and providing feedback on team performance 

This involves any team member monitoring the team as it engages in tasks and 

providing feedback to enable the team to assess its past performance and adapt as 

necessary to ensure future success (Einstein and Humphreys, 2001).  Several studies 

have identified the importance of monitoring the team and sharing information that is 

relevant to the team’s goal achievement (Kane et al., 2002; Zohar, 2002).  According 

to Morgeson et al., (2010) both formal and informal leaders can perform this team 

leadership function, though they typically differ in terms of the kind of feedback they 

are positioned to provide.  Informal leaders tend to give and receive ongoing task-

related feedback while formal leaders tend to provide feedback that can help the 

team adapt to changing environmental conditions.  Both leadership sources however 

can help teams review progress against established goals (Morgeson et al., 2010).   

However, few examples of team members monitoring the team or providing 

performance feedback were recorded during the study.  Across all five teams, only 

nine examples of team members engaging in this leadership behaviour were 

provided (3% of all SL incidents recorded).  Most of these incidents occurred in 

Team 4 (5 incidents) and Team 5 (3 incidents), with no examples of this behaviour in 

evidence in Teams 2 and 3.  In Team 5, the three most influential members (TM502, 

TM503 and TM506) displayed this behaviour, individually providing feedback to 

others on the team where requested.  

Overall thus, while the literature suggests that monitoring performance and 

providing feedback should be a leadership responsibility amenable to sharing, the 

evidence from this study suggests that in reality, non-managerial team members 

rarely engage in this behaviour, unless requested to do so by their colleagues.   

7.5.6 Problem-solving  

This involves any behaviour enacted by team members to help the team find 

solutions to problems, thus enabling the team to move forward to accomplish its 

goals.  Many scholars have suggested that the leadership function of problem-

solving has a critical impact on team performance (Kim, Min and Cha, 1999; 

Zaccaro, Rittman and Marks, 2001), though these studies investigated problem 

solving behaviours in formal leadership roles.  Conversely, Hiller et al. (2006) 
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studied problem solving in the context of shared leaders and found that this team 

leadership function did not have a positive relationship with team performance.  

Morgeson et al. (2010) on the other hand posit that the proximal nature of internal 

sources (shared leaders) could mean that they are best positioned to address 

problems that might arise, and that this would benefit the team.   

The findings from this study confirm that this leadership behaviour is highly 

amenable to sharing, with thirty-seven examples of team members sharing in this 

leadership responsibility in the five teams studied (13% of all SL incidents 

recorded), making this the third most frequent leadership behaviour enacted by team 

members overall.  While problem-solving behaviours were displayed in all five 

teams, the majority of such incidents were recorded in Team 3, where a wide number 

of team members engaged frequently in problem-solving activities.  In addition to 

directly providing solutions to problems, team members also behaved in ways that 

facilitated the problem-solving process within the team, enabling the team to achieve 

a clear focus in relation to project issues.  In the context of the development work the 

team were engaged in, these behaviours were considered critical in enabling the team 

to move forward and deliver a successful project.   

While the frequency of problem-solving behaviours was much lower in other teams, 

there were some examples in these contexts.  Like Team 3, in Teams 2, 4 and 5, the 

findings illustrate that multiple individuals engaged in this behaviour.  Interestingly, 

the team members who exhibited problem-solving behaviours were not necessarily 

the most influential members in their teams overall (e.g. TM104, TM504, TM505), 

suggesting that this may be a more accessible leadership behaviour for team 

members who are perhaps less established in the team but can contribute to 

leadership by solving a problem in a way that moves the team forward. 

7.5.7 Initiating Changes 

This involves any behaviour exhibited by team members designed to challenge the 

team’s established ways of thinking and operating; and suggesting or initiating 

changes to existing processes.  Pearce and Sims (2002) describe this as challenging 

the status quo.  According to Morgeson et al. (2010), formal leaders are best 

positioned to undertake this leadership behaviour.  Locke (2003) agrees that 
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promoting change is a core task of formal leadership.  However, seventeen examples 

of team members exhibiting this behaviour in four of the five participating teams 

were recorded (6% of all SL incidents recorded), suggesting that, while the 

frequency may be low, this is a leadership behaviour amenable to sharing.   

The frequency with which members in Team 3 undertook responsibility for 

challenging existing processes is most notable.  This is perhaps explained by the 

technical nature of their work and the culture within the team, to challenge existing 

thinking.  In fact, all members of Team 3 contributed to this leadership behaviour at 

some point, challenging existing processes and taking the responsibility to initiate 

changes.  While some team members had a long tenure in the organisation, others 

who exhibited this leadership behaviour (e.g. TM302, TM306) did not, indicating 

that this may be a leadership behaviour accessible to those who are less established 

within the team.  Similarly, in Team 5, three team members enacted this behaviour 

within their team, some of whom were reasonably new to the team (e.g. TM504).  

Overall thus, while this leadership behaviour was not widely practiced across all 

participating teams, within the two teams where it did occur (Teams 3 and 5), it was 

dispersed across a wide number of team members. 

7.5.8 Boundary spanning 

This involves any team member behaving in ways that connect the team with 

external stakeholders.  This is important for managing the relationships between the 

team and the wider organisation within which it operates (Ancona, 1990).  

According to the literature, there are two important activities involved in this 

leadership function.  The first involves representing the team’s interests to 

individuals and groups outside the team.  This may be necessary to protect the team 

from interference as well as persuading others to support team members (Ancona 

and Caldwell, 1992).  The second aspect of boundary spanning involves coordinating 

work between teams or units outside the team (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Brett 

and Rognes, 1986).   According to Morgeson et al. (2010), formal leaders are likely 

to be best-positioned to perform this leadership function, largely because they reside 

at the boundary between the team and the broader environment.  
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However, the findings from this study confirm that this leadership responsibility was 

frequently exhibited by multiple individuals in all of the participating teams.  In fact, 

with sixty-seven incidents of boundary spanning recorded overall, this was the most 

frequent leadership behaviour enacted by team members during the study (24% of all 

SL incidents recorded).  Examples were provided in all teams of multiple team 

members representing their team externally to customers, suppliers, or other 

stakeholders and internally to senior management or other departments.  In Team 4 

for example, TM403 provides an example of representing the team to external 

customers as well as external contractors.  Similarly, in Team 5, members regularly 

connect with external groups for instance to progress academic collaborations with 

universities.   

Frequent examples of team members connecting the team with internal groups were 

also provided.  For instance, Team 1 provided examples of team members 

representing the interests of their team to groups such as HR and senior management.  

Overall thus, this leadership behaviour appears to be highly amenable to sharing 

among a widely dispersed number of team members. 

7.5.9 Support and consideration  

Sometimes referred to as ‘relating behaviour’ (Druskat and Wheeler, 2003), this 

involves any team member behaving in ways that support the social climate within 

the team, such as building relationships, listening to and encouraging others, 

maintaining harmony, solving conflicts, building cohesion, demonstrating respect 

and consideration, and generally supporting other team members (Hiller et al., 2006; 

Kim et al., 1999; Schminke, Wells, Peyrefitte and Sebora, 2002).  Campion et al. 

(1993) stress the importance of such positive social interactions among team 

members for improving team productivity, while Hiller et al. (2006) suggest that 

such relationship-oriented leadership behaviours may be even more critical to team 

performance than task-oriented behaviours.  Previous research (Pescosolido, 2002) 

suggests that multiple team members can perform this function at different times.   

The findings of this study support these views, with multiple team members enacting 

this leadership behaviour.  In total, there were eighteen examples of team members 

exhibiting supportive leadership behaviours (6% of all SL incidents recorded), 
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within four of the teams studied (Teams 1, 2, 3 and 5).  Notably, there were no 

examples of this leadership behaviour in Team 4 (management team), where all 

leadership behaviours enacted by team members were task-oriented.  In Team 2, 

supportive behaviours were also infrequent, with only one specific example of social 

support between team members.  A possible explanation for the lower frequency of 

social and relational behaviours in Teams 2 and 4 may be the higher mean age in 

these two teams, which in both cases is over forty years of age.   This was reflected 

in comments by a member of Team 2, who didn’t feel the need for social 

connections with others at work in this stage of his life. 

In the remaining three teams (where the mean age is just over thirty years of age), a 

wide range of social and relational behaviours were exhibited.  In Team 3 for 

example, three individuals exhibited this behaviour, which in some cases involved 

supporting new team members by including them in team discussions, and in other 

cases, involved organising social events.  Similarly, in Team 5, examples of multiple 

team members exhibiting this leadership behaviour were evident, with team 

members identifying the importance of being able to talk to other members who 

were good listeners.  In Team 1, team members collectively supported each other, 

reflecting that there was little support for individuals outside of the team.  

Overall thus, multiple individuals in Teams 1, 3 and 5 engaged in this leadership 

behaviour, illustrating that it is amenable to sharing.  The findings suggest that 

perhaps the need for this behaviour is reduced in teams with a higher mean age, 

though further research on teams with more diverse age groups would be useful to 

explore this. 

7.5.10 Sense-making  

Kempster, Jackson and Conroy (2011: 331) identify leadership as ‘fundamentally a 

sense-making activity’.  Sense-making involves identifying significant environmental 

events, interpreting these events, and communicating this interpretation to the team 

(Zaccaro et al., 2001).  Smircich and Morgan (1982) agree that making sense of the 

flow of organisational experience is a primary task of leadership, which helps the 

team to make sense of external events and to cope with the impact of such events.  

Morgeson et al. (2010: 18) suggest that formal leadership sources may be in a better 
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position to perform this leadership function, as they are more likely to be able to 

clarify ‘ambiguous, conflicting, and potentially threatening information’.   

Overall, only a small number of individuals enacted this behaviour in the teams 

studied.  In total, ten examples of sense-making behaviours were recorded (4% of all 

SL incidents recorded), with no examples of this in Teams 1 and 3.  Where sense-

making was exhibited, it was normally provided by one member to help another 

team member make sense of a particular work situation. 

In Team 5 for instance, sense-making occurred on a one-to-one basis, through 

informal conversations between team members, which helped individuals to tease 

things out and make sense of situations.  In Team 4 on the other hand, team members 

relied on each other to make sense of things, a process they engaged in collectively 

as they tended to discuss events together.  Overall thus, while this was not a frequent 

occurrence during the study, there were examples of team members individually and 

collectively engaging in sense-making behaviours, suggesting that this leadership 

behaviour is amenable to sharing among team members. 

7.5.11 Summary of Leadership Behaviours 

Yukl (2010) indicates that team leadership needs can be fulfilled when task-oriented, 

relations-oriented, and change-oriented behaviours are present.  The findings 

presented here suggest that SL has the potential to contribute to each of these team 

leadership needs in organisational settings.  A notable exception was observed in 

Team 4, as members of this management team did not exhibit relationship-oriented 

leadership behaviours in their interactions with each other.  Overall however, this 

study confirms that, when multiple team members share in the leadership process, 

the team experience a wide range of leadership behaviours (Bergman et al., 2012).   

However, while this study has identified a wide range of leadership behaviours 

enacted by team members, it is notable that certain leadership behaviours were rare 

or indeed absent.  For instance, few examples of team members influencing the team 

composition, or providing performance feedback were recorded.  Most team 

members perceived such activities as responsibilities of line managers.  Moreover, 

the leadership responsibility of resource allocation, identified as important in the 

literature (Morgeson et al., 2010), was not present in any of the teams studied.  
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Resource allocation includes any behaviours aimed at obtaining and providing 

informational, financial, material, and personnel resources for the team, which are 

necessary to enable the team to complete their tasks (Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, 

Levin, Korotkin and Hein, 1991; Hackman, 1987).  This leadership behaviour not 

only provides the team with the resources required for task completion, but has a 

motivating effect, indicating that the team is important within the organisation and 

contributing to team efficacy (Shea and Guzzo, 1987).  This is a critical leadership 

function for organisations, because if the team lacks these fundamental resources, it 

will be unable to perform adequately (Morgeson et al., 2010).   

According to Morgeson and DeRue (2006), formal leaders are best positioned to 

acquire resources as it is often a responsibility of their role. While this study did not 

examine the leadership behaviours of formal leaders, many of the team members 

indicated that they would view this as a responsibility of their line manager.  Thus, 

this study concurs with the view that SL should complement vertical leadership, to 

ensure that the leadership needs of organisational teams are comprehensively met.  

7.6 Predominant Patterns of Shared Leadership 

The findings of this study suggest that the predominant patterns of SL that emerge 

over time vary in different contexts.  The various leadership patterns which emerged 

over time in the teams studied are discussed below and the underlying contextual and 

relational conditions are illustrated in each case. 

7.6.1 Withdrawal from Shared Leadership Behaviours  

In four of the five teams studied, team members continued to engage in SL for the 

duration of the study.  In Team 1 however, this was not the case.  While members of 

Team 1 shared in the performance of multiple leadership responsibilities in the early 

part of the study, in the latter phases, there was a distinct reduction in SL behaviours.  

There are several contextual and relational conditions that influenced this.  Firstly, 

the cyclical nature of the projects in the research unit, (team members generally work 

independently on funding proposals at the start of the calendar year) meant that there 

was little need for interaction among team members during this time.  Secondly, the 

failure to secure new business for the team during this period meant that there was 

little project work for the team to perform in the final period of the study.  The 
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absence of leadership in terms of resource allocation (no funding secured) essentially 

undermined the future viability of the team and negated the need for team leadership 

behaviours.  Thirdly, the low level of perceived organisational support experienced 

by the team, led team members to withdraw from engaging in any extra-role 

behaviours, including SL.  While examples of SL were noted in the team in the final 

phase of data collection, most of these (90%) related to boundary spanning 

behaviours, representing efforts by team members to support others in the team or 

advocate on their behalf internally.  This may have been influenced by the presence 

of team affective commitment and PPS in this context.  Overall time however, in this 

context, the predominant pattern featured a withdrawal from SL behaviours.   

For clarity, the contextual and relational conditions underpinning the predominant 

pattern of SL which emerged in Team 1 are illustrated in Figure 7.1 below. 

 

 

Figure 7-1 Predominant SL Pattern in Team 1 

7.6.2 Specialisation in Leadership Behaviours 

Previous research on shared approaches to leadership have proposed that team 

members sharing leadership may be more inclined toward one type of leadership 

behaviour than others (Barry, 1991; Yukl, 2010).  Thus, an individual team member 

may be willing to undertake a specific leadership responsibility, but unwilling and/or 

unable to fulfil other leadership roles within the team.  This specialisation in 

leadership behaviours within a team can be advantageous, as it permits team 

members’ inclinations and abilities to engage in preferred leadership behaviours to 

compensate for and complement each other (Bradford and Cohen, 1984).  

Furthermore, this configuration can also prevent role duplication and ultimately 
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benefits group performance (Seers et al., 2003).  According to Contractor et al. 

(2012) however, this can incur costs in terms of coordination across roles.   

Team 2 provides an example of this form of SL.  While team members engaged in 

multiple leadership behaviours from time to time, the predominant pattern which 

emerged indicates that each individual team member tended to focus on a narrower 

scope of leadership activities within the team.  With little evidence of organisational 

support, these team members divided the leadership responsibilities of their project, 

based largely on the skills and inclinations of individual team members.  This 

approach was not formally planned in advance, rather it emerged from a combination 

of the needs of the project and the skills and availability of the individual team 

members.  The team concur that there was no singular leader making all the 

decisions, rather, they all contributed to the leadership of their team depending on 

their skills and the requirements of the situation.  This was facilitated by the 

relational conditions in the team, where the presence of cognition-based trust 

suggests that team members were willing to rely on one another and had confidence 

in each other’s capabilities. 

This approach was both efficient, (avoiding the duplication of leadership roles), and 

effective (allowing each team member to play to their strengths).  However, the 

reliance on individuals to perform key leadership roles created dependencies that left 

the team vulnerable when these individuals were unavailable.  Indeed, in the later 

stages of the project, TM202, who had an important influence on directing the 

project, left the organisation and this significantly impacted the leadership of the 

project, ultimately reducing what the team were capable of delivering.  Thus, 

pursuing this form of SL has implications for team composition and performance; 

and for people management practices generally, particularly in relation to the 

selection of individuals with complementary leadership skills and the retention of 

team members thereafter.   

The contextual and relational conditions underpinning the predominant pattern of SL 

which emerged in Team 2 are illustrated in Figure 7.2. 
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Figure 7-2 Predominant SL Pattern in Team 2 

7.6.3 Rotation of Leadership Responsibilities 

The preference in Team 2 was for individuals to undertake specific leadership 

behaviours suited to their skills and inclinations.  Leadership multiplexity on the 

other hand, occurs where interactions between team members involve more than one 

type of leadership behaviour (Contractor et al., 2012), e.g. where the individuals 

setting the direction are also the individuals developing and mentoring others within 

the team.  While this requires individuals to develop a wider range of leadership 

capabilities, it does incur benefits in terms of increased coordination across 

leadership functions and can result in more creative outcomes (Albrecht and Hall, 

1991).  It also reduces the dependency on any one team member for specific 

leadership behaviours.  While leadership multiplexity was evident in all teams to 

some extent, Team 3 provided the strongest illustration of this over time, both 

through the emergent behaviours of team members and the planned rotation of 

leadership responsibilities in the team.   

In contrast to Teams 1 and 2, Team 3 is a growing team with empowering line 

managers in a supportive organisation.  Furthermore, the team was composed of 

flexible individuals with a wide range of skill sets.  In this context, all team members 

voluntarily contributed to the leadership of the team, both in an emergent and 

planned fashion.  For instance, multiple individuals undertook responsibility for 

leading the team, (assuming the Scrum Master role) on a rotating basis.  This was 

facilitated by the presence of cognition-based trust as team members expressed 

confidence in the intentions and capabilities of others to periodically assume this 

important role in the team.  This had the benefit of providing the team with a wide 

range of capable leaders, reducing the reliance on any one individual.  This 
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sequential approach is supported by Erez et al. (2002) who found that rotating the 

leadership role allowed each team member to feel responsible for the team’s success.  

However, Contractor et al. (2012) warn that rotated leadership may reduce 

continuity over time and may not always be in the team’s best interests.   

A further disadvantage may arise if the team is not capitalising on the key strengths 

of individual members, e.g. if a key technical resource is facilitating the process, 

their technical input may be compromised for that period.  While this issue did not 

arise in Team 3, it was observed that, in situations of high urgency, one individual 

(TM304) tended to assume the Scrum Master role for extended periods, to ensure 

imminent deadlines were met.  Pursuing this form of SL, where leadership roles are 

rotated among team members, has significant implications for training and 

development as all team members need to develop the skills required to effectively 

facilitate the team’s work.   

The contextual and relational conditions underpinning the predominant SL pattern 

which emerged in Team 3 are illustrated in Figure 7.3. 

 

 

Figure 7-3 Predominant SL Pattern in Team 3 

7.6.4 Simultaneous Enactment of Leadership 

In contrast to the configurations described above, a further, distinct pattern of SL 

emerged from the study, where all members of a team tended to participate in 

leadership activities simultaneously.  This provides evidence of Seers et al.’s (2003: 

93) proposition that ‘various members of a group can… simultaneously contribute 

influence to activities within the work group’.  This is described in the literature as 

leadership co-enactment (Dust and Ziegert, 2012) and features multiple leaders 



210 

overlapping in the same leadership behaviours at the same time.  Team 4 provides an 

example of this form of SL.  As exhibited in the findings earlier (Section 5.5.2), a 

number of task-oriented leadership behaviours including planning and coordinating 

activities, decision-making, problem-solving, and sense-making, are typically 

enacted by this team together.  This is perhaps explained by the composition of the 

team (team members have equivalent managerial status and complementary 

technical skills) and the highly interdependent nature of their work.  In Team 4, 

multiple individuals concurrently influence the planning process and typically, 

decisions are made by consensus.  This enables the team to make decisions that are 

consistent with the needs of each of their functional areas.   

This co-enactment of leadership behaviours may be beneficial to teams by enabling 

members to offer backup behaviours, minimizing the negative impact of an 

unavailable team member (Klein et al., 2006) and there is evidence of this in Team 

4.  It is also noted however that such configurations may incur costs from an 

efficiency perspective (Dust and Ziegert, 2012), though this was not identified as an 

issue in Team 4.  Moreover, multiple members enacting leadership behaviours 

simultaneously can result in additional opportunities for misinterpretation and the 

potential for resistance (Ilgen and Hollenbeck, 1991).  While these issues were not 

evident in Team 4, there was some evidence of role ambiguity, particularly in 

relation to the responsibilities of the project managers versus functional managers.  

Pursuing this form of SL has implications for team composition which should 

feature a cross-functional approach, and for job design and goal setting, both of 

which should be built around task interdependencies.  It may also be important to 

clarify roles and responsibilities to prevent role ambiguity.   

The contextual and relational conditions underpinning the predominant SL pattern 

which emerged in Team 4 are illustrated in Fig. 7.4. 
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Figure 7-4 Predominant SL Pattern in Team 4 

7.6.5 Centralisation of Leadership Activities  

According to Contractor et al. (2012: 995), ‘a centralised form of leadership occurs 

when the leadership influence is concentrated in one or very few members of the 

collective’.  The pattern which occurred in Team 5 over time is one where leadership 

activities were distributed predominantly among three individuals within the team 

(77% of leadership incidents recorded were enacted by three of the nine team 

members).  Thus, Team 5 exhibited a more centralised form of SL than was the case 

in the other teams, with a small number of team members exerting a high proportion 

of leadership influence in the team.  Throughout the study there were examples of 

three team members (TM502, TM503 and TM506) engaging individually (e.g. 

developing and mentoring others, boundary spanning, providing feedback to others), 

and collectively (e.g. planning and coordinating team activities) in leadership 

behaviours. 

This concentration of leadership in Team 5 might be explained by the frequency of 

changes in team composition observed in the team throughout the study which arose 

due to resignations (one), new hires (two), internships (two) and secondments into or 

out of the team (three).  While there was no explicit hierarchy within Team 5, the 

ongoing changes to team membership resulted in an implicit hierarchy where those 

who had long team tenures, and/or high levels of expertise tended to have more 

influence than those who were new to the team and/or the organisation.  In many 
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cases, these leadership behaviours were emergent in nature.  Towards the end of the 

study however, this implicit hierarchy became more formalised as these three team 

members attended a planned, bi-weekly meeting with the department manager to 

prioritise work within the team. 

A contributing factor to the emergence of a centralised pattern of SL in this team 

may also be the team size.  With nine team members, Team 5 is larger in size than 

the other participating teams.  While some authors have speculated that larger team 

sizes should facilitate SL (Pearce and Sims, 2000), others suggest that where teams 

are large enough to develop an internal hierarchy, SL might be inhibited as the need 

for efficient coordination becomes paramount (Seers et al., 2003).  Finally, it is 

noted that the relational conditions in Team 5 featured a lack of trust.  It may also be 

the case that where there is a lack of trust between team members, SL will be less 

distributed.  Further investigation of levels of trust and patterns of SL in different 

contexts would be useful to investigate this further. 

Nonetheless, a high frequency of leadership incidents, encompassing a wide range of 

leadership behaviours, was observed in Team 5.  The advantage of this approach was 

that individuals with high levels of expertise were providing leadership to meet the 

task and relational needs of the team, which in most cases, other team members 

found beneficial.  However, centralised approaches risk alienating others who may 

feel they are outside the circle of influence, and some comments from new team 

members suggest that resentment may be growing within the team in this regard.  

Thus, there may be some adverse effects of such an approach in the long-term 

necessitating the development of conflict management skills within the team.   

The contextual and relational conditions underpinning the predominant pattern of SL 

which emerged in Team 5 are illustrated in Figure 7.5. 
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Figure 7-5 Predominant SL Pattern in Team 5 

Having discussed the patterns of SL which emerged during the study, along with the 

underlying contextual and relational conditions, the following section discusses the 

exchange factors at play when team members share in the leadership of their team. 

7.7 Exchange Factors 

Hiller et al. (2006: 388) assert that ‘the epicentre of collective leadership is… the 

interaction of team members’ as they lead their team.  Homans (1958: 597) states 

that an ‘interaction between persons is an exchange of goods, material and non-

material.’  A key objective of this study is to explore SL interactions, to understand 

what is being exchanged in these situations.  Adopting Social Exchange Theory 

(SET) as a theoretical framework, this study has explored the resources team 

members contribute to such an exchange, along with the associated costs and 

anticipated rewards, from the perspective of those who shared in the leadership of 

their team.  The findings in relation to each of these aspects have been presented in 

the preceding chapter and are now discussed below. 

7.7.1 Resources Exchanged in Shared Leadership Interactions 

A resource is an ability, possession or other attribute of an actor giving him/her the 

capacity to reward others (Emerson, 1976).  In other words, people are influential 

only when they have something of value (a resource) to exchange with another 

person.  In VL relationships, leaders can influence others by exchanging material 

resources such as money or a promotion, as well as non-material resources such as 

gratitude or recognition.  Exchanges between peers however typically employ non-

material resources as they may not have the authority to allocate the financial 
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resources of the organisation (Cohen and Bradford, 2001).  Cohen and Bradford 

(2001: 11) refer to such non-material resources as ‘organizational currencies’ which 

can be traded in exchanges between organisational members.   

The types of resources exchanged by team members in this study were exclusively 

non-material.  These have been presented in Chapter six (Section 6.4), categorised as 

task-related resources (information, expertise, assistance or cooperation); personal-

related resources (the provision of learning opportunities, ownership or influence 

within the team) and relationship-related resources (friendship and support, 

recognition of abilities or effort, gratitude, emotional backing and understanding).   

While this study has illustrated that these three resource types are the most 

frequently traded ‘organizational currencies’ in the SL interactions recorded, it is 

also noted that other types of currencies identified in the literature did not appear to 

be employed by team members in such exchanges.  Examples include inspiration-

related resources such as providing an opportunity to do what is right by a higher 

moral standard; and position-related resources such as advancement (giving a task or 

assignment that can aid in promotion) (Cohen and Bradford, 2001).  It may be 

argued that these resources are more likely to be at the disposal of vertical leaders 

who may have control over formal task assignments for instance.  However, this 

suggests that there is scope for team members, who want to influence colleagues, to 

broaden the range of what they can offer in such interactions.   

This study has shown that, while almost all team members influenced others at some 

point during the study, some did so more than others.  In general, those with longer 

team tenures and higher levels of expertise exerted the most influence.  In exchange 

terms, these individuals had more access to the types of currencies (information, 

expertise, ownership) that were most frequently traded in these interactions.  An 

additional factor which had an effect on the behaviour of team members in this 

regard was the daily time demands on individuals, which in some cases, emerged as 

a constraint preventing team members from taking on further responsibilities. Thus, 

in addition to having access to resources which are of value to others, individuals 

also need to have the time to engage in such interactions.   

For team members to continue contributing to such an exchange over time, some 

kind of ‘currency equivalent’ needs to be worked out (Bradford and Cohen, 2011: 9).  
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This reflects the reciprocal nature of SET as described in the literature (Blau, 1964; 

Gouldner, 1960).  In SL terms, this suggests that team members will continue to 

contribute to the leadership of their team over the longer term, only if some eventual 

compensation is received for their efforts.  This implies that team members will 

withdraw from shared leadership activities if such acts are not reciprocated by others 

in the team over time.  Overall, team members’ in this study report that they felt 

fairly treated in this regard, suggesting that equivalency was achieved in the 

exchanges between team members as they shared in the leadership of their team.   

In summary, the resource types most frequently exchanged by team members during 

SL interactions included task-related, personal-related and relationship-related 

resources.  Time was an important enabler or constraint affecting the extent to which 

individual team members engaged in such exchanges with others.  In Teams 2, 3, 4 

and 5, team members continued to engage in SL interactions over time, suggesting 

that equivalency was present in the exchanges between team members.  In Team 1, 

team members withdrew from such exchanges due to a perceived lack of 

organisational support. 

According to Social Exchange Theory, application of resources such as those 

identified in this study, is contingent on the actor’s perception of associated costs 

and anticipated rewards.  Having analysed the types of resources exchanged in SL 

interactions above, the associated costs and rewards are now discussed. 

7.7.2 Costs Associated with Shared Leadership 

Little existing research is available on how individuals perceive the costs of 

contributing to SL.  Certainly, it is conceivable that there are costs associated with 

taking on duties that enlarge the normal responsibilities of an individual’s job (Wood 

and Fields, 2007).  According to Wood and Fields (2007) such job enlargement may 

create role conflict and ambiguity, ultimately increasing job related stress and 

decreasing job satisfaction.  While there was no evidence of either job-related stress 

or decreased job satisfaction among participants due to SL participation, issues of 

role ambiguity were apparent in Team 4, where the discrete responsibilities of 

Project Managers and Functional Managers were sometimes unclear. 
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According to Emerson (1976) the cost of any exchange relationship can comprise the 

time and energy invested in the relationship, or rewards foregone as a result of 

engaging in one course of action rather than another.  Overall, the findings of this 

study confirm suggestions in the literature regarding the costs of SL (Seibert et al., 

2003), which were identified by participants as time and increased work 

responsibilities.  Expanding on the literature, an additional cost was identified as 

political capital, referring to the need to draw on the goodwill that the individual may 

have built up with senior members of the organisation.   

For those who initiated leadership interactions, time was certainly seen as the main 

cost.  In some cases, the time commitment was perceived as minimal, while in other 

cases, it required a much higher investment.  For instance, a leadership interaction 

could be a one-off conversation with a colleague which helps them to solve a 

problem and find a way forward, or the self-initiated design and implementation of a 

six-week training course on a new programming language.  Thus, the cost of SL in 

terms of time is extremely variable and dependent on the nature of the interaction.  

Seibert et al. (2003) suggest that time is a primary reason why an individual might 

not want to contribute to a SL situation.  Certainly, there were some references to 

time as a constraint on such behaviours, particularly in Team 5 where the workload 

was acknowledged as very high.  While numerous examples of SL incidents were 

recorded in this team, the overall pattern of SL which emerged suggested that such 

acts were primarily initiated by three individuals within the team.  Thus, as 

suggested by Seibert et al. (2003), time might be a factor limiting the efforts of other 

individuals in relation to SL in this team.  

In addition to the direct time invested, participants acknowledged that initiating 

leadership can create extra work responsibilities for the initiator.  This adds to the 

individual’s workload and thus, to the cost of the exchange.  For instance, where 

individuals challenged current practices to improve work processes, they frequently 

took on the responsibility for developing and implementing the new process.  

However, there was no specific evidence that the prospect of taking on extra 

responsibilities necessarily limited efforts in relation to SL, (other than in Team 1, 

where over time, team members felt that engagement in such activities was 

counterproductive).  
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Finally, political capital was identified as a potential cost of SL, indicating a 

requirement to invest existing goodwill or influence one may have secured with 

more senior members of the organisation, in an effort to bring the team forward.  

While this was rare (only one team member identified this), it is an interesting 

observation acknowledging the political nature of organisations, which has been well 

documented in the management literature (Pfeffer, 1992; Hardy, 1994).  This may be 

particularly relevant to SL activities such as boundary spanning, which require 

individuals to connect with others external to the team.   

In summary, the findings of this study have contributed to an understanding of SL as 

a social exchange, identifying time, increased work responsibilities and political 

capital as potential costs.  In the incidents studied however, those exhibiting shared 

leadership behaviours view the costs as worthwhile, balancing the time and work 

effort involved with the interests of fairness to others in team contexts.  From a 

social exchange perspective, this suggests that the rewards associated with engaging 

in SL activities, make the efforts and investments worthwhile.  The specific rewards 

of such efforts, identified by participants in the study, are now discussed. 

7.7.3 Rewards Associated with Shared Leadership 

Rewards are defined as the pleasures, satisfactions, and gratifications an individual 

enjoys from participating in a relationship (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).  Empirical 

work on the rewards experienced by those participating in SL exchanges is lacking, 

and to date, there are few critiques examining either positive or negative outcomes of 

SL from an individual perspective.  Proposed positive outcomes which have been 

suggested in the literature primarily include non-material rewards such as increased 

organisational involvement and job satisfaction (Ulhoi and Muller, 2014); as well as 

social approval and acceptance (Homans, 1958).  Houghton et al. (2015: 313) add 

that SL could provide individuals with ‘an increasing sense of meaning, 

psychological ownership, social support and belonging, and respect and dignity 

within the work setting’.  Others concur that a sense of ownership, pride and control 

of their work environment, increased individual motivation and commitment to the 

work are potentially positive outcomes of participating in a SL exchange (Edwards et 

al., 1994; Hoch and Dulebohn, 2013; Jackson, 2000; Motz and Lewis, 1994; Wood, 

2005).   
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In the SL incidents analysed in this study, rewards were exclusively non-material, 

with team members explicitly acknowledging that there are no direct material 

rewards for such actions.  Expanding on the literature discussed above, the non-

material rewards that were identified by team members in this study include personal 

satisfaction, continuous personal learning, enhanced team capabilities, access to 

multiple perspectives and enhanced team trust.  Of these identified rewards, the most 

commonly cited was the sense of personal satisfaction team members derived from 

contributing positively to the progression of other individuals and the team in 

general. 

The second most frequently cited reward was related to the continuous personal 

learning and development team members derived from engaging with others in 

activities to move the team forward.  This identifies new knowledge as a potential 

reward of SL.  Fletcher and Kaufer (2003: 29) describe this as ‘learning that comes 

from the ability to engage in ‘fluid expertise,’ fully contributing one’s own thoughts 

and perspective while at the same time being open to others’.   

Other rewards identified by team members include the enhancement of overall team 

capabilities, which ultimately benefits every team member.  Those who invested 

time developing and mentoring others cite this as a key benefit, resulting in other 

team members being able to share the workload more effectively in the future.  The 

mutually beneficial nature of these exchanges reinforces the view that reciprocity is 

an important principle in such interactions.  Closely related to the enhancement of 

team capabilities is the benefit of accessing multiple perspectives to deal with issues 

challenging the team, leading to higher quality solutions.  This was found to be a 

particularly beneficial approach to problem-solving in Team 3.  Finally, others 

identified relational benefits from participating in SL exchanges, referring to the 

development of trust between team members as a key reward, creating a more 

effective team in the long-run. 

In summary, several non-material rewards were identified by those participating in 

SL interactions.  It is also notable that there were no negative outcomes experienced 

by those enacting SL, though there is some evidence that resentment may be building 

in Team 5 where a small number of team members exert a large amount of influence.  

This is consistent with Seibert et al.’s (2003: 176) warning that negative outcomes 



219 

could emerge if interactions in a SL situation generate ‘socioemotional tensions’.  

This was not identified as a concern by other team members or teams during the 

course of the study but could be a negative outcome of teams where a centralised 

approach to SL emerges, as is the case in Team 5.  It is recommended that further 

research to investigate negative outcomes would be useful, perhaps in teams with 

more diverse social exchange conditions (e.g. settings with balanced or negative 

social exchange conditions).   

7.7.4 Summary: A Framework of Shared Leadership Interactions 

Adopting a Social Exchange perspective, this section has discussed the exchange 

factors at play when team members interact with each other to share in the leadership 

of their team.  In this regard, the resources contributed by team members during SL 

interactions, along with the costs incurred and rewards obtained, have been 

discussed.   

The relationships between these factors are illustrated in the framework (Fig. 7.6) 

below. 
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Figure 7-6 A Framework of Shared Leadership Interactions in Organisational 

Teams based on Social Exchange Theory 

This framework (Fig. 7.6) illustrates the exchange behaviours of those engaging in 

SL in organisational teams reflecting the boundary conditions to such interactions 

(task interdependency and complexity) as well as the social exchange conditions 

which facilitate its emergence (perceived organisational support, perceived peer 

support and trust).  The framework illustrates how individual team members, 

operating in such conditions, make choices with regard to sharing in the leadership 

of their team, considering the resources they contribute in such exchanges in light of 

the associated costs.  Such decisions are influenced by anticipated rewards, which 

are identified as personal satisfaction, learning, enhanced team capabilities, access to 

multiple perspectives and enhanced team trust.  The reciprocal nature of SL 

interactions is highlighted by the presence of ‘generalized’ exchange patterns in that 

contributions and reciprocations are spread over time and across various team 

members.  This framework provides an insight into the underlying dynamics of the 

SL process in organisational teams, which has been absent in the literature to date. 
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7.8 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter has drawn together the findings of this empirical study in relation to the 

existing literature in the field.  This study has shown that, despite some scepticism in 

the literature, over time, team members can and do share in the leadership of their 

team, contributing to a wide range of leadership behaviours in organisational 

settings.  This suggests that there is considerable potential for shared approaches to 

leadership to meet some of the leadership needs of teams in such contexts, though it 

is recognised that this should be viewed as an accompaniment to vertical leadership 

approaches.  This research study has also confirmed views in the literature regarding 

contextual conditions enabling such approaches, extending the literature by 

exploring the social exchange conditions facilitating a shared approach.  Providing a 

unique insight into SL practices, the leadership behaviours which are most amenable 

to sharing were discussed, along with patterns of SL interactions which emerged 

over time in different contexts.  Returning to the theoretical underpinning of this 

study, the latter section of the discussion focused on the exchange factors at play 

when individuals share in the leadership of their team, and a framework of SL 

interactions was presented.  The following chapter now concludes the research 

outcomes in terms of the research objective and questions set, contemplates the 

study’s contribution to theory and practice and proposes avenues for further research. 
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8 Conclusion 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter brings the thesis to a conclusion, drawing together the different 

elements of the study.  It begins by briefly revisiting the context for the study, before 

reviewing the research objective and questions set, along with the conclusions drawn 

in each case.  The contributions of the research to theory and practice are then 

discussed and the limitations of the study are outlined. Recommendations for future 

research are provided, and finally, some reflective observations on the impact of the 

research on the researcher, draw the chapter to a conclusion. 

8.2 Context for the Research 

This research is the first of its kind to provide an in-depth exploration of the 

interactions of team members as they share in the leadership of their team.  Thus, it 

responds to calls for shared leadership (SL) research to focus on the interactions at 

the centre of the SL process (Chreim, 2015; Crevani et al., 2010; Hiller et al., 2006).  

This was facilitated by the application of Social Exchange Theory as a theoretical 

foundation for the study, which enabled the research to focus on the exchanges that 

appear to be a key feature associated with individuals’ decisions to engage in SL.  

The empirical insights presented in the study have been gained through in-depth 

fieldwork with those engaging in SL in authentic organisational settings, extending 

the scope of empirical research on SL into the commercial domain.  In addition to 

revealing the leadership behaviours amenable to sharing, this fieldwork enabled the 

development of a framework depicting the exchange behaviours of those engaging in 

SL within their teams (Fig. 7.6), providing a unique insight into the underlying 

dynamics of the SL process itself.   

8.3 Research Objective and Questions 

The overall objective of this research was to explore the interactions of team 

members in organisational settings as they share in the leadership of their team, in 

order to understand what is being shared and in what ways.  To achieve this 

objective, a number of specific research questions were posed.  The following 
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sections provide the conclusions emanating from the study, in relation to each of 

these research questions. 

8.3.1 Research Question One 

To what extent do organisational team members share in the leadership of their 

team? 

According to Yammarino et al. (2012), the extent to which leadership can be shared 

is currently unknown.  A key objective of this study was to establish to what extent 

leadership can be shared in organisational teams.  Contrary to the literature which 

suggests that one or two leaders usually emerge in leaderless groups (Locke, 2003; 

Mazur, 1973; Seers et al., 2003) this study has found that over time, almost all team 

members (96%) contributed to leadership within their team to some extent.  While 

leadership influence was not shared equally across all team members, this study 

provides strong support for the notion that leadership can be widely shared by 

members of an organisational team.  The importance of studying SL over time has 

been highlighted in this study.  As interactions between team members continued 

over time, the number of team members engaging in SL increased.  This reflects 

views in the literature which suggest that SL emerges over time as team members 

develop an understanding of each other’s knowledge, skills and abilities (Clarke, 

2018). 

The conclusions of this study suggest that scholars and practitioners should be 

optimistic about the potential for SL to increase the capacity of leadership available 

within organisational teams, where conditions facilitate its development.  Thus, to 

meet the leadership demands of the modern work environment, organisations could 

look to involve more extensive interactions among multiple individuals, as a 

potential source of leadership. 

8.3.2 Research Question Two 

What social exchange conditions influence the emergence of SL in organisational 

teams? 

This study has identified social exchanges as the mechanism through which SL 

happens.  Thus, identifying the social exchange conditions which are most likely to 
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facilitate SL emergence was a key objective.  To this end, the study suggests that 

perceived organisational support (POS), perceived peer support (PPS) and trust are 

important social exchange conditions which contribute to SL emergence.  In teams 

where there was no evidence of POS (Team 1), team members withdrew from SL 

practices (other than boundary spanning).  However, there is some evidence that 

withdrawal from SL due to low POS may be reduced by team member reputation 

and professionalism where project commitments are on-going (Team 2).  In team’s 

where POS was in evidence (Team 3, 4, 5) team members began to or continued to 

engage in SL behaviours over time.  Likewise, PPS was evident, at least to some 

extent, in all teams studied.  However, PPS on its own was not a sufficient factor to 

encourage team members to engage in leadership activities where POS was lacking 

(Team 1).   

The importance of trust in social exchanges has been highlighted in the literature 

previously (Boies et al., 2010; Cohen and Bradford, 2001; Small and Rentsch, 2010) 

and is further confirmed by this study.  In teams with affect or cognition-based trust 

(Teams 1, 2, 3, 4), leadership was widely shared.  In teams where trust appeared to 

be lacking (Team 5), leadership tended to be centralised to a small number of team 

members.  Thus, this study suggests that the level of trust in an organisational team 

may influence not only the emergence of SL, but also the form of SL which 

subsequently develops.   

Finally, team affective commitment, commonly viewed as an important condition 

facilitating social exchange relationships (Colquitt et al., 2014), did not appear to 

have an influence on SL emergence in the organisational teams studied. 

8.3.3 Research Question Three 

Which leadership behaviours are most frequently shared by organisational team 

members? 

This study reveals that a wide range of task, relational and change-oriented 

leadership behaviours are amenable to sharing.  In contrast to the existing literature 

which suggests that team members tend to perform only one type of leadership 

(Barry, 1991; Bergman et al., 2012), this study has shown that shared leaders tend to 

engage in multiple types of leadership behaviours over time.  Overall, ten different 
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leadership behaviours were enacted by team members across the teams studied, 

which included team members influencing the composition of the team; setting the 

direction for the team; planning and coordinating team activities; developing and 

mentoring other team members; providing feedback on performance; problem-

solving; challenging the team and initiating changes; connecting the team with 

external groups (boundary spanning); showing support and consideration for others 

in the team; and sense-making.   

The leadership behaviours most frequently shared by team members overall include 

boundary spanning, planning and coordinating team activities, and problem-solving.  

These responsibilities were frequently undertaken by multiple team members in each 

team.  The leadership behaviours least frequently shared include influencing the 

team composition, providing feedback to others and sense-making.  While some 

examples of team members enacting these behaviours were in evidence, such 

examples were rare, and many team members considered these to be the 

responsibilities of formal (vertical) line managers.  The leadership responsibility of 

resource allocation (Morgeson et al., 2010) was not undertaken by any of the team 

members observed.  This is a specific example of how the interplay between SL and 

VL may be important in comprehensively satisfying the leadership needs of 

organisational teams.  

8.3.4 Research Question Four 

What are the predominant patterns of shared leadership that emerge over time in 

organisational teams? 

This study has identified four patterns of SL which can emerge over time in 

organisational teams.  These have been described as the specialisation in leadership 

behaviours; the rotation of leadership responsibilities among team members 

consecutively; the simultaneous enactment of leadership by team members 

concurrently; and the centralisation of leadership to a small number of team 

members.   

The specialisation in leadership activities emerged as predominant in conditions 

where organisational support was lacking but team members trusted and supported 

each other.  To meet their on-going project commitments, team members divided the 
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leadership responsibilities of their team based on their individual skills and 

inclinations.  The rotation of leadership activities emerged as the primary pattern 

where members described a supportive organisation with an empowering 

management approach; and where team members were flexible and equally capable 

of assuming a wide range of leadership roles.  The simultaneous enactment of 

leadership by team members concurrently was evident where team members were 

operating at an equivalent level in the organisation and where the work was highly 

interdependent.  Finally, the centralisation of leadership to a small number of team 

members emerged in a larger team where there were ongoing changes to team 

composition resulting in different levels of expertise within the team, and where trust 

between team members was lacking. 

These patterns were not mutually exclusive.  For example, while Team 3 illustrated a 

tendency to rotate leadership activities within the team, there were also examples of 

specialisation in leadership activities based on team member skills and inclinations.  

This further confirms the dynamic and fluid nature of SL, which varies according to 

the requirements and complexity of the tasks facing the team (Clarke, 2018). 

8.3.5 Research Question Five 

What exchange factors are at play when organisational team members share in the 

leadership of their team? 

A key objective of this study was to understand what is being exchanged during SL 

interactions.  The study revealed firstly that all exchanges between team members in 

such interactions employed non-material resources.  More specifically, the non-

material resources exchanged were categorised as task-related resources, which 

included information, expertise, assistance or cooperation; personal-related resources 

including the provision of learning opportunities, along with ownership or influence 

within the team; and relationship-related resources, which included friendship and 

support, recognition of abilities or effort, gratitude, emotional backing and 

understanding.  Not surprisingly, team members who had access to more of these 

‘organizational currencies’ (Cohen and Bradford, 2001: 11) were more influential in 

their teams.  These findings are significant, offering support for the notion of SL as a 
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phenomenon rooted in the pattern of social exchanges that take place between team 

members (Clarke, 2018). 

While this study has revealed that a range of resources feature in SL interactions, it 

was also noted that additional (non-material) resources such as inspiration-related 

resources and position-related resources did not feature (Cohen and Bradford, 2001).  

While these resources may be more likely to be at the disposal of vertical leaders, 

this suggests that there is scope for team members, who want to influence 

colleagues, to broaden the range of what they can offer in such interactions.   

Finally, while the nature of the exchanges were similar in each team (consistent with 

‘generalized exchanges’), the SL patterns which emerged in each context were 

different.  Thus, no particular relationship was evident between the nature of 

exchanges and the predominant form of SL that appeared in each context.  Further 

studies of teams with more diverse exchange conditions would be useful to explore 

this further. 

8.3.6 Research Question Six 

What are the costs and rewards associated with SL in organisational settings? 

An important aspect of any social exchange relating to SL activity is the cost 

associated with engaging in it.  The costs associated with SL were identified by 

participants as time, an increased workload and political capital.  Most participants 

recognised that engaging in acts of leadership within their team took time away from 

progressing their own deliverables, to help progress the goals of others. Thus, there 

is a direct cost and an opportunity cost associated with engaging in SL.  In addition 

to the time invested, in many cases, engaging in SL added to the individual’s 

workload, increasing their responsibilities for activities which were perhaps not 

directly assigned to them.  This role enlargement has been identified in the literature 

as a potential disadvantage of SL (Wood and Fields, 2007).  Finally, political capital 

was viewed as a cost where team members had to invest existing goodwill or 

influence they may have secured with more senior members of the organisation, in 

an effort to bring the team forward.  This surfaces potential political dimensions of 

SL which heretofore have not been considered. 
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While these were recognised costs, there was no evidence to suggest that team 

members limited their efforts in relation to SL, though time was an acknowledged 

constraint in some Teams (Teams 4 and 5).  Nonetheless, participants continued to 

engage widely in SL acts.  From a social exchange theory perspective, this suggests 

that the rewards the team members enjoyed from participating in SL, exceeded the 

costs incurred.  The specific rewards identified in this study were exclusively non-

material and included individual level rewards such as personal satisfaction and 

continuous personal learning; and team-level rewards such as enhanced team 

capabilities, access to multiple perspectives and enhanced team trust.   

Overall, all participants felt that while they were giving a lot to the team, they were 

getting a lot back in return, suggesting that equivalency was achieved in these 

reciprocal exchanges.  While there were no negative outcomes experienced by those 

enacting SL, there was some evidence of resentment building in one Team (Team 5), 

where the centralisation of leadership to a small number of team members may 

create ‘socioemotional tensions’ (Seibert et al., 2003: 176) in the future.  

8.4 Contributions of the Research 

In addition to the methodological contributions arising from this study, this research 

makes a valuable contribution to knowledge, on both theoretical and practical levels.  

The specific contributions of the study are now considered. 

8.4.1 Methodological contributions 

This research provides a qualitative study of SL interactions over time, in a field 

dominated by quantitative cross-sectional approaches.  Firstly, the methodological 

contributions of the study are derived from the unique application of critical incident 

technique to focus the study on actual incidents of SL from the perspective of those 

who have experienced it in organisational settings.  Secondly, an important feature of 

the research design is the longitudinal nature of the data collection process, 

acknowledging the dynamic nature of the phenomenon.  Ultimately, the approach to 

capturing SL incidents over time, combining the use of multiple forms of data 

collection to crystallise the data, provided a deep and complex understanding of SL 

interactions heretofore unavailable in the literature.   
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8.4.2 Theoretical contributions 

Corley and Gioia (2011) identify originality and utility as key features of a 

theoretical contribution.  This study advances research on SL on both dimensions.  

Firstly, the application of Social Exchange Theory extends our understanding of SL 

by bringing new knowledge to light with regard to the social exchanges through 

which SL happens.  It has been noted in the literature that existing empirical research 

on SL has predominantly focused on evaluating the performance outcomes of shared 

approaches to leadership (e.g. Carson et al., 2007; Muethel et al., 2012), with few 

insights into the dynamics of the SL process itself.  This study addresses this gap by 

providing an in-depth exploration of the interactions of organisational team members 

as they share in the leadership of their team. The case studies conducted yield 

valuable insight into theoretical issues, shedding new light on the following: 

i. The nature of SL exchanges: the study has revealed that SL interactions are 

typically characterised by ‘generalized’ exchange patterns where team 

members contributions and reciprocated actions are spread over time and 

across various team members.  Thus, rather than expecting a ‘quid pro quo’ 

exchange between team members, actors initiated exchanges individually, 

performing a beneficial act for another without knowing when or how it will 

be reciprocated.  While team members subsequently received benefit without 

giving directly in return, reciprocity was implied over the long term.  In all 

teams observed this was the case, as all participants agreed that balance was 

achieved over the long term in terms of what they contributed to the team and 

what they got back from the team. 

ii. Social exchange conditions facilitating SL: To date, antecedents of SL have 

been identified in the literature at individual, team and organisational levels 

(Fausing et al., 2015; Hoch 2013; Zhou and Vredenburgh, 2017).  However, 

as a form of relational leadership (Clarke, 2018), it is important to consider 

the relational conditions under which SL is most likely to emerge.  This study 

is the first to identify the importance of perceived organisational support, as 

well as further confirming existing studies which identify perceived peer 

support (Carson et al., 2007; Daspit et al., 2013) and trust (Small and 

Rentsch, 2010) as important social exchange conditions in this regard. 
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iii. Resources exchanged in SL interactions:  Prior to this study, little was known 

about what resources were exchanged between team members sharing in the 

leadership of their team.  Thus, the identification of non-material resources 

including the task-related (e.g. information), personal-related (e.g. 

challenging or learning experiences) and relationship-related resources (e.g. 

support) in this study, reveal a critical aspect of the SL process which was 

heretofore unexplored.   

iv. Costs and rewards associated with SL:  Prior to this study, little research was 

available on how individuals perceive the costs of contributing to SL, or 

indeed the rewards associated with such actions.  Thus, the identification of 

both factors (costs and rewards) in this study enables us to expand our 

understanding of the important micro-dynamics at play when individuals 

share in the leadership of their team.  For instance, the identification of 

‘political capital’ as a cost reveals a political dimension of SL not previously 

considered in existing research.    

v. Framework of SL interactions: Gioia and Pitre (1990), define a theory as a 

statement of concepts and their interrelationships, showing how and/or why a 

phenomenon occurs.  The ultimate contribution of this study is the 

framework (presented in Fig. 7.6), comprising the totality of the concepts 

discussed above, and their interrelationships, which illustrate how and/or why 

SL occurs at a team level.  Understanding these aspects of SL will enable 

scholars and practitioners to understand how to encourage SL approaches to 

emerge, where appropriate.  

vi. Patterns of SL over time:  The identification of the predominant patterns of 

SL which emerge over time in different contexts contributes to our 

understanding of how SL is manifested in a variety of organisational settings, 

shedding light on the contextual and relational nature of the phenomenon.   

vii. Extension of Social Exchange Theory (SET): In addition to contributing to 

SL theory, this study extends SET.  While SET has already been extensively 

employed in organisational behaviour research to develop an understanding 

of concepts including social interaction in groups and organisations 

(Hollander, 1978; Liden and Graen, 1980; Sparrowe and Liden, 1997) as well 

as perceived organisational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986), to the 
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researcher’s knowledge this is the first study to apply SET as a theoretical 

framework in a qualitative study of SL in a professional team environment.    

8.4.3 Practical Contributions 

A practical contribution to knowledge is considered to be research that generates 

useful knowledge for practice (Corley and Gioia, 2011).  The practical contributions 

of this research are as follows: 

i. Application of SL in commercial settings:  Previous empirical research on SL 

has been largely focused on educational and healthcare settings (Bolden, 

2011).  The literature examined in the present study (Section 3.2.1) confirms 

that the leadership needs of commercial and non-commercial organisations 

are not necessarily the same.  This study answers calls for context-specific 

research (Pettigrew, 2005; Rashman et al., 2009) to develop our 

understanding of how SL is experienced in commercial organisational 

settings.  

ii. Potential to increase leadership capacity: This research is supportive of 

shared approaches to leadership, confirming that where conditions are 

amenable to it, multiple individuals can and do perform multiple leadership 

activities in organisational teams.  Given the existing literature which 

supports the positive impact of SL on team performance (e.g. Avolio et al., 

1996; Carson et al., 2007; Muethel et al., 2012), this has practical 

implications, particularly for team-based organisations who may wish to 

make use of SL to improve team performance and to ultimately increase the 

leadership capacity of their organisation.  The framework of SL interactions 

(Fig. 7.6) developed in the present study contributes to practice by illustrating 

for instance the potentially limiting effect of costs on an individual’s 

willingness to engage in SL.  The implication for managers wishing to 

encourage SL is to consider the workload of team members and ensure they 

have time to engage in such extra-role responsibilities.  

iii. Strategic selection and development of team members: This research has 

provided an in-depth review of the types of leadership behaviours amenable 

to sharing.  This is of practical value to organisations interested in 

encouraging SL, who may for instance wish to recruit candidates with 
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appropriate leadership skills and/or inclinations, paying attention to the 

complementarity of such qualities across the team, to ensure the team has the 

requisite mix of skills and inclinations at its disposal.  The present findings 

may also directly influence the content and types of training and development 

that are recommended for team members, focusing on the specific leadership 

behaviours most amenable to sharing in a team context as identified in the 

current study (e.g. boundary spanning, planning and coordinating, and 

problem-solving).   

iv. Interplay between shared and vertical leadership: A number of authors have 

highlighted the need for further research on the interaction of shared and VL 

(e.g. D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Yammarino et al., 2012).  While it is not the 

remit of this study to explore the interplay between these leadership 

approaches, the present study does shed some light on the need for 

coordination between formal and informal leadership roles.  For instance, the 

identification of leadership behaviours which were absent from SL in the 

teams studied (resource allocation), or not commonly shared by team 

members, (team composition, performance feedback and sense-making) 

identifies a potential gap which vertical leaders might need to fill, to ensure 

the team’s leadership needs are comprehensively met. 

Having discussed the contributions to knowledge, the limitations of the research are 

now considered. 

8.5 Research Limitations  

There are a number of limitations which must be noted when considering the 

conclusions of this research study.   

i. Qualitative research design:  Due consideration should be given to the 

qualitative nature of the research when evaluating the conclusions.  

Limitations associated with using qualitative interviews as the primary 

method of data collection include compromising on breadth for depth of 

coverage and the existence of potential bias in the information shared by 

participants (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). To enhance confidence in this 

research, crystallisation of the data was sought through the use of participant 
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diaries, team member and line manager interviews and documentation 

analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Miles and Huberman, 1994).  Moreover, 

bias in qualitative research can stem from the researcher as well as the 

participants, as the researcher is predisposed to prior theories and factors of 

perception (Yin, 2003).  As a practicing lecturer in leadership, the 

researcher’s prior familiarity with the leadership domain could be considered 

a limitation of the study, as the literature suggests that it is not possible to 

safeguard against such knowledge (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007).  However, 

the researcher sought to confront any preconceptions that emerged, 

maintaining a reflective diary as a complementary research tool throughout 

the research process, which helped to address this issue in the context of this 

research study.   

ii. Nature of the participating teams: the researcher notes the homogenous 

nature of the participating teams, acknowledging that the selection criteria 

employed resulted somewhat in a lack of diversity in the contexts explored.  

For the purpose of this exploratory study, the researcher selected teams 

where, according to the literature, SL was most likely to occur (team-based 

organisations, knowledge-intensive employees, complex and interdependent 

tasks) in order to provide the optimum opportunity to study incidents of SL.  

Certainly, there is potential to widen this research to encompass other 

industry sectors and team types, outside those in the present study.  

iii. Dynamic nature of teams:  The dynamic nature of organisational life presents 

significant challenges for studies such as this.  Changes to composition in a 

number of the teams meant that some of the participants in the early part of 

the study were no longer available to participate in later phases (e.g. as a 

result of resignations).  In addition, new members joined a number of the 

teams over the duration of the study.  While this posed a challenge for the 

research, it is reflective of the realities of organisational life and as such, it 

was deemed important to include such changes in the analysis of team 

behaviours.  For example, new hires who joined teams towards the end of the 

study were included in the final phase of interviews, while data gathered in 

the earlier interview cycles relating to those who subsequently left the teams 

were included in the data analysis.  For the purpose of transparency, all 

changes to team composition have been documented in the findings.   
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iv. Resource limitations:  For a lone researcher, the interpretive case study 

method is labour intensive. More ideas and concepts may have been 

highlighted had a team of researchers been available.  Due to the physical 

limitations associated with a lone researcher, this study presents the results 

from a relatively small number of cases (n=5).  More longitudinal case-based 

research in a wider variety of contexts would make a valuable contribution to 

this area of study.  

8.6 Recommendations for Further Research 

While analysing the findings of this study, numerous opportunities for further 

research were identified: 

i. The exploratory nature of this study led to the development of the proposed 

framework of SL interactions (Fig. 7.6).  One avenue for further research is 

to test this framework in other contextual settings, to examine its 

applicability outside the contexts studied.   

ii. It has already been noted that widening this research to a greater number of 

cases or to other industry sectors would be useful for comparative purposes.  

Indeed, as all teams participating in the present study are based in the 

Republic of Ireland, a further option is to extend the geographical scope of 

the study, incorporating international locations.   

iii. While this research has explored SL activities in team-based organisations, it 

is not clear whether SL has potential outside of team-based structures. Thus, 

it would be interesting to replicate this study in non-team-based 

organisations.  Even in organisations with team-based structures, if team 

membership is ambiguous or transient, it is not clear how this might affect 

the practice of SL.  Indeed, where knowledge is widely dispersed, it may be 

necessary to share leadership across team boundaries.  Further research to 

explore these scenarios is required to develop this field of study further. 

iv. This study was qualitative in design seeking to explore the experiences of 

team members sharing in the leadership of their team.  Opportunities exist to 

quantitatively test these findings and this current research could provide the 

foundation from which hypotheses could be developed, to facilitate such 

studies. 
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v. This study has found that relational leadership behaviours are less likely to 

emerge in teams with a higher mean age (Team 2 and 4).  Given that the 

diversity of age profiles in the teams studied here was low, additional studies 

of teams with more diverse age profiles would be useful to investigate this 

further. 

vi. This study identified perceived organisational support (POS) as a social 

exchange condition facilitating SL.  However, while there was no evidence of 

POS in Team 2, SL continued to emerge.  It appears that the team members’ 

concerns regarding their professional reputation encouraged them to continue 

to take on extra-role responsibilities to deliver their project successfully.  

Thus, reputation and professionalism appeared to reduce the impact of low 

POS on SL withdrawal.  Further studies of teams with low POS and 

interdependent tasks would be beneficial to investigate this further. 

vii. Comparing the SL behaviours across the teams from a gender perspective, 

teams which were composed of all male members (Team 2 and 3) performed 

more frequent acts of SL than teams composed of all female members (Team 

1).  However, given the low task interdependency in Team 1 (resulting in a 

reduced need for SL), it cannot be assumed that the lower rates of SL in 

Team 1 were due to the gender composition of the team.  To investigate this, 

it would be useful to explore the emergence of SL in female teams with high 

task interdependencies. 

viii. The case study in Team 5 suggests that in larger teams, where changes to 

team composition result in different levels of expertise within the team, the 

SL pattern which emerges is likely to be centralised.  To investigate the 

impact of differences in tenure and team size on the forms of SL which 

develop, it would be useful to replicate this study in teams with more diverse 

team sizes than was the case in this study. 

ix. Similarly, the case study in Team 5 suggests that a low trust team 

environment results in a more centralised pattern of SL.  To investigate the 

impact of trust on SL patterns, it would be useful to replicate this study in 

teams of similar size, with more diverse levels of trust between team 

members. 

x. The findings of this study suggest that team affective commitment is not a 

critical factor in SL emergence.  However, it may be the case that affective 
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commitment to the organisation is important.  Given the support for affective 

commitment as an influencing factor in exchange relationships generally 

(Stinglhamber et al., 2015) it would be interesting to investigate this further.   

xi. This study suggests that where teams engage in SL, the outcomes (rewards) 

are primarily positive.  However, it is noted that the social exchange 

conditions in the participating teams are all reflective of ‘generalized’ 

reciprocal exchanges, characterised by respect and a concern for the welfare 

of others involved in the relationship (Seibert et al., 2003).  It would be 

interesting to explore SL outcomes in contexts featuring more diverse social 

exchange conditions, such as those where balanced or negative social 

exchange conditions prevail. 

xii. This exploratory study has identified a political dimension of SL which has 

not surfaced in the literature heretofore and which warrants further 

investigation. 

xiii. While this study explored the components central to SET (resources, costs, 

rewards, outcomes), further opportunities exist to investigate other 

components of this framework, namely Comparison Levels (CL) and 

Comparison Levels of alternatives (CLalt) to further develop our 

understanding of the choices individuals make when engaging in SL.  In 

particular, the consideration of alternatives (such as focusing on one’s 

individual objectives) has important implications for SL, in relation to its 

stability over time.  According to SET, for individuals to continue to 

contribute to SL, individuals must feel satisfied that the outcomes available 

to them from enacting SL are greater than the outcomes available to them 

from alternatives.  Further longitudinal studies of SL would be useful to 

explore these issues further. 

xiv. Further opportunities exist in relation to the study of SL which were not 

included in the remit of this study.  An important area where further research 

is recommended is the interplay between shared and vertical leadership.  

Moreover, research reflecting on the extent to which SL is a priority within 

organisations would be beneficial.  For instance, such research could identify 

the presence and impact of proactive initiatives or supports in place to 

encourage SL to emerge in such contexts.     
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8.7 Researcher Reflections 

The PhD process is commonly regarded as a journey (almost always accompanied by 

the adjective ‘lonely’), and as I set out on my journey, I had mixed feelings of 

excitement about the discoveries ahead and anxiety about the challenges I would 

face.  As a Lecturer in Management at a Higher Education Institute in Ireland, I had 

been reading the leadership literature and teaching leadership modules for over 

twelve years.  I was intensely familiar with literature examining the traits and 

behaviours of individual leaders, contingency approaches which sought to answer 

the ‘what ifs’, and contemporary views which predicted transformational results.  

When it came to the literature, there was no shortage of views.  Finding a topic to 

research, where I could add value, was my first challenge.   

I reflected on my own experience of organisational life.  Prior to joining academia, I 

worked in a number of team-based, knowledge-intensive organisations.  The work 

was complex and challenging, and the people I looked to for leadership were, most 

often, my colleagues.  I considered my current role in academia and asked myself, 

‘who am I influenced by in my work?’  I immediately cited a number of colleagues I 

interact with frequently, to design and deliver undergraduate and postgraduate 

management and leadership modules.  While I recognise and value the relationship I 

have with my line managers, who are supportive and encouraging, I also note their 

‘hands-off’ approach to the operational details of my work.   When I need help in my 

research or teaching, I turn to my colleagues.  I couldn’t explain or categorise this 

leadership process at this time, but I felt sure it was important.  I began to research 

alternative views of leadership, and soon found a number of authors promoting 

collective approaches such as SL.  I was surprised to find that while interest in this 

approach was growing, it was somewhat limited to education and healthcare fields.  I 

wondered if this form of leadership was relevant to commercial organisational 

settings and determined to explore if this was the case.  An extensive literature 

review led me to conclude that there is a lack of research exploring SL in 

professional organisational settings – I had found my niche.   

Having carried out the literature review, the next step was to design the primary 

research.  This was one of the most challenging aspects of this study.  The 

difficulties inherent in researching a topic such as leadership are well noted.  
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However, while most people have some implicit sense of who or what they view as 

‘leadership’, my challenge was to find and explore examples of ‘shared leadership’, 

an elusive phenomenon which has been accurately described as both slippery and 

shape changing. While most people are familiar with heroic notions of leadership, 

shared leadership on the other hand, seems counterintuitive.  Initially, I felt like I 

was looking for the invisible man.  I knew I had to find a way to focus the research 

on incidents of SL and sought advice once again in the literature, and from my 

supervisors.  The application of critical incident technique offered a way to focus the 

research on specific examples of interactions where SL occurred and proved 

immensely valuable as a research tool.  I have learned the importance of careful and 

thorough contemplation with regard to research design – as my colleague wisely 

advised me ‘measure twice and cut once’.   

Engaging with the five teams to collect data over the period of twenty-one months 

(May 2016-Feb 2018) was time-consuming and labour-intensive but immensely 

worthwhile.  I realised as I went back to each team for a second, third and fourth 

visit, just how dynamic SL is.  Each time, I would record examples of different 

individuals influencing the team in different ways and any assumptions I might have 

had about who would emerge as a leader were challenged after each visit.  I began to 

realise the significant potential for leadership embedded within each team.  

Capturing this data was fascinating, but the real picture of what was happening only 

emerged from careful analysis.  I carefully coded and categorised passages in an 

iterative process that led me to such a deep level of familiarity with the data that I 

could recite passages verbatim.  I was truly knee-deep in the analysis.  To keep my 

focus on the research project, I started writing up the findings early on, and through 

an iterative process of analysing and writing, my findings emerged. I learned the 

importance of writing early on, and though there were many discarded drafts along 

the way, I believe this helped me to arrive at the final destination.  

Reflecting on what I have learned overall, I have observed that leadership is not the 

preserve of the few, rather it is accessible to many.  In the right conditions and over 

time, most people step up to influence others in mostly positive, (occasionally 

negative) ways, to help them move forward in their work, and personal lives.  I have 

also learned that acts of leadership are not necessarily great memorable events, but 

often small, (frequently forgotten) daily interactions with others.  This has influenced 
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my own views of leadership, and indeed has encouraged me to create an 

environment in the class room where my students are encouraged to share in the 

leadership process, engaging in frequent, sometimes small, but always significant, 

acts of leadership, within their teams.  This was a challenging journey I am grateful 

to have experienced. 
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9 Appendices 

9.1 Appendix A – Definition of terms related to Shared Leadership 
 

Related Term Author Definitions 

Shared 

leadership (SL) 

Conger and 

Pearce 

(2003: 1). 

SL is ‘a dynamic, interactive influence process 

among individuals of a group for which the 

objective is to lead one another to the 

achievement of group or organizational goals 

or both’. 

Distributed 

(DL) 

Gronn 

(2002) 

Gronn describes DL as a unit of analysis by 

which one could understand leadership in a 

more holistic sense, moving away from an 

individual or leader/follower duality. Gronn 

(2000, 2002) argues that while leadership may 

be shared in certain situations, this is not 

necessarily a sufficient requirement for it to be 

considered distributed (Bolden, 2011). More 

specifically, Gronn (2002) suggests that DL is 

composed of concertive action (spontaneous 

collaboration of actors with different expertise) 

and conjoined agency (the synchronization of 

leadership action across individuals).  While 

conjoined agency is a feature of SL, there is a 

relative absence of concertive action in its 

conceptualisation (Currie and Lockett 2011).  

Thus, while there are clearly parallels between 

shared and distributed leadership (Bennett et 

al. 2003), there are also points of dissonance. 

Collective Contractor et 

al. (2012) 

Similar to distributed leadership, collective 

leadership is a way of describing a variety of 

concepts that take a more holistic approach to 

the study of leadership. 

Co-leadership Vine et al. 

(2008) 

Co-leadership is described as the process by 

which two leaders in vertically contiguous 

positions share the responsibilities of 

leadership. 

Emergent Beck (1981) Leadership acquired through other people 

accepting and supporting an unassigned 

individuals’ behaviour. 

Collaborative Archer and 

Cameron 

(2013) 

Working together in a co-ordinated way to 

deliver results with others across a boundary. 

Multi-

directional 

Edwards et 

al. (2002) 

Deriving from the notion of leadership based 

on personal power (e.g. charisma) where 

positional authority has little impact.  This 

enables one to have influence in a number of 

directions. 
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Rotated Erez et al. 

(2002) 

Refers to the idea of self-managed teams and 

relies on members of a group stepping forward 

to carry out leadership functions in turns. 

Self-leadership Manz and 

Sims (1986) 

The act of leading oneself to perform 

intrinsically motivating tasks (an individual 

level concept). 
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9.2 Appendix B - Leadership in Commercial and Non-Commercial 

Organisations 

A significant body of literature exists comparing private sector, commercial 

organisations (COs) with public sector and third sector non-commercial 

organisations (NCOs) (Boyne, 2002; Moulton and Wise, 2010; Perry and Rainey, 

1988; Rainey and Bozeman, 2000).  A review of the ‘public-private difference’ 

literature confirms that such organisations tend to differ in a number of important 

ways (Nutt, 2000).  The most frequently cited distinctions are in relation to the 

organisations ownership and associated funding sources (Boyne, 2002; Petrovsky, 

James and Boyne, 2014); the nature of the primary goals (Nutt, 2000); and 

influencing forces in the external environment (Boyne, 2002; Bozeman, 2007).  For 

instance, some authors note that COs are owned by entrepreneurs or shareholders 

and thus, typically have identifiable owner(s) and private funding arrangements 

(Andrews, Boyne and Walker, 2011; Freeman, 1984).  They are driven largely 

(though not exclusively) by financial goals (Farnham and Horton, 1996) and are 

significantly influenced by external market forces (Boyne, 2002).  Conversely, broad 

ownership is an inherent feature of NCOs (Freeman, 1984), many of which are 

funded by taxation (Petrovsky et al., 2014), have multiple, vague goals to provide a 

public service, or further a social cause (Meier and O’Toole, 2006; Solomon, 1986), 

and intangible outcomes (Hartley and Benington, 2006).  Furthermore, NCOs 

operating in the public sector are influenced predominantly by political forces, rather 

than market forces (Aulich, 2011; Boyne, 2002).  Thus, while COs are typically 

subject to strong commercial pressures, NCOs normally have few rivals for the 

provision of their services (Nutt and Backoff, 1993).   

It is of course acknowledged that not all COs and NCOs conform to all of the 

characteristics outlined above, and that the level of ‘publicness’ will vary in different 

organisations (Bozeman, 1987).  For instance, many COs pursue environmental 

goals.  Likewise, reform programmes associated with New Public Management 

(NPM) have seen public sector organisations borrow management approaches from 

the private sector (Hood, 1991).   However, such approaches have been viewed with 

scepticism by many in the public administration literature (Ranson and Stewart, 

1994) and overall, there is an accepted ‘continued dissimilarity’ between the sectors 

(Rashman et al., 2009: 465).  Thus, while ‘exceptions abound’, empirical findings on 



243 

differences between these organisation types cannot be dismissed (Rainey and 

Bozeman, 2000: 449).   

According to Fottler (1981: 4), these dissimilarities create ‘differences in how the 

basic functions of management are carried out’.  Others concur, citing differences in 

human resource management practices (Boyne, Jenkins and Poole, 1999), the 

management of ethical issues (Berman, West and Cava, 1994), decision-making 

processes (Nutt, 2000), managerial values (Metcalf, 1989), styles of strategic 

management (Shortell, Morrison and Friedman, 1990), levels of organisational 

commitment (Goulet and Frank, 2002), and leadership styles (Andersen, 2010; 

Bourantas and Papalexandris, 1993; Hansen and Villadsen, 2010) across these 

different organisation types.  For instance, Hansen and Villadsen (2010) found that 

managers in NCOs (public sector managers) use more participative leadership while 

managers in COs use more directive leadership.  This is consistent with earlier 

studies claiming that ‘private management proceeds much more by direction or the 

issuance of orders to subordinates by superior managers’ (Allison, 1979: 462).  This 

suggests that, while many COs (particularly those pursing innovation strategies) 

have evolved beyond directive leadership, the apparent reluctance to move away 

from concentrated leadership in some commercial environments remains.  This is 

particularly pronounced in the SME context for instance, where the individual heroic 

model resonates more with the typical development of an entrepreneur’s leadership 

style (Cope and Watts, 2000; Cope et al., 2011).  Such tendencies towards 

individualistic leadership could constitute a barrier to the adoption of shared 

approaches in commercial contexts.   

Additionally, approaches to accountability and governance structures in COs tend to 

feature senior managers being held accountable to shareholders for maximizing the 

bottom line (Mulgan, 2000).   Such target-based evaluations have been seen to orient 

leadership towards individualism, rather than collectivism (Currie and Lockett, 

2011).  Boyne (2002) adds that this is compounded when managers themselves may 

have a vested interest in the organisations financial performance, either because they 

own company shares or their pay is linked to financial performance.  Conversely, 

managers in NCOs are believed to be less materialistic (Metcalf, 1989) and less 

likely to be focused on financial results or motivated by financial rewards (Vigoda-
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Gadot and Meiri, 2008; Boyne, 2002).  These differences in managerial values may 

also impact the leadership approaches facilitated by managers in either context. 

Other potential differences stem from a consideration of the factors driving the 

growth of SL.  It is suggested that SL in the public sector has been driven by policy 

directives advocating shared approaches to leadership as a means of reviving poorly 

performing public-service organisations (Thorpe et al., 2011).  Currie and Lockett 

(2011: 287) explain that SL is viewed as ‘desirable in public services because it is 

inclusive and…may foster collaborative and ethical practice.’  This belief has led 

government policy, particularly in the UK, to support SL through the implementation 

of ‘large-scale leadership education initiatives’ to orientate public service leaders 

towards shared approaches (Currie and Lockett, 2011: 293).  Thus, management in 

these sectors may be more predisposed to shared approaches to leadership than may 

be the case in the commercial sector.   

Relatedly, Shondrick, Dinh and Lord (2010) caution that SL will be rejected where 

individuals’ implicit leadership theories lack categories for encoding SL behaviours 

and therefore do not recognise it.  This builds on O’Toole et al.’s (2002: 251) 

warning that ‘SL for most people is simply counterintuitive’. Given the absence of 

external driving forces in COs, combined with the prevailing individualistic culture 

of some COs, the question arises as to whether there is a lack of awareness of SL in 

such contexts.  In summary, although COs and NCOs tend to differ in fundamental 

ways, the SL literature has not distinguished clearly between empirical findings in 

either context.  Failing to account for the differences in organisational context may 

have led researchers to produce inaccurate generalisations.  This research suggests 

that the differing characteristics outlined above, combined with the distinct 

challenges of developing a SL approach in the commercial sector, warrant a focused 

review of SL developments specific to this domain.   
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9.3 Appendix C - Systematic Review Protocol 
 

Statement of the Research 

Problem 

Reviews of shared leadership tend to merge findings from 

commercial and non-commercial settings.  It is not clear 

from the extant literature, how much we know about how 

shared leadership works in commercial settings, or how 

it might be different to other domains. 

 

Objectives of the Systematic 

Review 

 

• To synthesize findings on empirical studies of 

shared leadership in commercial settings, in 

order to establish what we know.   

• To contribute to the development of an agenda 

for future research in the field of shared 

leadership. 

Strategy for Identifying 

Relevant Studies 

 

Electronic database search of empirical studies of shared 

leadership in commercial settings published in peer 

reviewed journals since 1995. 

 

Database Selection 

 

Databases selected include: ABI Inform, Business Source 

Complete, Emerald and Science Direct as they contain 

publications relevant to business, management and social 

science fields generally.   

PsychINFO was also searched to identify empirical 

studies which may have been classified under the field of 

organisational or work psychology. 

 

Search Terms To be found in title, abstract, or key words: 

• Shared leadership 

• Distributed leadership 

Inclusion Criteria • Empirical studies. 

• Qualitative, quantitative and mixed research 

methodologies. 

• Commercial organisational settings (profit-

seeking) 

• Student teams. 

• Peer-reviewed journal articles. 

• Only full-text articles. 

• English language only. 

• Published since 1995. 

Exclusion Criteria • Conceptual and working papers (review is 

focused on empirical findings to establish the 

knowledge drawn from studies in the field). 

• Studies relating to shared or distributed 

leadership in educational, healthcare, sporting, 

political, religious or other non-commercial 

contexts (non-profit seeking). 

Quality Audit • Clarity of the research question   

• Appropriateness of the methodology employed 

• Size of the sample selected,  

• Specification of theoretical frameworks and 

measurement approaches 

• Validity of the research findings 
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9.4 Appendix D - Chronology of Empirical Studies of Shared Leadership in Commercial Settings 1995-Present 

Table 9-1 Chronology of Empirical Studies of Shared Leadership in Commercial Settings 1995-Present 

Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

1996 Avolio, Jung, Murry 

and 

Sivasubramanium 

To assess the impact 

of shared leadership 

(SL) on team 

performance. 

No explicit definition 

given (but SL viewed 

as transformational 

leadership manifested 

at the group level in 

highly developed 

teams). 

Aggregation: Team 

Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire 

(TMLQ) 

aggregated to the 

team level. 

Quantitative: 

Survey of self-

reported ratings 

of team 

effectiveness. 

Undergraduate 

student teams 

SL has a positive 

impact on team 

performance (SL 

related to team 

members' 

willingness to put 

in extra effort on 

the project). 

 

2001 Pearce and Ensley To explores links 

between shared 

strategic cognition in 

top management 

teams and new 

venture performance. 

 

None given. Aggregation Quantitative: 

single survey. 

Entrepreneurial 

top management 

teams across a 

wide variety of 

industries in US. 

SL is more likely 

than vertical 

leadership to lead 

to increased 

revenue & 

improved venture 

growth rates. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2002 Pearce and Sims To investigate 

vertical versus shared 

leadership as 

predictors of the 

effectiveness of 

change management 

teams. 

Distributed influence 

from within the team.  

Lateral influence 

among peers. 

Aggregation 

(ratings aggregated 

to team level for 

five leadership 

strategies: aversive 

directive, 

transactional, 

transformational 

and empowering). 

Quantitative: 

Self-reported 

and manager 

ratings of seven 

effectiveness 

dimensions. 

71 automobile 

change 

management 

teams in one 

organisational 

setting 

SL is a more 

useful predictor of 

team 

effectiveness than 

VL (SL related to 

increased 

citizenship and 

networking 

behaviour). 

2002 Sivasubramanium, 

Murry, Avolio and 

Jung 

To explore how team 

leadership predicts 

levels of group 

potency and group 

performance over 

time. 

Collective influence of 

members in a team on 

each other. 

Aggregation 

(TMLQ aggregated 

to the team level) 

Quantitative: 

Self-ratings and 

instructor 

assigned grades 

42 teams of 182 

undergraduate 

students in a US 

University. 

Groups rating 

themselves high 

on SL behaviours 

soon after group 

formation saw 

themselves as 

more potent over 

time and also 

achieving higher 

performance.   

2002 Waldersee and 

Eagleson 

To examine whether 

SL is more effective 

than VL during 

strategic 

reorientations. 

The sharing of 

leadership functions 

across those 

responsible for the 

implementation of 

change. 

Not identified. Observation. A hotel 

corporation 

introducing a re-

orientation at 42 

of its hotels. 

Where SL was 

present (1/3 of 

hotels studied), 

the hotels were 

perceived to have 

been more 

successful at 

implementing 

change. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2006 Mehra, Smith, 

Dixon and 

Robertson 

To investigate how 

the network structure 

of leadership 

perceptions is related 

to team performance. 

Shared, distributed 

phenomenon in which 

there can be several 

formally appointed 

and/or emergent 

leaders. 

Social Network 

Theory 

(Centralization) 

Qualitative: 

coding based on 

visual analysis 

of leadership 

network 

diagrams 

28 financial 

services sales 

teams 

Supports the view 

that certain kinds 

of decentralized 

leadership 

structures are 

associated with 

better team 

performance than 

others. 

2006 Ensley, Hmieleski 

and Pearce 

To investigate the 

relative influence of 

vertical versus shared 

leadership within new 

venture top 

management teams 

on the performance of 

start-ups. 

Team process where 

leadership is carried out 

by the team as a whole 

rather than solely by a 

single designated 

individual. 

Aggregation 

(Ratings on 

behavioural scales 

for four leadership 

strategies: 

directive, 

transactional, 

transformational, & 

empowering 

aggregated to 

team). 

 

Analysis of 

growth index for 

new ventures 

New venture top 

management 

teams  

Shared leadership 

was found to be a 

particularly 

important 

predictor of new 

venture 

performance (it 

takes an array of 

talented 

individuals to 

grow new 

ventures). 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2006 Carte, Chidambaram 

and Becker 

To provide insights 

into whether/how 

emergent leadership 

impacts team 

performance and to 

investigate which 

type of leadership 

(concentrated or 

shared) matters over 

time. 

A collection of roles 

and behaviours that can 

be split, shared, and 

rotated with multiple 

leaders existing within 

a team at any given 

time (Barry 1991). 

Not identified Longitudinal: 

content analysis 

of electronic 

messages 

exchanged by 

members 

of the virtual 

teams 

22 virtual student 

teams 

completing a 

semester-long 

project in an 

undergraduate 

database course 

in three US 

universities. 

Of the leadership 

behaviour’s 

observed in the 

high-performing 

teams, one – 

Producer 

behaviour –was 

concentrated; 

while another – 

Monitor 

behaviour –was 

shared. Further, 

leadership 

behaviour’s 

exhibited early in 

the team’s life 

were more 

predictive of 

success than those 

exhibited later. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2007 Carson, Tesluk and 

Marrone 

To examine 

antecedent conditions 

that lead to the 

development of 

shared leadership and 

the influence of SL 

on team performance. 

An emergent team 

property that results 

from the distribution of 

leadership influence 

across multiple team 

members. 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative: 

surveys from 

MBA consulting 

students, clients 

and faculty 

advisors. 

59 Consulting 

Teams 

comprised of 

MBA students 

Internal team 

environment and 

external coaching 

has a direct 

relationship with 

SL.   

Teams relying on 

multiple members 

for leadership 

performed better 

than those in 

which internal 

leadership was 

scarce. 

2008 Solansky To compare the 

motivational, social 

and cognitive effects 

of shared v single 

leadership. 

Shared leadership 

represents teams whose 

members are 

empowered to share the 

tasks and 

responsibilities of 

leadership (Ensley et 

al., 2003). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative: 

surveys 

measuring 

collective 

efficacy, 

relational 

conflict and 

transactive 

memory system. 

Qualitative – 

content analysis 

of participant 

diaries  

 

20 student teams 

(undergraduate 

management 

class) at a large 

US university. 

Teams in the 

study engaging in 

shared leadership 

(9 out of 20) 

enjoy 

motivational, 

social and 

cognitive 

advantages over 

teams led by a 

single individual 

(11 out of 20). 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2010 Hoch, Pearce and 

Welzel 

To examine the 

moderating effects of 

age diversity and 

team  

co-ordination on the 

relationship between 

shared leadership and 

team performance. 

A collective social 

influence process 

shared by team 

members and aimed 

toward the achievement 

of one or more 

common goals. 

Aggregation 

(Ratings for 

transformational, 

transactional, 

directive, 

empowering and 

aversive leadership 

behaviour 

Quantitative: 

Questionnaire 

measuring both 

shared 

leadership and 

vertical 

leadership in 

teams 

96 Dutch 

individuals in 26 

teams in a 

German 

consulting firm 

SL predicted 

performance and 

both age diversity 

and coordination 

in teams 

moderated the 

impact of SL on 

teams’ 

performance.  SL 

positively related 

to team 

performance 

when age 

diversity and level 

of coordination 

were low. 

2010 Acar To analyse the 

interplay between 

diversity and 

emotional conflict 

across time; and the 

role of SL in 

moderating the 

relationship between 

diversity and 

emotional conflict.   

 

Shared leadership refers 

to the sharing of 

leadership roles, 

responsibilities, and 

functions among all 

group members 

Multiple theoretical 

perspectives 

including social 

identity theory, 

self-categorization 

theory, similarity-

attraction 

framework, 

exchange theory. 

 

Longitudinal. 

Quantitative: 

questionnaires 

to measure 

perceptions of 

diversity, levels 

of emotional 

conflict and 

shared 

leadership. 

81 student 

groups  

comprised of 301 

individual 

students 

(graduating 

seniors) 

Shared leadership 

was found to 

moderate the 

relationship 

between diversity 

and emotional 

conflict. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2010 Boies, Lvina and 

Martens 

To examine the 

relations between 

shared leadership in 

teams, team trust, 

potency, and 

performance. 

Not identified. Aggregation. Quantitative: 

questionnaires 

to measure team 

potency, trust 

and shared 

leadership. 

49 teams of 194 

undergraduate 

students 

participating in a 

business 

simulation game. 

Team potency and 

trust are 

positively related 

to shared 

leadership. Team 

performance did 

not always benefit 

from shared 

transformational 

leadership. 

 

2010 Small and Rentsch To explore trust and 

team collectivism as 

antecedents of shared 

leadership. 

An emergent team 

process defined by the 

distribution of 

leadership functions 

among multiple team 

members. 

Social Network 

Analysis 

(Centralization). 

Longitudinal. 

Quantitative: 

TMLQ and 

Leader 

Behaviour 

Description 

Questionnaire 

(LBDQ) 

Qualitative: 

Coach’s 

assessment 

280 Business 

students in 60 

teams in US 

University 

SL is positively 

related to team 

performance and 

SL is likely to be 

higher when 

teams are fully 

developed (SL 

increases over 

time).  

Antecedent 

conditions of SL 

are trust and team 

collectivism. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2010 Cater and Justis To better understand 

the conditions and 

factors which affect 

the development and 

implementation of 

shared leadership in 

multi-generational 

family businesses 

(MGFBs). 

SL in a family firm is 

characterised by 

‘sibling partnerships or 

cousin consortiums’ - 

SL is present when the 

siblings in a sibling 

partnership form a team 

with no single 

individual as the leader. 

 

 

Exploratory, theory 

building approach. 

Qualitative case 

study approach 

using in-depth 

interviews. 

Top managers of 

four multi-

generational 

family 

businesses 

(MGFBs) 

Long-term 

orientation and 

close 

communication 

enhance SL.  

Resistance to 

change, failure to 

release control 

and reporting 

relationship 

confusion 

negatively impact 

SL.   

2011 Gupta, Huang and 

Yayla 

To examine the 

moderating impact of 

collective 

transformational 

leadership (CTL) on 

the relationship 

between social capital 

& performance. 

Leadership as a 

collective process, such 

that the team 

influences, inspires and 

motivates team 

members. 

Aggregation 

approach. 

Quantitative – 

questionnaires 

to measure 

teams capability 

for collectively 

engaging in 

transformational 

leadership 

behaviours. 

Sample of 35 

(senior business) 

student teams 

making 

managerial 

decisions in a 

simulated 

athletic footwear 

industry 

The effect of 

social capital on 

performance is 

contingent on 

transformational 

leadership 

collectively 

enacted by the 

team. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2011 Ocker, Huang, 

Benbunan-Fich and 

Hiltz 

To investigate the 

effects of distance 

and team 

configuration on 

leadership in partially 

distributed virtual 

teams (PDTs) 

Leadership functions 

shared between team 

members. 

Not identified. Field 

experiment – 

using primarily 

qualitative 

sources of data 

(observation). 

12 student teams, 

in 3 sites 

engaged in a 

semester long 

project for a 

corporate 

sponsor. 

Teams with SL 

had advanced 

awareness of 

member 

capabilities, better 

utilization of 

members, which 

positively 

impacted 

performance. 

 

2012 Ishikawa To consider the 

effects of SL on R&D 

team performance; 

and to consider the 

effects of 

transformational and 

gatekeeping 

leadership of formal 

leaders on SL. 

An emergent team 

property resulting from 

the distribution of 

leadership influence 

across multiple team 

members (Carson et al., 

2007). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative –. 

Transformationa

l leadership 

measured using 

MLQ; 

gatekeeping 

leadership 

behaviour 

measured on a 

five-point 

response scale. 

654 team 

members 

grouped into 119 

teams in 6 

Japanese 

industrial R&D 

teams; and 26 

team managers.  

SL positively 

influences team 

performance. 

Transformational 

leadership tends 

to increase the 

norm for 

maintaining 

consensus, which 

in turn has a 

negative effect on 

shared leadership.   
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2012 Muethel, Gehrlein 

and Hoegl 

To investigate the 

relationship between 

shared leadership 

behaviours and team 

performance in 

dispersed teams (also 

considers team 

composition from 

point of view of 

socio-demographic 

factors). 

‘A dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals of a 

group for which the 

objective is to lead one 

another to the 

achievement of group 

or organizational goals 

or both’ (Conger and 

Pearce, 2003:  1). 

Aggregation (each 

individual rates the 

group on attributes 

defined at that 

level) 

Quantitative – 

online 

questionnaire of 

team leaders and 

team members 

96 dispersed 

software 

development 

teams from 36 

companies. 

SL behaviours 

can foster 

performance in 

dispersed teams.  

Team 

composition 

featuring a high 

female-to-male 

ratio and high 

national diversity 

are drivers of SL 

in virtual team 

contexts. A high 

mean age was an 

impediment to SL 

in this context. 

2012 Bergman, Small, 

Rentsch, and 

Bergman 

To examine the 

process of shared 

leadership in 

decision-making 

teams; and the impact 

of SL on consensus, 

conflict, intragroup 

trust, and cohesion. 

Shared leadership 

viewed as the number 

of members 

contributing 

behaviourally to the 

leadership of the team. 

Social Network 

Theory (Density – 

measured 

leadership 

behaviours 

exhibited by each 

team member). 

Behavioural 

Observation 

(rated on 

BARS) in 

laboratory 

setting. 

180 

undergraduate 

students in a US 

university 

organised into 45 

ad hoc decision 

making teams. 

The likelihood of 

teams 

experiencing a 

full range of 

leadership 

behaviours 

increases with SL.  

Teams with SL  

experience less 

conflict, greater 

consensus, and 

higher intragroup 

trust and cohesion 

than teams 

without SL. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2012 Erkutlu To examine whether 

organizational culture 

moderates the 

relationship between 

shared leadership and 

team proactive 

behaviour. 

An emergent team 

property that results 

from the distribution of 

leadership influence 

across multiple team 

members (Carson et al., 

2007). 

Consensus ratings 

for team proactivity 

(Campion et al. 

1993) i.e. captured 

without 

aggregation. 

Culture and SL 

captured via 

individual 

responses 

aggregated to team 

level. 

Quantitative – 

questionnaires. 

420 employees in 

105 teams in 21 

commercial 

Turkish banks. 

SL in a work team 

is positively 

related to team 

proactive 

behaviour.  The 

relationship of SL 

with team 

proactivity is 

stronger in 

organizations 

with higher levels 

of supportive 

culture. 

2013 Patton and Higgs To analyse the role of 

shared leadership in 

the strategic decision 

making processes of 

new technology based 

firms. 

A concept where the 

firm is directed by the 

actions of multiple 

players working 

together rather than a 

single individual. 

Not identified. Qualitative: 

Case study 

approach  

5 Early stage 

technology 

businesses 

Evidence of 

considerable 

collective activity 

in decision-

making through a 

process of 

negotiations; 

(little evidence to 

suggest that the 

leadership role 

rotated). 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2013 Hoch To investigate the 

relationship between 

SL and innovation as 

well as antecedents of 

SL in terms of 

employee integrity 

and vertical 

transformational and 

empowering 

leadership. 

‘A dynamic interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

groups for which the 

objective is to lead one 

another to the 

achievement of group 

or organizational goals 

or both’ (Conger and 

Pearce, 2003: 1). 

Direct consensus 

model – team as a 

referent (Chan 

1998) 

Questionnaires 

to measure SL 

completed by 

team members 

and 

questionnaires 

to measure VL 

styles completed 

by team leaders. 

Field sample of 

43 work teams 

comprising 184 

team members 

involved in 

product 

development in 2 

different co.’s. 

Vertical 

transformational 

and empowering 

leadership 

enhances SL.  SL 

is associated with 

innovative 

behaviour. Both 

vertical 

transformational 

and empowering 

leadership and 

team member 

integrity function 

as antecedents of 

SL.   

2013 Stagnaro and 

Piotrowski 

To determine the 

actual usage of SL in 

IT project teams and 

assess the views of IT 

Project Managers 

toward SL. 

Shared leadership is a 

dynamic process with 

high levels of 

collaboration, peer 

influence and 

demonstration of 

leadership by a group 

as a whole. 

 

Not identified. Quantitative - 

Online 

questionnaire 

102 IT project 

managers in the 

U.S. 

Positive attitudes 

and sentiments 

toward a SL 

perspective, on 

the part of IT 

project managers, 

facilitates the 

actual use of 

shared leadership 

principles in 

practice. 
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Date Authors Purpose of the 

Study 

Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2013 Daspit, Tillman, 

Boyd and McKee. 

To examine internal 

factors of the team 

(team environment, 

shared leadership, 

and cohesion) and the 

influence of each 

factor on cross-

functional team 

(CFT) effectiveness. 

‘A dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

teams for which the 

objective is to lead one 

another to the 

achievement of team or 

organizational goals or 

both’ (Conger and 

Pearce, 2003: 1). 

Social Exchange 

Theory 

(‘individuals who 

experience support 

from their team will 

experience an 

obligation to repay 

the team’ p37.) 

Quantitative - 

questionnaires to 

assess students’ 

perceptions of 

internal team 

environment, 

shared 

leadership, 

cohesion, and 

team 

effectiveness.  

142 

undergraduate 

students working 

in 24 CFTs in a 

US University. 

 

Members are 

more likely to 

participate in SL 

when they 

perceive higher 

levels of shared 

purpose, social 

support and voice.  

Team 

effectiveness is 

enhanced when 

individuals 

engage in SL.   

2013 Huang  To investigate the 

mutual relationships 

among shared 

leadership, 

knowledge sharing, 

team characteristics 

(size and 

heterogeneity) and 

team learning. 

Shared leadership is a 

collective leadership by 

the team members and 

is described by 

collaborative decision-

making and shared 

responsibility for 

outcomes (Hoch and 

Dulebohn, 2013). 

Aggregation – SL 

aggregated to the 

team level of 

analysis. 

Quantitative – 

Postal 

questionnaires. 

14 SME’s in 

Taiwan 

incorporating 35 

work teams (258 

team members) 

SL significantly 

and positively 

affects team 

learning.  

However, 

knowledge 

sharing mediates 

the relationship 

between SL and 

team learning. 

The relationship 

between SL and 

team learning is 

stronger when the 

team is larger. 
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Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2013 Fausing, Jeppesen 

and Jonsson. 

To explore the 

moderating effects of 

team work function 

(manufacturing v 

knowledge work) and 

team autonomy on 

the relationship 

between shared 

leadership and 

manager rated team 

performance. 

Shared leadership is a 

social, horizontal 

influence process in 

which leadership 

emanates from and is 

distributed among team 

members. 

Aggregation – 

measures were 

aggregated to the 

team level and 

analyses were 

conducted at the 

team level. 

Quantitative – 

electronic and 

paper based 

questionnaires 

81 work teams 

(incorporating 

552 employees) 

in a Danish 

manufacturing 

company.  

Work function 

significantly 

moderates the 

relationships 

between SL and 

performance.  SL 

exhibited a 

negative 

relationship with 

manufacturing 

team performance 

and a positive 

relationship with 

knowledge team 

performance.  

Team autonomy 

significantly 

moderates the 

relationship 

between SL and 

performance. 

 



260 

Date Authors Purpose of the 
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Terms and Definitions  Theoretical 

Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2014 Hoch and 

Kozlowski 

To evaluate the 

impact of traditional 

hierarchical 

leadership, structural 

supports, and shared 

team leadership on 

the performance of 

virtual teams. 

SL describes a mutual 

influence process, 

characterized by 

collaborative decision-

making and shared 

responsibility, whereby 

team members lead 

each other toward the 

achievement of goals. 

Aggregation - 

Team as focal unit.  

(Ratings for 

transformational, 

LMX, career 

mentoring and 

shared leadership 

behaviours) 

Quantitative  565 team 

members and 

team leaders on 

101 R&D teams 

from global 

manufacturing 

industries. 

The influence of 

hierarchical 

leadership on 

team performance 

is weakened when 

teams are more 

virtual in nature. 

Shared team 

leadership was 

significantly 

related to team 

performance 

regardless of the 

degree of 

virtuality. 

 

2014 Liu, Hu, Zeng 

Wang, Lin 

To explore whether 

and how SL 

influences team and 

individual learning. 

SL involves non-

hierarchical 

relationships and 

describes a relational 

phenomenon that is 

characterised with a 

dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

the team. 

Social network 

approach (density). 

Quantitative – 

online 

questionnaire. 

263 members 

from 50 teams in 

China. 

SL has a positive 

influence on 

individual and 

team learning 

(promotes 

frequent 

interaction, 

information and 

knowledge 

exchange). 
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Research 
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Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2014 Drescher, 

Korsgaard, Welpe 

and Wigand 

To investigate 

whether the 

expansion of SL 

within groups is 

related to growth in 

group trust; and in 

turn, whether growth 

in group trust is 

related to 

performance 

improvement. 

An emergent property 

of a group where 

leadership functions are 

distributed among 

group members. 

Not identified. Longitudinal: 

Trace data from 

an online 

simulation. 

86 groups 

comprising 849 

individuals 

participating in 

an online 

strategy 

simulation game 

in Austria, 

Germany and 

Switzerland. 

As groups 

increasingly 

distribute 

leadership, trust 

grows. Through 

trust, the 

expansion of SL 

is associated with 

increased 

performance. 

2014 Jain and Jeppesen To measure 

employees’ attitude 

toward distributed 

leadership (DL) 

practices and 

investigate the 

challenges involved 

in implementing DL 

practices in Indian 

organizations. 

DL involves the 

interaction of multiple 

actors to achieve 

organizational goals 

(Uhl-Bien, 2006). 

Distributed 

cognition and 

activity theory  

Qualitative – 

unstructured 

personal 

interviews and 

focus group 

interviews. 

Quantitative – 

surveys. 

180 young mid-

level executives 

from diverse 

group of industry 

sectors located in 

Northern India. 

DL practices can 

enhance the 

development of: 

taking initiatives, 

accountability, 

mutual respect, 

and promotion of 

organisational 

efficiency and 

effectiveness.  

Pre-conditions for 

implementing DL 

include: 

horizontal 

structure, 

professionalism, 

work 

commitment, 

power sharing.   
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Frameworks 
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Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2014 Hoch To examine the 

association between 

shared leadership and 

team performance, 

the moderating 

role of demographic 

diversity and the 

mediating role of 

information sharing 

on this relationship 

‘A dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

teams for which the 

objective is to lead one 

another to the 

achievement of team or 

organizational goals or 

both’ (Conger and 

Pearce, 2003: 1). 

Aggregation Quantitative - 

survey 

280 team 

members in 46 

teams from two 

different 

organizations. 

SL positively 

associated with 

team 

performance, 

mediated by 

information 

sharing. 

Demographic 

diversity 

moderates 

relationship 

between SL and 

team performance 

– SL more 

strongly 

associated with 

team performance 

in diverse teams. 
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Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 

Measures 

 

Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2015 Mendez and 

Busenbark 

To examine the effect 

of shared leadership 

on the gap between 

male and female 

leadership influence 

in groups. 

SL involves multiple 

individuals 

collaborating in a 

group’s leadership 

toward the attainment 

of their common goals 

(Conger and Pearce, 

2003). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative – 

surveys 

(administered 

during 

committee 

meetings). 

177 participants 

in 26 committees 

from different 

industries in 

southwest USA.  

SL has no 

significant 

moderating effect 

on relationships 

between gender 

and leadership 

influence, Men 

are perceived to 

exhibit higher 

leadership 

influence than 

women and this 

gap is just as 

prevalent with 

SL. 

2015 Fausing, Joensson, 

Lewandowski and 

Bligh 

To investigate 

antecedents of shared 

leadership 

A ‘simultaneous, 

ongoing, mutual 

influence process 

within a team that is 

characterized by ‘serial 

emergence’ of official 

as well as unofficial 

leaders’ (Pearce, 2004: 

48). 

Aggregated 

measure of 

transformational, 

transactional, 

directive, 

empowering and 

aversive shared and 

vertical leadership.  

Quantitative – 

Questionnaires 

(administered 

online and in 

paper form). 

Sample of 552 

employees in 81 

knowledge and 

manufacturing 

teams from one 

Danish company. 

External 

empowering team 

leadership and 

task and goal 

interdependence 

significantly 

predicted the 

extent of SL.  SL 

was positively 

related to team 

leader ratings of 

team 

performance. 
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Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2015 Chreim To explore the 

different leadership 

configurations that 

can emerge when 

different interactants 

enter the leadership 

space and to 

understand the 

practices that result in 

these configurations. 

Leadership is ‘a 

contextually embedded 

process emerging from 

the dynamic 

relationship between 

various actors’ (Bolden 

et al. 2008: 360) 

Not explicit but 

focus on relational 

practices and 

dispersion of 

leadership practices 

suggests Social 

Network Theory 

(centralization) 

approach. 

Qualitative – 

Case study 

incorporating 46 

semi-structured 

interviews 

46 participants 

(CEOs and 

Senior 

Managers) in one 

acquiring and 

four acquired 

firms 

Different 

leadership 

configurations 

can be co-

constructed by 

interactants in a 

leadership space.  

Relational 

practices play an 

important role in 

shaping these 

configurations.  

SL may be 

advantageous or 

disadvantageous. 

 

2015 Zhou, Vredenburgh 

and Rogoff 

To explore the 

moderating effect of 

SL on the relationship 

between 

informational 

diversity and 

entrepreneurial team 

diversity. 

‘A dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

work group in which 

the objective is to lead 

one another to the 

achieve group goals’ 

(Conger and Pearce, 

2003: 1). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative – 

web-based 

questionnaire 

200 

entrepreneurial 

teams in a 

technology 

incubator in a 

single university 

in China. 

SL improves 

entrepreneurial 

team performance 

and moderates the 

relationship 

between 

managerial skill 

diversity and 

entrepreneurial 

team performance 

(by allowing 

different and 

appropriate skills 

to emerge and 

interact). 
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Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2015 Lee, Lee, Seo and 

Choi 

To examine the 

influence of SL and 

diversity on 

knowledge sharing 

and subsequently 

team creativity. 

SL ‘is a voluntarily, 

informally emergent 

structure beyond 

vertical leadership’ 

(Lee et al., 2015: 47). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Quantitative – 

questionnaire 

survey 

40 student teams 

of four to eight 

members in an e-

learning 

environment in a 

South Korean 

University. 

Shared leadership 

is a social 

influence that 

affects individual 

creativity. 

2015 Mathieu, 

Kukenberger, 

D’Innocenzo and 

Reilly 

To test whether team 

cohesion and 

performance are 

related reciprocally 

over time; and to 

consider the influence 

of team members’ 

competence and 

degree of SL on team 

performance. 

 

Horizontal leadership, 

‘wherein members 

exert influence on each 

other in order to realize 

team goals’ (Mathieu et 

al., 2015: 719). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Longitudinal – 

questionnaire 

survey 

Two samples: 

205 students in 

57 teams in a US 

university; 214 

students in 64 

teams at the 

same US 

university (a year 

later) 

SL did evolve 

over time and 

remained a 

positive influence 

on team cohesion. 

Supports a 

positive 

association 

between SL and 

performance. 
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Frameworks 

Research 

Design / 
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Context/Sample  Key Findings 

2016 Serban and Roberts To  examine the role 

of task cohesion and 

team ambiguity as 

antecedents of SL; 

and the role of task 

satisfaction as an 

outcome of SL. 

‘A dynamic, interactive 

influence process 

among individuals in 

teams for which the 

objective is to lead one 

another to the 

achievement of team or 

organizational goals or 

both’ (Conger and 

Pearce, 2003: 1). 

Not identified. Laboratory 

experiment 

using mixed 

methods – 

quantitative and 

qualitative 

120 students in a 

University in 

England. 

Internal team 

environment and 

task cohesion are 

predictors of SL.  

Relationships 

between SL and 

team task 

satisfaction are 

higher under low 

task ambiguity 

condition. Failed 

to support 

positive 

relationship 

between SL and 

performance. 

 

2017 Zhou and 

Vredenburgh 

To investigate the 

dispositional 

antecedents of SL in 

Entrepreneurial 

Teams (ETs) 

‘..an emergent state on 

ETs where 

complementary 

leadership influence 

flows among team 

members in response to 

particular team 

strategic, task and 

relational requirements’ 

(Zhou and 

Vrendenburgh, 2017: 

165). 

Social Network 

Theory (Density) 

Cross-sectional, 

quantitative.  

Questionnaire 

(web-based 

survey) 

154 ET’s 

(comprised of 

516 individual 

entrepreneurs) in 

a tech incubator 

in China. 

Supports 

significant 

relationship 

between team 

conscientiousness 

& openness to 

experience and 

SL emergence in 

ETs.  

SL improves ET 

performance.   
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9.5 Appendix E - Nature of Non-Commercial Organisations included in 

the Review 

Table 9-2 Nature of Non-Commercial Organisations Reviewed 

Nature of Non-Commercial 

Organisations Included in the Review 

 

Number of studies 

reviewed 

Health 9 

Education 7 

Religious 2 

Civil service 3 

Defence forces 1 

Non-profit performing arts  1 

 

Total 

 

23 
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9.6 Appendix F – Participant Diary 

Reminder of the Purpose of this Study: 

The purpose of this study is to explore real-life shared leadership events in a 

professional team environment, to understand how and why they occur, and to 

examine how they evolve over time.   

Definition of a Shared Leadership Event: 

A workplace interaction where an individual, without formal authority, 

influences the actions, behaviour or development of others in their 

team/work unit, leading to the achievement of individual, team or 

organisational goals. 

Instructions to Complete this Form: 

1. Please consider any recent events in your team, where any of the following 

may have occurred: 

a. You influenced the actions, behaviour or development of an 

individual(s) in your team, leading to the achievement of a goal. 

b. Your actions, behaviour or development has been influenced by an 

individual(s) in your team (who is not formally appointed to a 

leadership role), leading to the achievement of a goal.  

c. You have witnessed first-hand an individual in your team (not 

formally appointed to a leadership role) influencing another 

individual(s) actions, behaviour or development, leading to the 

achievement of a goal. 

2. You may select one or a number of such events, as long as you have 

witnessed them first-hand.   

3. For each event you have selected, please reflect on what happened during the 

event, in as much detail as you can in advance of your scheduled interview 

with the researcher (e.g. what happened, who was involved, where were you, 

when was it etc.).  (Note that any data identifying individuals will be coded in 

the presentation of findings to ensure anonymity of all participants).  

4. Please write a short entry below to record details of the event(s) you have 

selected. 

5. Please fill in the form as soon as possible after you observe the relevant 

event(s).   
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6. If you have any queries as you are making entries into this form, or any 

questions about the research in general, the researcher can be contacted at 

087 8505482, or by email at asweeney@wit.ie   

7. Please bring this form to your next scheduled interview with the researcher. 

mailto:asweeney@wit.ie
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Record of Shared Leadership Event(s): 

Use the following form to record any Shared Leadership event(s) you have reflected 

on in advance of your interview with the researcher. 

 

Record 1 

Title of Event:____________________________ Date:_____________________ 

Please give a brief summary of the event here: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Record 2 

Title of Event:________________________ Date:_____________________ 

Please give a brief summary of the event here: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please add additional records as required. 
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9.7 Appendix G – Semi-Structured Interview Schedules 

9.7.1 Team Member Interview Schedule  

Contextual details: 

1. Please briefly describe your background, prior to coming to this organisation. 

2. Please describe your current role in this organisation (position, the nature of 

your work, how long you have worked here etc.). 

3. Describe your team/work unit, (size, structure, location, reporting 

relationships etc. including formal leadership positions). 

4. How would you describe the culture of your team/work unit? 

5. To what extent do you depend on others to complete your work / to what 

extent is your work independent of others?  (Give an example of this) 

6. Who do you interact with most when completing your work? 

7. Who in the team influences you most in your work? 

8. How would you describe the relationships within your team? (level of 

interaction, trust, concern for others, level of influence, equivalence, 

reciprocity, info-sharing etc.) 

9. How would you describe the approach of formal management (leaders) in 

your team/organisation? 

10. Is there space/opportunity for others outside the formal management 

hierarchy to exercise leadership? 

Identifying a CI of Shared Leadership (refer to the CI form prepared in 

advance): 

1. In preparing for this interview, did you reflect on any events where you or 

someone in your group (without formal authority) influenced the actions, 

behaviour or development of someone else? 

2. If yes, review the interviewee’s preparation on the CI form and agree two 

events to discuss. 

3. If no, ask interviewee to identify two stories which are examples of shared 

leadership events. 

a. E.g. consider a time when you influenced others in your team; 
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b. consider all other team members in terms of their respective 

leadership influence in the team; 

c. what specifically do those influencing others do? Think of an 

example.  

4. Give the interviewee a chance to reflect. 

Ask the interviewee to give a chronological overview of the first event selected.  

Use the following probing questions where necessary. 

1. Describe the situation leading up to the event. 

a. Did you plan this act in advance? 

b. How did you prepare yourself? 

c. What did you actually do (do next)? 

d. What did you say?  

2. How many people were involved in the event? 

3. What was your (the initiators) investment (time, expertise, resources etc.)? 

4. What did you (the initiator) expect from others in return?  Were your 

expectations met? 

5. Were there any barriers to this leadership act? (Did you feel like you were 

over stepping any boundaries for instance?) 

6. How did you (the initiator) influence others (logic, rational persuasion, 

emotional appeals, coercion etc.)? 

7. What enabled you (the initiator) to behave this way? 

8. What was the outcome of the event for the initiator, the recipient, the team? 

9. What was the impact on the recipient in terms of actions, behaviour or 

development? 

10. How did this event impact relationships within the team? 

11. Is there anything else you think is important to the event? 

Ask the interviewee to give a chronological overview of the second event 

selected.  Use the probing questions above where necessary. 

Conclusion: 

• Thank the interviewee and explain what happens next.  
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• Remind the interviewee to complete a diary entry prior to the next interview 

in 10-12 weeks’ time.  

• Researcher records post interview notes in researcher diary. 
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9.7.2 Line Manager Interview Schedule 

Introduction: 

• Briefly outline background to the research (refer to participant information 

sheet and check consent form is signed). 

• Outline the plan for the interview and check finish time. 

• Check again for permission to record the discussion and commence 

recording. 

 

Contextual details: 

1. Please describe your role in the organisation (position title, responsibilities, 

reporting relationships etc.). 

2. Please describe the team/org unit you manage (size, structure, roles & 

responsibilities)? 

3. What’s your overall vision for the team / what do you see as the purpose of 

the team?   

4. Where did that come from; who developed/influenced that? 

5. How would you describe the performance of the team? 

6. How would you describe your approach to managing the team?  Examples? 

7. How frequently do you interact with the team (and for what purpose)? 

8. How would you describe your relationship with the team members? 

Examples? 

9. How would you describe the relationships within the team? (trust, influence, 

info-sharing etc.).   

10. In your opinion, who has the most influence within the team and why? 

11. Do you feel that people on the team support each other? How do you 

encourage this? 

12. What’s your biggest concern in terms of how your team is currently 

operating? 

 

Leadership:  

1. In your opinion, who does the team rely on for leadership? 

2. What do you see as your leadership responsibilities with regards to the team? 

3. Is there space for others to exhibit leadership in the team? 
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4. Can you think of any examples of acts of leadership within the team (specific 

events where one person influenced others in a way that moved the team 

forward)? 

5. Are there any barriers preventing team members from doing this? 

 

Other issues: 

Are there any other issues you would like to raise in relation to leadership in your 

team/work unit? 
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9.8 Appendix H - Participant Information Sheet 

 

Study Title: Exploring Shared Leadership Interactions in Organisational 

Settings 

Researcher: Anne Sweeney    Ethics number:19690 

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If 

you are happy to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. 

What is the research about? 

Recent evidence suggests that sharing leadership responsibilities among team 

members improves the performance of knowledge-intensive teams.  As you may be 

aware, shared leadership happens when individual team members, (without formal 

managerial authority), influence the actions, behaviour or development of others in 

their team/work unit.  The purpose of this study is to explore real-life shared 

leadership events in a professional work environment, to understand how and why 

they occur, and to examine how they evolve over time.   

Who is the researcher? 

The researcher is a Lecturer in Management in the School of Business at Waterford 

Institute of Technology.  This study is being conducted as part of her research for a 

PhD in Management being carried out at the University of Southampton in the UK.  

Why have I been chosen? 

As a knowledge-intensive organisation, your company has been invited to participate 

in the study.  As a knowledge worker in a professional organisational setting, your 

experience could provide an important contribution to this inquiry and your 

agreement to participate would be much appreciated.   

What will happen to me if I take part? 

Interviews and a diary study will be used to explore shared leadership events in 

multiple organisational teams over a twelve-month period.   

More specifically, each participant in the study is requested to take part in up to four 

one-to-one interviews with the researcher, over a period of twelve months (one 

interview every 10-12 weeks approx.).  Each interview is expected to last for a 

maximum time of one hour.  Interviews will be scheduled at a time and place 

convenient to yourself (e.g. at your workplace if that is most convenient for you).   

In preparation for each interview, you are requested to complete a brief record 

reflecting on recent leadership events in your team.  A template will be provided by 

the researcher in advance of each interview for this purpose. 

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to sign a consent form prior to the first 

interview. 
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If you participate, you will also be asked to sign a post-interview confidentiality 

form at the end of the interviews, which will enable you to have an input into how 

your data is reported in the study findings. 

You will also be provided with a disclosure form at the end of the interviews, 

explaining the objectives of the study in more detail. 

Are there any benefits in my taking part? 

The main benefits of the study are the anticipated contributions to current knowledge 

in the field of leadership.  If desired, the researcher can provide a summary of 

findings relevant to your organisation (in aggregate form, not identifying individual 

contributions) which could be beneficial in terms of understanding leadership 

behaviours in your workplace.   

Are there any risks involved? 

A risk assessment of the study has been carried out and there are no identified risks 

to any participants. 

Will my participation be confidential? 

This research study complies with the Data Protection Acts 1988 and 2002, and with 

the University of Southampton Data Protection policy.  More specifically, the 

following points should be noted in relation to confidentiality:   

If mutually agreed, the interview will be recorded on an audio device and then 

transcribed onto a computer. The audio device will be stored in a secure place at all 

times and the computer data will be protected from intrusion.  

Your response will be treated with full confidentiality and your identity (name and 

position) will not be disclosed in the research findings, e.g. codes/pseudonyms will 

be assigned to replace participant names.  You can request a copy of the interview 

transcript if you wish.  

At the end of the data collection process, you will have the opportunity to complete a 

post-interview confidentiality form, to enable you to have an input into how the data 

collected during the research can be used.  

The results will ultimately be reported in a dissertation which is subject to 

examination by internal and external examiners at the University of Southampton.  

Additionally, results may be published in peer reviewed journals and conference 

presentations. Research participants will not be identifiable from any publications, 

unless explicit consent has been provided for this. 

What happens if I change my mind? 

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and you have the right to 

withdraw at any time without giving reasons, should you so wish. 
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What happens if something goes wrong? 

If you have any concerns about the study, you may contact the Research Support 

Officer at the University of Southampton, Ying Ying Cheung (risethic@soton.ac.uk) 

using the following contact details: (T: 0044 2380 595058; E rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk) 

Where can I get more information? 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss the study in more detail, the 

researcher can be contacted either by telephone or email as follows: 

Anne Sweeney 

Lecturer in Management 

Waterford Institute of Technology 

Cork Road 

Waterford 

E: asweeney@wit.ie 

T: +353 51 845613 

M: +353 87 8505482 

 

  

mailto:risethic@soton.ac.uk
mailto:asweeney@wit.ie
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9.9 Appendix I – Consent Form 

 

CONSENT FORM (Version 3.0) 

 

Study title: Exploring Shared Leadership Interactions in Organisational Settings 

Researcher name: Anne Sweeney 

Ethics reference: 19690 

Please initial the boxes if you agree with the statements:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

I understand that I can verify my interview transcript in advance   

          

 

Data Protection 

I understand that information collected about me during my participation in this study will be stored 

on a password protected computer and that this information will only be used for the purpose of this 

study. All files containing any personal data will be made anonymous. 

 

Name of participant (print name)…………………………………………………… 

 

Signature of participant…………………………………………………………….. 

 

Date…………………………………………………………………………………  

  

I agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data to be 

used for the purpose of this study 

I have read and understood the information sheet (Participant Information 

Sheet version 2.0 dated April 2016) and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions about the study. 

 

I understand my participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time 

without my legal rights being affected  

I consent to the interview being tape recorded. 
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9.10 Appendix J – Schedule of Semi-Structured Interviews 

Table 9-3 Schedule of Semi-Structured Interviews 

Data 

Collection 

Phase 

Team 

Team 

Member 

ID 

Interview Date 
Interview 

Duration 

Team 1 

1 Team 1 TM101 9th May 2016 00:51:00 

1 Team 1 TM102 9th May 2016 00:32:00 

1 Team 1 TM103 9th May 2016 00:32:00 

2 Team 1 TM101 16th Sept 2016 00:38:00 

2 Team 1 TM103 16th Sept 2016 00:35:00 

3 Team 1 TM103 16 January 2017 00:45:00 

4 Team 1 TM103 04 April 2017 00:38:00 

4 Team 1 TM102 04 April 2017 00:30:00 

4 Team 1 TM105 04 April 2017 00:45:00 

4 Team 1 TM104 06 April 2017 00:37:00 

4 Team 1 LM101 30 May 2017 00:40:00 

Team 2 

1 Team 2 LM201 10th June 2016 00:43:00 

1 Team 2 TM201 20th June 2016 00:37:00 

1 Team 2 TM202 21st June 2016 00:32:00 

1 Team 2 TM203 27th June 2016 00:41:00 

2 Team 2 TM203 3rd October 2016 00:30:00 

2 Team 2 TM202 5th October 2016 00:33:00 

2 Team 2 TM201 17 October 2016 00:30:00 

2 Team 2 TM204 21 October 2016 00:30:00 

3 Team 2 TM202 18 January 2017 00:35:00 

3 Team 2 TM203 18 January 2017 00:55:00 

3 Team 2 TM201 18 January 2017 00:45:00 
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Data 

Collection 

Phase 

Team 

Team 

Member 

ID 

Interview Date 
Interview 

Duration 

3 Team 2 TM204 06 February 2017 00:45:00 

4 Team 2 TM203 25 April 2017 00:40:00 

4 Team 2 TM201 26 April 2017 00:32:00 

4 Team 2 TM204 26 April 2017 00:30:00 

Team 3 

1 Team 3 TM301 11th May 2016 00:55:00 

1 Team 3 TM302 18th May 2016 00:40:00 

1 Team 3 TM303 18th May 2016 00:40:00 

1 Team 3 TM304 18th May 2016 00:32:00 

1 Team 3 LM301 20th May 2016 01:00:00 

1 Team 3 TM305 2nd June 2016 00:50:00 

1 Team 3 TM306 2nd June 2016 00:40:00 

2 Team 3 TM303 12 October 2016 00:38:00 

2 Team 3 TM306 01 November 2016 00:55:00 

2 Team 3 TM302 01 November 2016 00:20:00 

2 Team 3 TM304 02 November 2016 00:38:00 

2 Team 3 TM305 02 November 2016 00:40:00 

2 Team 3 TM301 02 November 2016 00:50:00 

3 Team 3 TM301 20 January 2017 00:52:00 

3 Team 3 TM303 25 January 2017 00:31:00 

3 Team 3 TM304 25 January 2017 00:27:00 

3 Team 3 TM302 25 January 2017 00:42:00 

3 Team 3 TM306 25 January 2017 00:48:00 

3 Team 3 TM305 02 February 2017 00:47:00 

3 Team 3 SM301 09 March 2017 00:43:00 

4 Team 3 TM301 12 May 2017 00:45:00 
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Data 

Collection 

Phase 

Team 

Team 

Member 

ID 

Interview Date 
Interview 

Duration 

4 Team 3 TM305 12 May 2017 00:32:00 

4 Team 3 TM306 12 May 2017 00:41:00 

4 Team 3 TM302 15 May 2017 00:37:00 

4 Team 3 TM304 15 May 2017 00:32:00 

4 Team 3 TM303 15 May 2017 00:22:00 

Team 4 

1 Team 4 TM401 3rd June 2016 00:33:00 

1 Team 4 TM402 3rd June 2016 00:35:00 

1 Team 4 TM403 24th June 2016 00:34:00 

2 Team 4 TM402 23rd Sept 2016 00:33:00 

2 Team 4 TM403 23rd Sept 2016 00:21:00 

2 Team 4 TM401 23rd Sept 2016 00:31:00 

3 Team 4 TM402 20 January 2017 00:35:00 

3 Team 4 TM403 20 January 2017 00:36:00 

3 Team 4 TM401 27 January 2017 00:38:00 

4 Team 4 TM401 19 May 2017 00:40:00 

4 Team 4 TM402 26 May 2017 00:30:00 

4 Team 4 TM403 26 May 2017 00:35:00 

4 Team 4 TM404 26 May 2017 00:42:00 

4 Team 4 LM401 26 May 2017 00:30:00 

Team 5 

1 Team 5 TM503 12 April 2017 00:40:00 

1 Team 5 TM501 12 April 2017 00:52:00 

1 Team 5 TM502 12 April 2017 00:42:00 

1 Team 5 TM504 12 April 2017 00:22:00 

1 Team 5 TM505 04 May 2017 00:45:00 
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Data 

Collection 

Phase 

Team 

Team 

Member 

ID 

Interview Date 
Interview 

Duration 

2 Team 5 TM501 20 July 2017 00:40:00 

2 Team 5 TM504 20 July 2017 00:26:00 

2 Team 5 TM502 20 July 2017 00:37:00 

2 Team 5 TM505 20 July 2017 00:43:00 

3 Team 5 TM505 08 Sept 2017 00:46:00 

3 Team 5 TM502 26 October 2017 00:45:00 

3 Team 5 TM504 26 October 2017 00:27:00 

3 Team 5 TM503 26 October 2017 00:36:00 

3 Team 5 LM501 07 November 2017 00:50:00 

3 Team 5 TM506 15 November 2017 00:45:00 

3 Team 5 LM501 29 November 2017 00:45:00 

4 Team 5 TM503 26 January 2018 00:35:00 

4 Team 5 TM502 26 January 2018 00:48:00 

4 Team 5 TM507 26 January 2018 00:31:00 

4 Team 5 TM501 30 January 2018 00:48:00 

4 Team 5 TM506 31 January 2018 00:45:00 

4 Team 5 TM509 31 January 2018 00:30:00 

4 Team 5 TM508 31 January 2018 00:32:00 
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9.11 Appendix K – Introductory Letter Seeking Access  

 

February 2016 

Dear  

Re: Invitation to Participate in a Research Study 

My name is Anne Sweeney and I am a full-time Lecturer in Management at Waterford 

Institute of Technology.  As part of my research for a PhD in Management at the 

University of Southampton, I am conducting a study to gain a greater understanding 

of how shared leadership (leadership by individuals not formally appointed to 

leadership roles) happens in organisational settings, in particular in a team 

environment.   

Why is this important? 

Existing studies of leadership have primarily adopted traditional, vertical views of 

leadership as the remit of those formally appointed to managerial roles.  Given the 

distributed nature of expertise in modern organisations, the vertical approach to 

leadership is currently being questioned.  Alternatives such as shared leadership, 

which happens when individuals without formal authority influence the actions, 

behaviour or development of others in their team/work unit, are growing in popularity.  

However, research on shared leadership is in its infancy and in particular, no studies 

have explored how shared leadership unfolds between individuals in a professional 

work setting.   

A key objective of this research is to explore real-life shared leadership events in a 

professional workplace, to understand how and why they occur, and to examine how 

they evolve over time.   

What’s involved? 

Interviews and a diary study will be used to explore shared leadership events in a 

number of teams in professional organisational settings over a twelve-month period. 

Ideally, individuals from one team/work unit in your organisation will participate in 

up to four one-to-one interviews over the period of a year (one interview with each 

team member approx. every 10-12 weeks).  Additionally, participants are requested to 

maintain a brief record of shared leadership events as they occur. 

Why your organisation? 

As a team-based, knowledge-intensive organisation, your work environment provides 

an ideal context for exploring these important research questions.  Furthermore, I 

would be happy to provide a summary of my aggregated findings to your company, 

keeping individual contributions anonymous of course.  Finally, I would like to 
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reassure you that this research is subject to ethical approval by the Research 

Governance Office at the University of Southampton. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to speak with you to discuss the potential for your 

organisation to participate in this study, and will contact you by telephone next week 

to discuss your views on this. 

In the mean-time, if you have any questions about the research, please feel free to 

contact me. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Anne Sweeney 

Lecturer in Management, Waterford Institute of Technology 

PhD Candidate, University of Southampton. 

E asweeney@wit.ie 

M 087 8505482 

 

  

mailto:asweeney@wit.ie
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9.12 Appendix L – Excerpts from Critical Incidents of Shared Leadership  

Table 9-4 Excerpts from Shared Leadership Incidents 

 

No. acts of 

leadership 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 1 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

Resource Flows 

during SL 

interactions 

Phase of Data 

Collection (1-4) 

Team 1, Phase1, TM101 

1 So for the interviews here like today, I talked with the 

others… to try to organise like for Monday’s [research 

interviews] - like I was asking ‘do you think it’s possible [to 

organise them] for just one day, let me ask everyone and let 

me see if there is a room available because sometimes here it’s 

busy’.  So, I did that, [organised the research interviews for 

each team member] I just couldn’t talk properly with [TM103] 

because she was out during the week for a long time.  So, she 

didn’t have time but she’ll try to do it.  But the rest, [TM102] 

is coming after me.  These are simple things, like just 

organising this for the team. 

TM101 Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities 

 

Task-related: 

providing assistance, 

helping with tasks; 

undertaking 

unwanted tasks. 

1 

      

2 We have a design conference in Dublin that I realised would 

happen like maybe in two months, and I asked [the manager] 

to go there.  And she said ah ok let me see if we have a budget 

to pay for the tickets etc.  And she came back to me, yes, you 

have and doing that I asked some other colleagues if they 

would like to go as well to the same conference.  For this one, 

it was me and [another team member].  So I checked… how 

much are the tickets, if you need to, in this case we need to 

pay to get the bus and go there or the train, so and so I was 

asking if we had the budget to pay as well for these things.  

So, I got the preapproval for this expense, which was good.  

So, and me and [another team member], we just decided ok 

let’s take the bus at 8am or something like that so we’ll be 

there at 10 so we took the bus together and we arrived there 

and spent the day there.  So I organised that. 

TM101 Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: 

providing assistance, 

helping with tasks; 

undertaking 

unwanted tasks. 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning – 

tasks that increase 

skills and abilities of 

others. 

1 
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No. acts of 

leadership 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 1 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

Resource Flows 

during SL 

interactions 

Phase of Data 

Collection (1-4) 

      

3 The other one was the logo creation that we did last year.  Am, 

and was like, not a formal briefing, but informal briefing 

because we are working for a project inside of [Company A].  

So, am, my boss, am this time, [original unit manager], she 

ask me to, for us, to share some tasks.  So, you and you are 

going to take care of the web-site, you and you are going to 

take care of the logo type, you are going to take care of the 

images and video things like that, so she shared the tasks for 

the team.  And, am, a colleague and me we are responsible to 

create the logo type and the entity for that.  At the beginning, I 

was a little bit confused, because I was saying let’s talk about 

the logo but the meeting with my colleague never happened.  I 

don’t know maybe the other person was busy or something, 

you leave it for another day and you forget, things like that.  

Not necessarily it’s because the other person don’t want to 

meet sometimes… But I say I think we need at least to show 

some ideas… because, one of us needs to give like the first 

start of that, if not, you will never know if it’s going to happen 

or not.  So I sent a message to my colleague lets meet like for 

half an hour tomorrow morning and just talk about that and 

define some ideas and we can maybe next week or in two 

weeks come back to that and show each other the ideas.  

Because I work in many places like that, like sharing ideas, 

like a co-worker, you can prove more, you can do more, much 

better than just by yourself.  It’s my experience.  So, we did 

that, we did the meeting and each one started to create 

something but then I asked for the second meeting and the 

second meeting never happened.  Am, and I… don’t want to 

be asking all the time for a meeting. So, during this time I, my 

boss, she asked me does anyone have any material so I 

decided lets send to her what we did.  So we sent it to her, I 

sent to her what I did, my colleague sent what she did as well, 

but I think it was bad because we didn’t see what each other 

TM101 Setting a direction Task-related: offering 

cooperation. 

1 
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No. acts of 

leadership 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 1 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

Resource Flows 

during SL 

interactions 

Phase of Data 

Collection (1-4) 

did and when we saw it together, I thought to myself, am, it 

would be great if we had talked beforehand.   

 

 

 

Team 1, Phase 1, TM102: 

4 I guess one thing would be [TM103], a girl down in the office, 

am, she would be in the same kind of industry as me, I guess 

she does the same job as me you know.  And am, she’s always 

been a great mentor, for the past 13 months like, you know I 

would, I honestly would call her a mentor.  She’s looked over 

my shoulder, always helped me out, you know, if I struggled 

with anything she would give me a hand.  And am, yeah, 

always very positive, very encouraging…she just helped me 

settle in you know, so I guess she understood that our roles 

were very similar.  That I was going to be doing what she was 

doing, so she just kind of took me under her wing. 

TM103 Developing and 

mentoring other 

team members 

Task-related:  

Providing assistance 

(helping with tasks), 

cooperation (giving 

task support). 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

1 

  Team 1, Phase 1, TM103:  

5 So with the current project that I’m on, we had another senior 

designer working on it [TM105].  She took some maternity 

leave, am but both of us worked really closely together on the 

product at the very infant stage of it. So, it was product 

development, trying to get an idea of what the product could 

be, where it should go, how it should work.  Am, so both of us 

would have worked each other out on that.  And it was great 

to get her point of view in terms of user experience, like how 

would somebody work with the product. So, I would have 

learned a lot from her in that time, of things that I would never 

have thought of, so like in our team that's a really regular 

occurrence, is that you’ll have more than one vision or more 

than one opinion on a product and it’s great to get that varied 

opinion because you can get a better user experience through 

that.  As opposed to just thinking linearly yourself, so we’re 

always learning from each other.  We always have group 

TM105 Developing and 

mentoring other 

team members 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

1 
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sessions and we just chat about products, ‘what do you think 

of this, is this the right colour, is this the right layout’… 

      

6 … I was discussing, with the younger members, like what 

skills do they want to develop further and then I talked to our 

unit manager about that and both of us decided that we would 

assign online courses to them.  So, I was just kind of helping 

out there, whereas that wouldn’t usually be my role but just 

because we didn’t have that manager there for a little while we 

were kind of working together on that a little bit.  So, that I 

suppose would be a shared task. 

TM103 Developing and 

mentoring other 

team members 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

1 

      

7 I try to give positive feedback because I think everyone needs 

to hear that, you know I think that everyone needs to have that 

kind of sense of well done.  So I try to say that to everyone, 

even if you’re maybe giving a bit of critique back and I think 

that I receive that back as well, a lot.  I think everyone is very 

positive. 

TM103 Performance 

feedback 

Person-related: 

recognition 

(acknowledging 

effort, 

accomplishment or 

abilities). 

1 

      

8, 9, 10, 11 So, a new service line was brought in [to Team 1’s research 

unit] but we were finding that it’s not really working so I think 

that that was, a few of us would have gone up to HR to discuss 

that.  Am, because it just, everyone, once our manager left we 

all kind of felt a bit all over the place and there was a lot of 

questions raised at that time.  So I think that that was a bit of a 

collaborative discussion.  Am, but also, it’s ultimately the 

decision of senior management.   

TM102, TM103, 

TM104, TM105 

Boundary 

spanning 

(advocating on 

behalf of the 

team) 

Relationship-related: 

support. 

1 

      

12 Every one of us would have slightly different skills sets and 

would share our knowledge.  Some people would be in 

graphic design, others are print mostly and then I would be in 

the web space and the app space.  So sometimes I wouldn’t 

know like how to lay out a page for an A4 printout or A5, and 

TM104 Problem-solving Task-related: 

assistance, 

cooperation. 

1 
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I might have to ask one of the other team members, [TM104] 

could they help me lay out that and they would. 

      

13, 14, 15, 

16, 17 

I think within our team we… look out for each other but we 

kind of, sometimes it's a bit lacking outside of it.  Because you 

work with your unit most of the time and then you work with 

other units some of the time.  You don’t interact with each 

other all the time, and you might see that somebody is not 

doing well but you don’t feel that you could say it to them 

because you don’t know them well enough.  Within our unit, 

I’d definitely say it’s across the unit, everyone does it, all of 

us would. 

TM101, TM102, 

TM103, TM104, 

TM105 

Support and 

consideration 

(showing concern 

for others, 

supporting others) 

Relationship-related: 

personal support 

(giving personal and 

emotional backing), 

understanding 

(listening to others 

concerns). 

1 

Team 1, Phase 2, TM101: 

18 For one of the projects, that I did with am, a colleague, a work 

colleague, am when we worked together.  Am, at the first part 

of the project I was acting as the leader and on the second part 

of the project he was acting as the leader.  I suppose it was 

more naturally that we did in this way like because probably 

because on the first part of the project I was more in front of 

what we need to present and develop for the client.  On the 

second part, he was more in front of this position.  So, and of 

course, on both sides, both of us are together in all the project 

for him to see what I was developing and this and everything, 

the client, what he likes, what he didn’t like.  And at the same 

time on the second part of the project when we are 

constructing, building the application, am, so I could say if he 

was am following the design project that the client approved 

before.  So I was helping him in this way but he was more in 

the first position. 

TM101 Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities 

Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

cooperation (giving 

task support, aiding 

implementation). 

 

2 

      

19 This one was with [Team member] constructing an 

application, more a web-site I would say, for this company…, 

and we worked together, [Team member] and I [for 2-3 

months].  I worked on the first part of the project and [Team 

TM101 Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities 

 

Task-related: 

cooperation (giving 

task support, aiding 

implementation). 

2 
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member] on the second part.  So I was more leader in this part 

and [team member] in the second part.  Both of us worked 

together in both situations, just one was more in front like, 

talking with the client. Was not formally ah talked about but 

we knew that on the first part I would be probably more 

present with the client but would be like, it was necessary, it 

was important that [Team member] could be there during this 

time to know what’s going on, what the client ah likes, and 

what he didn’t like you know.  This kind of thing…. yeah, we, 

it worked very well and we talked sometimes ah, if there is 

any questions or we are always talking about that.  Worked 

very well like we didn’t have any disagreement… 

Team 1, Phase 2, TM103: 

20 I try to keep the admin side down, they’ve [project team 

members] enough to be working on.  My job is to get the 

admin done and to update the client all the time so I’d have bi-

weekly calls with her and discuss everything with her and 

show her all the work we’ve done. 

TM103 

 

Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

Assistance 

(undertaking 

unwanted tasks). 

2 

      

21, 22, 23, 

24 

And then just the planning for 2017 so the senior members of 

the team and the acting manager, [TM104], we met recently to 

discuss the goals for the team which would be around funding, 

proposals, research, training and employment.  Am, so 

because we’re coming to the end of 2016 we would have a lot 

of group meetings at this time to discuss what our goals are 

for 2017… So like we held a lot of sessions the last few 

months on funding ideas for next year… So, we’ve been doing 

a lot of that lately.  Am, more with the senior members on the 

team, am, but we’ve had various discussions with everyone in 

the group to find out ideas, what they’d like to work on, even 

down to sectors you know like we’re looking at children’s 

education at the moment… like the potential for any new 

products there.  So, we would submit proposals then for those 

ideas… Everyone contributes at that start, for ideas, am and 

TM102, TM103, 

TM104, TM105 

Setting the 

Direction 

 

Person-related: 

ownership/involveme

nt (letting others have 

ownership and 

influence). 

2 
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then there’s usually two or three people on the team will 

actually write the proposal.  But, while not everyone is 

involved in proposal writing, they are involved in idea 

generation, which is great.  It’s all brainstorming like we’d 

have a few sessions where we’d get them all to log ideas then 

discuss them like in a meeting type scenario. Everyone’s 

involved in goals, like what do you want for next year, like 

especially for the youngers, like even us, where do we want to 

be in another years’ time?...really nearly everyone has to get 

involved in some way whether it’s networking or idea 

generation, yeah so. And ultimately it will be the managers 

decision, what direction we’re going to go in, but at least it 

gives us a chance to provide input in to it and then they will 

see the potential or not in some cases like whether its right for 

the team or not. 

      

25 I’ve just given you some examples of where we have client 

workshops, we’d often have two designers attend a workshop.  

Am, one designer would generally be more of a senior 

designer like me, and then the designer doing the work.  So 

the idea would be that we would listen to the clients’ needs 

and then like pitch ideas to them and come up with a plan for 

that piece of work with the client at the workshop.  So one 

designer would be completing the work, the other [senior] 

designer is there as a support really.  So I’m there to ensure 

that processes are followed, the client is happy, the designer is 

happy, but my role is very minimal.  So like, when that other 

designer takes on that piece of work, its theirs, they have to 

complete it, they have to make sure everyone is happy so they 

are responsible for everything – the execution, the work, and 

the client relationship.… and often the younger designer 

would be someone that's maybe not as comfortable around 

clients but you’re kind of teaching them how to be 

comfortable.  So you’re not there to lead the workshop, you’re 

there to just be there if something comes up that they can’t 

TM103 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members 

Person-related: 

challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities); 

ownership/involveme

nt (letting others have 

ownership and 

influence). 

 

2 
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answer or you know, that the client is probably more happy 

seeing more faces than one.  There would be one senior 

person and one, I won’t say junior but less experienced 

maybe.  And the less experienced person will be encouraged 

to lead that workshop to a point where they’re comfortable 

and they’re ready to do the workshops on their own.  And 

often what would happen is we’ll have two or three meetings 

for that product or idea, if it's a voucher its only 2-3 weeks 

work so what will often happen is the designer doing the work 

will meet with the client again without the senior person so 

then they’re more comfortable.  So it’s really the initial 

meetings that are important.   

      

26 It was mostly me coordinating tasks but not totally me.  Am, 

so I would put in my timelines and then I would speak to like 

particularly App Development.  I leaned on [Team member] a 

lot during the project. I let him do up his own timelines, tell 

me how long things were going to take and what did he need 

from me as the design element.  So, he told me what he 

needed and then I put it in so I wasn’t making all the decision.  

Yes and I collaborated with [TM102] on the design.  So every 

designer, like some people take longer to do work than others, 

so I made up her timeline but then I showed it to her to make 

sure she was comfortable with it… So she again would have 

been kind of in charge of her timeline as well.   

TM103 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities. 

Person-related: 

Ownership/involvem

ent (letting others 

have ownership and 

influence). 

2 

      

27 So, like she’s [TM104] definitely great at trying to keep 

everyone happy and trying to keep everyone going in a not so 

great situation. 

TM104 Support and 

consideration. 

Relationship-related: 

Understanding 

(listening to others’ 

concerns and issues); 

Personal support 

2 
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(giving personal and 

emotional backing)  

Team 1, Phase 4, TM102 

28 I must say [TM104] really has stepped up, she does everything 

for us, she’s almost like our bodyguard in a way, she keeps it 

out of the room, which I guess is the scariest part of her 

leaving, is that it’s going to come in...  It’s not our job to keep 

pipeline going and yeah.  And that’s what [TM104] has been 

doing and fair play to her but its burnt her out.  Like it burnt 

out [original manager] last year, it’s not a job that someone 

can do. 

TM104 Boundary 

spanning 

Relationship-related: 

Understanding; 

Personal support. 

4 

29 … I think her moral compass is very on point.  If that makes 

sense, so I think it was definitely because it was the right thing 

to do.  I would hope that it was a bit of loyalty but I also think 

it might have been a bit of anger towards him. 

TM105 Boundary 

spanning 

Relationship-related: 

Personal support. 

 

4 

Team 1, Phase 4, TM103 

30, 31, 32 He [line manager] went to HR about us because our graduate 

had a concern over a role, a task that she didn’t want to 

complete, she felt uncomfortable and needed guidance on it.  

His approach was to bully her and tell her that he was going to 

go to HR.  We [TM103, TM104, TM105] were in the room at 

the same time and we had a fight with him and told him that 

we felt that he was out of order.  He called a meeting with HR, 

we said go ahead.  Unfortunately, we had to have that meeting 

and fight our own corner. 

TM103, TM104, 

TM105 

Boundary 

spanning 

Relationship-related: 

Personal support. 

4 

Team 1, Phase 4, TM104 

33 I’d start with [TM103] on the [project name].  She could see 

how busy I was and how much I’d have on, so I didn’t really 

have to worry about that she just did a great job on it…  She’s 

not even at a senior level and for her to have co-ordinated that 

was really phenomenal like.  They [clients] came in extremely 

disgruntled.  They came in from another unit in here, hadn’t 

been happy with how things had been run and were given over 

to us to kind of try and salvage the relationship.  So she’s kind 

TM103 Boundary 

spanning. 

Planning & 

coordinating. 

Task-related: 

Assistance, co-

operation, 

information. 

4 
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of built it up you know, from start to finish, so that’s definitely 

taking leadership and she took a lot off my hands at that time 

which I appreciated. 

34 And [TM105] as well, if there’s any client meetings or for 

some of the EU projects like she’s been over in Lisbon.  She 

was pregnant at the time, this was with… our ex manager, but 

she’ll go above and beyond… 

TM105 Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

Assistance, co-

operation, 

information. 

4 

Team 1, Phase 4, TM105 

35 But there was one scenario where our manager, he asked us to 

do cold calls and, I don’t really think it’s in our remit but 

apparently they’re asking other teams to do it as well.  But 

[TM102] had done it and then said, no, I’m not comfortable 

doing it a second time to the same people – it was a pointless 

exercise to tick boxes.  I walked in on the conversation and he 

asked me what I thought… I said well actually I don’t think 

you’re being fair.  She said she’s not comfortable, she’s a 

junior member of the team, if you want to ask me I’ll do it but 

if she says she’s not comfortable I don’t think you should 

force her.  His reaction which really sent me over the edge 

was, ‘we’ll bring it to HR’.  I’m like, you’re a manager, and 

your first port of call should not be HR, that’s your last one… 

if this is how it’s going to be I’m not interested.  I’ve met 

some brilliant managers and some poor managers but I’ve 

never met a manager who went to that, with a junior member 

of staff, and didn’t think he was being threatening but that’s 

like the ultimate threat.  The other one being your P45 or the 

boss.  HR is like the last resort.  There’s other options like…  

TM105 Boundary 

spanning 

Relationship-related: 

personal support. 

4 

      

36 They were looking for EU projects, which is kind of like the 

Holy Grail in here because EU projects are worth a good bit of 

money.  And I went to a conference… and it was for an EU 

thing… I met a guy there, you know you have to network, I 

met this guy and nothing really happened we didn’t work on 

anything together but only a few weeks ago [Senior Manager] 

TM105 Boundary 

spanning 

Person-related 

exchange factors: 

network / contacts. 

4 
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was like can you email anyone you know and see are they 

working on anything to join any project.  And I contacted him, 

and he emailed me back and it was like, yeah I have a project 

for AR/VR if it comes through and its successful, AR/VR will 

get a €350,000/€400,000 project out of it.  If I had left, that 

connection would be lost. But they’ll never say thanks for 

getting that connection.  Never, it won’t be acknowledged 
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Team 2, Phase 1, LM201 

1 So he’s [TM201] just that type of person, he is quite vocal… 

in a good way and kind of gets the lads chatting.  As one of 

the guys… described him to me… he described him as a 

breath of fresh air in the team, socially…   

TM201 Support and 

consideration. 

Relationship-related 

(Friendship) 

1 

Team 2, Phase 1, TM201 

2, 3 Last week now there was… an IOT summit in Croke Park.  

And it turned out that myself and another guy who are the 

usual ones that would go to these things we were booked out.  

So they suggested sending one of the junior guys but he didn’t 

want to go because, he’s a very good guy, but he just needs a 

little bit of direction.  But, he didn’t want to go on his own 

because, am, because he was never at one so he got a little bit 

nervous.  So I freed myself up and I said, right I can go but I 

want to bring him with me… well he has to learn, we want 

him to learn and it will benefit us in the long run if we do this.  

So I think anytime one of these is on, there should be two of 

us going.  So, one that knows what’s going on… is 

comfortable with it, and then bringing someone else along so 

you can kind of train them up.  So, even though I was only 

fresh in the door, I kind of stepped up.  Well, I’d the cop on to 

do it like you know and just, regardless of the domain you’re 

working in you know, intuition and adaptability and problem 

solving skills, you know they travel across, you know they 

migrate across all domains.   

TM201 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members. 

Boundary 

spanning. 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

1 

      

4, 5 After about 2-3 months in here I kind of stepped up to the 

technical lead role anyway.  So it was just kind of leadership 

of the other members of the team, trying to, organise the 

project as a whole, you’re dealing with a client who 

sometimes doesn’t understand what they want, what they 

need, so you’re trying to interpret their requirements, their 

needs, and at the same time trying to manage their 

TM201 Planning & co-

ordination.   

Boundary 

Spanning 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing projects) 

1 
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expectations as well.  You know, which is kind of, it can be a 

very difficult thing to do, its very subjective depending on 

who you’re dealing with.  So, I was able to do all that… And 

the big thing was delegation of tasks to, I guess at the time 

was mostly my peers, am, so delegation of tasks and getting 

them on board and getting them thinking along the same lines 

you know and just keeping everything moving.   

      

6 I’m not management, I’m more technical leadership. But yet 

at the same time I do a lot of management type things.  Just 

from people needing time off to questions about you know, 

needing bits and pieces for projects and solving problems, 

things like that.  If I don’t know, I’ll figure it out and if I do 

know, I’ll tell them or I’ll help them, do you know…  

TM201 Problem-solving. 

 

Task-related: 

Cooperation (giving 

task support); 

information 

(providing 

organizational as well 

as technical 

knowledge). 

1 

Team 2, Phase 1, TM202: 

7, 8, 9 I’m the co-ordinator of a European project which is actually, 

would span twelve different organisations.  And it would 

probably be the biggest project in [Company A] at the 

moment as well.  And am, so I’m coordinating that so that 

takes up most of my time.  I would also be PI [Principal 

Investigator] on a lot of the other projects...  So I would kind 

of bring, you know I suppose, my knowledge of technical 

issues and processes and even familiarity with the groups like 

Enterprise Ireland and how these projects normally run, I 

bring a lot of that am to the table here as well. 

TM202 Setting the 

direction. 

Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities. 

Boundary 

spanning 

 

Task-related: 

Information 

(Organizational and 

technical knowledge) 

Person-related: 

Network/contacts 

(providing 

opportunities for 

linking with others). 

1 

      

10 I suppose one of them would be am, we were working on a 

project there about a year and a half ago and [TM201] had 

actually just joined the team at the time…. I was nominally 

the technical lead on the project.  But my focus was kind of 

elsewhere… And he had just joined.  And he was very 

proactive like, a lot of people are very passive about things… 

TM201 Challenging the 

team, change 

initiation. 

 

 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with project tasks). 

1 
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but he was very proactive about getting engaged in it and what 

was the best thing and having recurring meetings and things 

like that.  And even in terms of when there was more people 

came on the scene in terms of kind of whipping them into 

shape.  And that impressed me quite a lot and I thought you 

know, it's a good example of leadership.  And generally being 

very proactive in his approach to his work.  You know and I 

mean that would have been a good example of leadership.  

Team 2, Phase 1, TM203 

11 We’re kind of very flat in that like it’s, there’s no real 

hierarchy within it [Team 2].  So, sometimes I will do 

something that will maybe help others.  Sometimes the new 

lad who’s just finished his doctorate am, will say well look we 

could do a paper on that and then we can go this way and I 

like, he’s probably 20 years younger than me and I’ll say, that 

sounds good to me and we’ll go with it.  And then there’s 

other stuff on the proposal side that I can help him with and 

it’s, I suppose, yeah.  Peer leadership is probably a good way 

of describing it.  Again, nobody really takes a strong lead on 

stuff because that’s not the way the work kind of goes.  Am, 

and I suppose you could extend that then maybe to the unit… 

itself because of the nature of it, everybody has their own 

thing to do so everybody takes a leadership role at times.  I 

suppose on the European side of things I might kind of take a 

bit of a leadership role there, am.  But again it’s I suppose, 

and that’s a personal thing, I’d see it more as mentoring, 

rather than leadership, within the group… It’s not really 

taking a lead or taking a stand on something, it’s more 

friendly advice and mentorship as much as anything else.  

TM203 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members 

Task-related: 

Information 

(organizational, 

process, as well as 

technical knowledge). 

1 

Team 2, Phase 2, TM201 

12 [TM202] has divvied out work to each one of us saying you 

take care of that.  And it’s kind of like we’ll do what’s needed 

to make it happen, whether that's leadership….but you lead 

that bit and that’s kind of what we’re all doing.  

TM202 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing 

projects). 

2 
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13 [TM204]… he’s kind of working with am trying to set up the 

technical side of the infrastructure that we’re going to be 

building at the end.  And he’s come up with a few good ideas 

off his own bat, so I guess, that would be kind of an 

appropriate example and actually I’m in the office all day with 

[TM204] tomorrow, and one of the things we’re hoping to do 

is to try and put a bit of meat around the idea and then see 

well what partners do we need to involve in order to finalise 

this.  And if it's the case, we’ll just get on a plane and go to 

them because it just might be the case that it’s easier to do that 

– you’re not trying to convince someone to come over here 

and spend half a day with you.  So I guess yeah, [TM204] is a 

leader in that sense. 

TM204 Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information 

(Technical 

knowledge). 

2 

Team 2, Phase 2, TM202: 

14 I would have had an input to selecting the people to work on 

the project team. 

TM202 Team 

composition 

Person-related: 

visibility (providing 

opportunity to be part 

of significant 

organizational 

project). 

2 

      

15 Yeah, I think in, if I was to pick out one of the guys in the 

team who I think has gone off and he’s done a lot of really 

really good work largely on his own initiative is [TM204].  

He’s a guy who is very much a nuts and bolts kind of guy – he 

likes working with computers and that kind of stuff.  But he’s 

taken on an awful lot of initiative on it and you know, I 

suppose you could even argue the stuff that other partners 

should be doing.  And he’s kind of driven it and spearheaded 

it and he’s made an awful lot of progress.  And if you were to 

actually talk about what real progress the project has made in 

terms of, other than just writing documents and having 

conversations and writing emails back and forth, he’s 

TM204 Setting the 

direction 

 

Task-related: 

Information 

(Technical 

knowledge). 

2 
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Leadership 
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probably the guy who’s done the real work that we could 

actually point to and say this is what we’ve achieved so far.  

You know, and I was surprised myself at him, how much he’s 

actually done and how much initiative he’s shown. 

Team 2, Phase 2, TM203: 

16 … well two of the other lads am would have had a bit, one in 

particular would have plenty EU experience, another lad 

would have a nice bit and then another one of the lads am, this 

is his first EU project.  Am, but say when we were talking 

about the review the last couple of weeks, I’ve been at more 

reviews than anybody else so I suppose yeah people were 

looking at me a little bit saying ‘do we need to go into that bit 

of detail’ ‘do we need to go into this detail’, just I suppose a 

bit of experience. And again I suppose it's the nature of these 

reviews.  It’s sort of a bit of a shot in the dark until you go 

over there because every reviewer would have their own 

opinion.  But it was more even to say something like that to 

people.  And give them a bit of background as opposed to 

leading what we should and what we shouldn’t be doing, it 

was more just giving that bit of context and background to it I 

suppose.  You could call it a bit of leadership if you like but it 

was more giving the background to it. 

TM203 Sense-making Task-related: 

information 

(providing 

organizational 

knowledge). 

2 

      

17 Am, off the top of my head I suppose just part of the work I 

do is around again the admin side of it and keeping track of 

resources and that so I suppose there was a bit of that needed 

in the run up to the review in particular.  A lot of the time you 

go to these reviews and there are three reviewers at the other 

side of the table.  They don’t understand much about the 

project but they can understand the black and white of 

numbers.  So you have to have that side of things bulked up.  

Am, so there was a bit of chasing up again.  Not within [Co. 

A] but within the other partners to make sure they had 

TM203 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities. 

 

Task-related: 

Assistance (help with 

undertaking unwanted 

tasks), Cooperation 

(giving task support). 
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presented and they had all their numbers given to us in 

advance.  So there was a bit of that that I had to do. 

Team 2, Phase 3, TM201: 

18, 19 Because of the nature of the beast, it's a completely different 

type of project and you need someone versed in those projects 

who can actually translate it into words and meanings and 

feelings and stuff, and [TM202] does that.  [TM202] and 

[TM203] because [TM203] has a lot of experience as well in 

the European domain, not from a coordination side, but from 

dealing with the [European] Commission.  He’s a lot of 

experience with that and he understands a hell of a lot… we 

don’t know half of the stuff he knows yet, just because 

[TM203] used to work [elsewhere] and stuff so he has a lot of 

that kind of, that wealth of knowledge that we can lean on as 

well…You get emails from different people who are on 

different steering committees and working boards in the 

Commission that you’ve never heard of.  But yet you’re meant 

to contribute and you’re going like who are these people, why 

have I to do this all of a sudden, and it’s outside of the remit 

of the European project but still you have to be seen as a good 

EU citizen and you are being funded by the EU.  And you’re 

just going, wow…  It can be very difficult to navigate and 

[TM202] and [TM203] have been invaluable at helping us 

with that yeah. 

TM202, TM203 Sense-making Task-related: 

Information 

(providing 

organization and 

process knowledge). 

3 

      

20 I’m kind of an intermediary between the doers and the talkers 

and trying to get the talkers to do and trying to get the doers to 

talk a little bit more and share a bit of information, and try to 

learn myself so that I can bypass whoever I need in order to 

get information.  And I’m also working with [TM203] as well 

on the admin side so, from the admin side they need someone 

who knows the partners, can talk to them and actually drive 

agendas, drive issues that they need to do, not only from a 

technical side but also from admin,  

TM201 Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing 

projects); Cooperation 

(Giving task support) 

3 
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21 [TM203] is the brains behind the reporting side… from 

dealing with the [European] Commission and making sure 

that that end of the project, so all the reporting and all of the 

metrics and everything like that is up to date.  That the project 

officer in Europe has all the information that they need and all 

that kind of good stuff. 

TM203 Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

Information 

(providing 

organizational and 

project information) 

3 

      

22 I’m kind of interfacing with both of them [TM203 and 

TM204] but also directing their information towards all the 

[external] partners on the project… we’re all peers, there is no 

hierarchical structure now.     

TM201 Boundary 

spanning 

Task-related: 

Information 

(providing 

organizational and 

project information) 

3 

Team 2, Phase 3, TM202 

23 I definitely think that [TM201] has kind of stepped up to the 

plate… possibly even the fact that he knows I’m leaving has 

probably lit a fire under him and certainly I can see that he is 

definitely trying to step up.  In terms of interactions with the 

other partners for example.  One thing he’d be better than me 

at is he’d be better at kicking them in the backside you know, 

he’d be, I’d kind of be a little bit ‘ah sure grand ok’, I’d be a 

bit more easy going, whereas he’ll stick it to them.  Like with 

documents, he’ll keep sending the documents back to them 

saying no there’s spelling mistakes or this or that isn’t 

addressed.  Whereas I’d nearly actually fix the spelling 

mistakes myself, so it’s probably… it's a good way to deal 

with them, to put them through their paces you know. 

TM201 Boundary 

spanning 

 

Task-related: 

assistance. 

3 

Team 2, Phase 3, TM203 

24 But I suppose because [TM202] is leaving and I’m the one 

coordinating it with him over the past 18 months, there’s 

certainly more of a leadership role there for me over the next 

while.  So my position is officially the same but it may be 

about to change unofficially. I suppose again like [TM202] is 

the named co-ordinator, like I said there’s two halves when it 

TM203 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing projects) 

Cooperation (giving 

task support). 

3 
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comes to that.  Well I suppose no if it’s more the admin and 

reporting stuff, it’s probably me.  

Team 2, Phase 3, TM204: 

25, 26 Technical leadership am, yeah, am, at the minute [leadership 

is] divided up in three. For tech stuff, it’s me and [TM201], 

and probably [TM201] for the project, that’s his role, but for 

guidance, we’re a little bit early, we haven’t defined a person 

who will be responsible – there’s no real sort of conversation 

happened yet about this.  

TM201, TM204 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

3 

      

27 I am mentoring [Team member], the grad. TM204 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members 

Personal-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

3 

Team 2, Phase 4, TM201 

28, 29 [After TM202 left] I took over all of the Technical Leadership 

of the project, [TM203] was doing the admin side to do with 

the EU bureaucracy side of things and all the admin stuff to 

do with the [European] Commission – I didn’t have to get 

involved in that at all but to the point that, anything to do with 

the project, the consortium, the partners, that was me and I 

got, in fairness to [TM204] he gave me a big help with that as 

well because am, in February, so [TM202] left at the end of 

January, in February we organised a quarterly meeting with 

all the partners, so they came to us and we rented the castle [in 

Kilkenny]… So anyway, we managed to pull off the meeting 

and it’s pretty hard when you’ve never led it before, and you 

have to figure out the agenda and make sure everything’s 

moving along…and it was my responsibility to drive the 

agenda to make sure everybody was doing their presentations 

and move it on and try and start conversations about different 

aspects of the project and try and get people to engage and 

talk about it and come to a resolution.  And that kind of stuff 

TM201 Boundary 

spanning 

Planning & co-

ordination 

Task-related: 

assistance; 

cooperation. 

4 
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is exhausting but again, I had to figure it out myself, there was 

no kind of mentoring, you’re just going oh God what do I 

need to do here, it’s hard.  So I managed, that meeting was a 

success I think, the castle was an added bonus, they were all 

impressed I think. 

      

30, 31, 32 So last week myself and [TM204] we headed out to Spain to 

one of the partners for a workshop for 2-3 days and just kind 

of try to figure out the bits that need to be resolved yet, so 

decisions required.  We made some decisions and there’s a 

few still hanging but at least now we know what we don’t 

know if you know what I mean.  We’ve defined the scope and 

now we just need to define the design of those components, 

[TM204] has a pretty good handle on that part of it… 

TM201, TM204 Boundary 

spanning 

Problem-solving 

Task-related: 

assistance, 

information. 

4 

      

33, 34 I guess bringing stuff up, it’s me [TM201].  I kind of lead 

those say project-wide stuff it’s kind of more me.  Anything to 

do with coordinating the commission side of things its 

[TM203] and [TM204] feeds in based on whatever technical 

questions we have, he makes suggestions about what way to 

go.  Outside of that, it used to be [TM202], he had the overall 

direction but with him gone, someone had to pick it up and I 

think it’s me.  Trying to get the partners to pull their weight 

and like we’ve a couple of events coming up and I’ve brought 

it up with the partners, who’s going to go, what’s our 

involvement, and nobody’s replying. 

TM201, TM203 Setting the 

direction. 

 

Task-related: 

assistance, co-

operation, 

information. 

4 

Team 2, Phase 4, TM203 

35 I took over am the co-ordination which made sense.  I was 

doing part of that anyway.  And when [TM202] left then I 

suppose I kind of fulfilled the two roles, what I was doing 

myself and what [TM202] was doing… I’ve had to come up 

with a list and sort of say right, what’s the stuff that’s going to 

put us in jail, what’s the stuff that will keep us out of jail and 

it’s that sort of decision-making rather than what’s the best 

TM203 Planning & co-

ordination 

Task related: 

assistance. 

4 
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thing we can do.  It’s kind of what’s the minimum that we 

have to do.   

Team 2, Phase 4, TM204 

36 Last week we went to [Project Partner] and… I was kind of 

relied upon for technical stuff.  Ok [TM201] is picking it up 

and moving on with it too but yeah, I was asking why bring 

me – technical ability [TM204].  So from a technical 

perspective, yes I’ll figure it out if there is a burning question, 

I’ll kind of solve it. 

TM204 Problem-solving Task-related: 

information. 

4 
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Team 3, Phase 1, TM301: 

1, 2 Am, so this was the OnPrem (which is the name of our 

team) face to face that we had last week and I had to 

prepare and deliver training for it.  On Premises is about 

installing the product on someone’s premises, that’s where 

the term comes from for us, so OnPrem is the kind of 

shortened term of it.  So I had to deliver this presentation on 

how to work as an Agile team.   Am, you know, I put in 

bullet points in it that basically said that am QA tasks are 

primary citizens that we want them to be proactive rather 

than reactive.  Then I tailored some of the stats that would 

have been more interesting to them [QA], you know, the 

amount of bugs that were re-opened, the amount of issues 

that came through for patch releases.  So we’d release 

something and then we’d have a patch after in case there 

was issues or whatever.  So I tailored the stats, not 

massively, they were there, but I highlighted and focussed 

on them to show them that this is for ye guys as much as it 

is for our guys and its about moving that mentality from us 

and them to a team based mentality. 

TM301 Change initiation. 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

Cooperation (giving 

task support); 

Information (providing 

knowledge). 

1 

Team 3, Phase 1, TM302: 

3 It’s [leadership] happening all the time because this is how 

we work… when someone’s for example joining the team 

or moving within the team I’ll always help those persons, 

include them.  I think the most successful models in 

companies were actually allowing people to be leaders in 

their areas first.  And then, ah, simplifying interaction 

between leaders.  Because, ok, you can have a situation 

where we have a leader in this area and another in this but 

eventually they’re all working on the same project and then 

there is a problem of how many leaders we should have, 

and then there is a clash.  So it’s not about, everyone should 

step up and be leaders.  We need to have communication 

TM302 Support and 

consideration. 

Relationship-related: 

acceptance/inclusion 

1 
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and people need to feel when they can be leaders and have 

that general overview.   

Team 3, Phase 1, TM303: 

4, 5 [TM301]…he’s a great guy.  Extremely, he’s a people 

person, extremely approachable, extremely friendly… I had 

some questions and we had like a time together when we 

could talk about it.  And he started implementing a better 

framework to the whole… process. It’s not that, I suppose 

his experience counts but the sort of point is it was things 

like, things that I wrote down, he was extremely helpful, 

extremely approachable, friendly, fun. There’s a lot of fun, 

he’ll make jokes and things like that.  And that's the type of 

person and personality I respond to very well...  And as a 

result he sent me to a web-site documentation, I would read 

up… And there was one thing that he did that really 

impacted me.  He pointed me to… this Socratic questions, 

you know the sort of clarifying, if you have questions, with 

anything really… anything in life, where you have a 

question or someone has done something and you can 

actually approach it and say look, clarify what you’re doing, 

the assumptions that you’ve made, the reasoning and that 

type of thing… So, also then the implementation and asking 

questions, the six points of basic Socratic, I’ve applied it to 

everything and it’s changed everything I do.  And that for 

me has been a major impact.  It’s absolutely incredible 

because it’s changed, I mean you always do that type of 

thing but this is more concrete. It's a concrete thing I’ve 

applied those principles to everything.  Why am I doing 

this, what’s the motivation, why am I doing it this way; is 

there another way.   

TM301 Support and 

consideration. 

Change initiation. 

Task-related: 

Information (providing 

knowledge). 

Relationship-related: 

personal support; 

acceptance/inclusion 

(providing closeness 

and friendship). 

1 

Team 3, Phase 1, TM304: 

6 …often it’s kind of my role to pull together the right people 

to have a discussion about a particular area and then make a 

decision around that area.  So sometimes we would include 

TM304 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Personal-related: 

Ownership/ 

involvement (letting 

1 
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the whole team, other times I might just grab one or two 

people and say let’s have a chat about this or lets figure this 

out.  So that's sort of more my role as well, to kind of try to 

get the right people in the space.   

others have ownership 

and influence). 

      

7, 8, 9 So anytime there’s a question, so a good example would be, 

we had two ways of potentially doing database replication 

and am, several colleagues on the team suggested that we 

were able to drop one of those because of some research 

and understanding that they’d done and so we were able to 

remove that aspect from the project which saved time.  And 

am, the team members were the ones that were showing 

leadership there they were saying hey maybe we should do 

it this way.  And, I mean I sort of, when they led that way I 

was able to see that what they were saying made sense so I 

was able to agree that yes we should cut that from the 

project.   

TM302, TM303, 

TM306 

Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

1 

      

10 I suppose a specific example would be, we have again it’s 

to do with database replication, slightly different but we had 

one set up that was not working out well for us.  And, am, I 

made a suggestion that we do it via a different route where 

we, where I believed it would become more stable and we 

went ahead and did that, which worked well.  

TM304 Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

1 

      

11 Yes, sometimes I guess in order to project it out to the rest 

of the business, like I’m sort of the Senior Software 

Engineer, so I would be in meetings that the rest of the team 

wouldn’t be in [with other parts of the organisation]...Yeah, 

and I would sort of funnel their voices out.   

 

TM304 Boundary spanning Personal-related: 

visibility (providing a 

chance to be known by 

significant others) 

1 

Team 3, Phase 1, TM305: 

12, 13 [One senior executive requested some development work 

for demo purposes at an upcoming seminar, which the team 

TM304 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: 

information, 

1 
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felt would compromise their ability to achieve their primary 

goal].  We voiced our concerns about the approach and we 

felt that this was a distraction and that we shouldn’t do this.  

Or if we should do it, we should do something that would 

take a lot less time. The solution or the thing that we’re 

going to build was going to take… maybe… four weeks of 

effort which would probably have to be clawed out of [the 

project]… which is the business focus so, am we were 

naturally hesitant about that… So, after we’d talked…we 

suggested… [an alternative] solution the guys had put 

together which was actually a very very simple one that we 

could do in like a day or two, ah, and the particular 

executive said, ‘yeah ok that’s fine let’s do that’.  Am, so it 

turned out like that… the team came together to sort of not 

over-ride but question a specific management decision that 

had been made and come up with a better solution which 

would actually fit the problem better and keep us on track 

for the bigger key deliverable.  Am, [TM304] was one of 

the most vocal ones saying, ‘this is not what we should be 

doing, this is not what we should be focusing on right now, 

we have a lot of other work, this is just a distraction, it’s 

going to take a lot of time’… he’s very tenacious when it 

comes to working on things that he sees may be demoware 

or things that are only for demos like the [Co. B] summit 

event, lots of stuff that gets developed for it is done to just 

demonstrate something so it may not necessarily be things 

that we’re going to support in the future or anything like 

that.  So he was very concerned that we were doing 

something that might be a throw away or something like 

that and he’s very strong about that. And we were too but it 

was mostly driven by [TM304]. 

Boundary spanning. assistance, 

cooperation. 

Team 3, Phase 1, LM301: 

14, 15 [TM302]… so he was working on a specific problem within 

the last week.  Am, and, he went off on his own bat, found 

some software some technology within [Company B] that 

TM302 Problem-solving. 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

information. 

1 
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looked like it would fit the purpose, found the person who 

was the key maintainer of it and reached out to them 

directly to ask him some information… So, we have like a 5 

minute chat, I reassured him that there was no problem, and 

said to him go forth and work with the guys, set up a 

meeting but just keep me in the loop so I kind of have an 

idea as to what’s going on.  So that was a nice example, 

he’s relatively new, he was one of our hires post 

acquisition, am, and he’s relatively new to the team, he’s 

probably about 5-6 months in, am, and to see him 

proactively going out and finding people and reaching out 

and trying to progress things, rather than coming back and 

saying, oh I’m blocked, I don't know what to do.  It’s great 

to see that proactive approach, and am I mean I don’t know 

what definition of leadership you’re looking at but I would 

certainly look at that as taking a leadership approach. 

Team 3, Phase 1, TM305: 

16 Up until now, ah, I have kind of been in a way [LM301’s] 

sort of deputy in that if he’s away or something like that I 

have been the person he’s come to, to fill in for him, if he’s 

on holidays or whatever I would do his reporting for him 

and sit in the meetings that he would normally be on.  So 

I’m relatively used to that, am, but at the same time I’m not 

used to being the one person that gets poked and prodded 

for that kind of information so that’ll be new. 

TM305 Boundary spanning. Task-related: 

assistance, 

cooperation. 

1 

      

17, 18, 19 Am, so am, how we deliver software normally is am, we 

would make changes to things and we've got several sort of 

components that make up the software that we ship.  And 

am, when somebody submits a pull request for something to 

actually change something in them, we actually kick off 

what’s called a build.  So we take the software including the 

new change set and we compile it and we have an output at 

the end which is an archive and that’s the thing we actually 

TM306 Problem solving. 

Change initiation. 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

Assistance 

(undertaking unwanted 

tasks). 

1 
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deploy either to customers or they deploy themselves or 

whatever.  Am, up until now ah, which is kind of surprising, 

we’ve had this sort of ad hoc system for building our 

software.  So it’s all a whole bunch of stuff that had been 

manually copied and pasted over the past couple of years 

and it’s very very difficult to maintain and very hard to sort 

of reason about. Am, and [TM306] is kind of a new hire… 

he sort of has this, he has very strong opinions on how stuff 

should be done and that.  He’s not belligerent about it, he 

just has opinions on things and he’s not afraid to voice 

them.  Am, and he felt that this way that we were managing 

our build or the configuration to actually do the builds on 

these particular components am was messy and 

unmanageable so he went off one weekend and he came up 

with a solution for being able to sort of am, logically ah 

break out the configuration for the jobs that create these 

components.  Am, so that we could actually manage this 

thing in the future.  Because the configurations that we have 

at the moment are only going to get more complex over 

time and it’s already at sort of breaking point or was at 

breaking point. Am, so he came up with a solution to 

actually for us to be able to manage this stuff over time.  

And he came to the team and said I’ve got this solution for 

XY and Z and he convinced individual members of the 

team to row in behind him to actually get the work done.  

Even though it wasn’t on anyone’s, it wasn’t on 

engineering, it wasn’t on [LM301’s] radar… or any sort of 

executive radar.  This was an internal thing that he felt 

could improve, am, how we do things and make it more 

efficient.  So he did it off his own bat and then he went 

around to the team to convince other people to help him out 

with the effort and they did.  Am, so, but then when he 

obviously publicly said it so he sent an email to one of our 

lists and stuff like that, ah, and then there were other people 

from other teams who were able to help with the effort as 
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well.  So like the quality engineering team for instance that 

we have like a lot of experience around doing reproducible 

builds and doing this kind of configuration management for 

builds, so they were able to help in parts of it as well.   

      

20, 21 [TM304] was very interested in am native iphone 

application development and I was interested in it as well.  

And we sort of came together… and decided to build out a 

feature that ideally the engineering team should have built, 

off our own bat, again, at the weekend, just hacking on 

stuff… So we worked on this thing we delivered it and we 

had an SDK that was sort of in terms of feature sets it 

mapped with the android one which existed at that time.  

Ah, so we actually did a short lunch-time…. tech 

presentation so we’d get pizza in and stuff like that and 

we’d present things… so myself and [TM304] presented at 

that.  [TM304] mostly… spearheaded it and came to me 

with it.  So [TM304] was the one who came up with the 

specific thing, I helped him with it.  

TM304, TM305 Problem-solving. 

 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing projects); 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

1 

Team 3, Phase 1, TM306: 

22, 23 So the first one here is am, where [TM305] reduced the 

manual overhead of deployment.  So when we make any 

change to the software at all we have to test it on a running 

instance of the system.  And, am, there’s some that used to 

take time getting it set up, so that we had a running instance 

of the system with that change.  Am, and this is only very 

recently that [TM305] made it so that we can just basically 

press a button.  It’s not really press a button we tell a robot 

to do something and ah, it goes and does all of that.  Am, so 

it’s something that we used to complain a lot about and 

sometimes we didn’t do it properly just because there are 

manual steps involved and it’s easy to forget one of those or 

do it wrong and if you do then you need to go back to the 

start and do it again.  So it was slowing us down and ah, 

TM305 Problem-solving. 

Change initiation. 

Task-related: 

Assistance 

(undertaking unwanted 

tasks). 

1 
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rather than complaining about it [TM305] actually went and 

made it easier.  So I think that’s leadership in some sense. 

      

24 So this one ah, is where [TM301] changed how we work 

and that was based on the way we wanted to work and his 

previous experience with that.  So [TM301] joined in the 

last year sometime and at around the same time that he 

joined we were trying to implement these Agile ways of 

working.  And we were struggling, we weren’t doing it very 

good.  Am, and because he had lots of experience working 

in that way successfully, and I think the successfully is 

probably important there, am, he was able to see clearly 

what we were, the bits that we were doing wrong, and 

actually ah, show us what we needed to do to get to where 

we wanted to go.  Am, and we’re still not perfect but we’re 

definitely a lot better, ah since he showed us that way.   

TM301 Developing and 

mentoring 

Task-related: 

information (providing 

process knowledge). 

Personal-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

1 

      

25, 26 So the next two are kind of related to myself.  So, am, all of 

the different components in our system, we have ah, a build 

server that defines how they’re built.  And each of them has 

a specific configuration there and when I joined it was kind 

of very haphazard and they were all different and we didn’t 

know how different they were and they were all changing 

and we didn’t know how they were changing and we had 

very little… control of ah changing them in specific ways 

correctly and consistently.  Am, and if that machine 

somehow died at some point, it would take us probably a 

couple of weeks to get everything back to the way it was.  

Am, so I ah, I started us using a tool where we store all 

those build configurations outside the tool and it’s all 

version controlled and it goes through the same process as 

any other code change that we make.  Am, so it gives us 

visibility into how all the things are different.  And it also 

gives us a path to where we can, or how we can align them 

TM306 Problem-solving. 

Change initiation. 

Task-related: 

information (providing 

technical knowledge). 

 

1 



315 

 

 

No. acts of 

leadership 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 3 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

leadership 

Leadership 

Behaviour Enacted 

Resource Flows Phase (1-4) 

more consistently and also allows us to like, we know there 

are other things that we want to do, that we want that build 

server to do, but, previously it would have been very hard to 

get there but now we can see how we can actually get to 

that point incrementally, if that makes any sense… Am, but 

in the worst case scenario it would be a problem for 

everybody and we would be down a very big hole if that 

machine died.  Am, and I did get some feedback and people 

said oh, we should definitely try that, am, but it’s not 

something that would ever get prioritised into work that a 

team should do because it’s not, it’s hard to quantify the 

value of it in relation to the products that we have to 

sell.…it was a few weekends of frustration but I think we’re 

definitely seeing the benefit of it now.   

      

27 Yeah and this is probably a terrible example.  Even the first 

line of it I’ve said ‘probably not a good example’.  Am, this 

happened I would say in the last month or two.  Am, so in 

our team there’s, the ways that we communicate are we use 

email for things that we want to, for communications that 

we know are going to take a long time to go through and 

things that we want to be able to refer to later.  And then 

there’s kind of more ephemeral communications where we 

use instant messaging – a tool called IRC, and we’re just all 

in a chat room there and we can talk about whatever.  And 

that’s probably where most of our communications happen 

I would say… And we have just short meetings, ah, video 

chat meetings as well.  Am, and then recently a few of the 

team wanted to introduce another tool called Slack which is 

really popular now and it’s in some ways its better than one 

or two of the tools that we do use, am, and it's a relatively 

new thing and it came up and in the discussion that we were 

having… well one guy said ‘we can’t use Slack that tool, 

because of [TM306]’ because of me, and I didn’t realise 

that at all… We had a discussion about it before, back 

TM306 Setting the 

direction 

Personal-related: self-

concept (affirming 

one’s values and 

identify). 

1 
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around when I joined first and am, as in the greater 

engineering and [Co. B] team talked about it and… we 

made a list of pros and cons and stuff like that, and lots of 

people wanted to use it but they couldn’t kind of enumerate 

the reasons why.  But I was able to enumerate a lot of 

reasons why we shouldn’t so, I’m not sure if this is really 

leadership but I am, I explained when this more recent 

conversation happened, I kind of explained that's not true.  

Am, you can use it and don’t let me stop you using it.  But 

then I also, like the most important part of this I think is that 

I explained why I think that they shouldn’t use it because it 

kind of goes against the kind of greater [Co. B] culture and 

the principles that the company has kind of the mission 

statement and all that… I know I definitely influenced that 

decision and was probably the most influential in that 

decision...   

Team 3, Phase 2, TM301: 

28 One guy, [TM302] we sent him to [Customer] in the UK on 

a days’ notice, flew him to London to walk into their team 

and help them set up their product.  This commanded huge 

respect from the team and it was great to see that he stepped 

up to it, had no problem with it, this guy will work 20 hour 

days… no problem at all, just a real workhorse.  And the 

team know that… if we have something that happens at 11 

o’clock at night, I could run it by that guy.   

TM302 Boundary spanning. Task-related: 

Assistance, 

Information. 

2 

Team 3, Phase 2, TM302: 

29 So if I know that someone may be wrong and I’m talking 

with them and they’re still not trying to correct, I’ll let him 

do the thing.  I know it’s maybe time-wasting in some cases 

but it’s not because then someone can learn from this and 

maybe change his approach because if he’s not getting your 

idea or starting to encourage some developers to ok change 

their mind, just let them do it and then once they do it 

maybe they will realise that it wasn’t the best idea overall.  

TM302 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

2 
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So work on it/mentor it and just have feedback, talk about it 

and I see it works when I take that approach. 

      

30 He [TM306] has really good you know language and he 

knows how to influence people and like he says something 

he am, he encourages teams to go to that area and so even if 

he’s like not as good a developer as me, he has like lots of 

am times where he was shifting our way for functionalities 

and ah, even working on side by side with leaders just to 

prepare some information on the functionalities. 

TM306 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: vision 2 

Team 3, Phase 2, TM303: 

31 I know I mentioned [TM301] before but he’s really good 

with the whole Agile (methodology) sort of Scrum process 

and we did a really simple, it was really simple, practical in 

that face to face for three days or four days where he, he 

actually had like titles glued on the wall and then we took 

like post it’s and then put our ideas down.  The idea could 

be stupid or ridiculous…we put all these things down sort 

of a brainstorm of what technologies we could use to solve 

these problems and we went around to try to put them all 

together and add story points to them, in other words the 

work effort.  And that really helped us get some really good 

focus.  I think that was very instrumental for getting us on 

target.   

TM301 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: 

Information (Providing 

process knowledge). 

 

2 

      

32 … [TM304]… he has a massive amount of knowledge am 

and am and understanding of the system because I think he 

worked here since the early days.  He’s not as flamboyant 

or, I don’t want to say open, but he’s not as forward as the 

other team leads but am, and I actually wrote something 

down here… because as a leader I think it's a natural thing 

for him and he’s had some great influence and initiative and 

it’s sort of helped me because am, the technologies are so 

strange but with his help and his influence it’s given me, 

TM304 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

Relationship related: 

personal support 

(giving personal 

support and 

encouragement). 

 

2 
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it’s made me more positive and it’s given me am, the sort of 

confidence in what I’m doing.  So he’s helped me a lot 

there. 

      

33, 34 … [TM302]… he’s extremely bright.  And just his 

influence over the last six months has been outstanding, 

outstanding… he moved to our… team and he’s just been 

an amazing influence.  Yes, it’s amazing, just you can ask 

him anything, any problem on any part of the system and he 

knows, I don’t know how.  Just the natural ability he has to 

understand everything, I mean you hardly find people like 

that in the world, honestly.  I mean I’ve worked with a lot 

of people, he’s just got that incredible ability to understand 

everything and be accurate about it.  Because of his 

[TM302] massive knowledge of the system we’re getting 

jobs done and when you struggle you can go to him and say 

‘… I’m having a problem’ and he’ll say ‘ok you need to do 

this, this and this…’  Like when we did the pair 

programming he just has immense knowledge, just helped 

me get my thoughts aligned and the thing that I like is he’s 

approachable.  You can interrupt him at any time in the day 

and he’ll stop his work and come and help.  And I think that 

also, it sort of permeates the team because everyone is 

willing to help each other. 

TM302 Problem-solving. 

Developing & 

mentoring. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

Person-related: 

Challenge/learning. 

2 

      

35, 36 [TM302] took it upon himself - we have am clusters am in, 

they are basically a whole pile of servers and we deploy our 

open shift am, plus our software on to these clusters and he 

has built into one of the nightly jobs that takes all our 

software from our master [script] and deploys it every 

night.  And what this does, it just gives you a confidence 

that the work that we’re doing is working.  So it’s this 

whole ‘deploy often, test often’, actually it gives you, it 

really builds confidence in the team.  Ok yeah, when its 

TM302 Problem-solving. 

Change initiation. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

2 
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broken we’ve got to go and find out why and what was the 

merge that happened on Master that caused that thing to 

break, but by doing that its instilled a lot of confidence in 

the guys, in the team, and actually its helped us like when 

we have, we have a lot of PR’s [pull requests] so 

everyone’s adding to the software so you’re getting all these 

pull requests and sometimes it's a human thing where you 

miss out on merging a pull request.  But because of this 

nightly deploy you see ‘oh my merger has gone in but I 

missed this pull request and I can ignore it now because it’s 

working’. It’s given this, I think it’s taken away human 

error. But I love the way that he, he took the initiative, he 

did it and he wasn’t scared like I said, but I just said you 

might break the deploying sequence but he said it doesn’t 

matter, if it breaks we’ll fix it.  I love that attitude because 

it’s saying I don’t really care because at the end of the day it 

benefits the team I’m not worried about myself.  No he 

went and did it on his own initiative to make the process 

much better and now it’s become a thing where we will be 

looking into it and its going to become a big task.  He’s 

started a way of thinking. 

      

37, 38 [TM306] took it upon himself to install a… actually what it 

does is it builds, takes every single task, now this is a 

massive piece of work that he did in his private time as well 

as, I mean obviously he got some help from the engineering 

managers who set aside time for it, where he actually 

managed to get all the jobs into a common repo so we could 

take this repository, we can work in it and then generate all 

those jobs for us so we don’t lose any information.  And it’s 

been immensely immensely immensely powerful because 

now we can automate a lot of our tasks and still have the 

information retained, am, and we can add to it now.  It’s 

easier and we can build automation in fact the last week 

I’ve been working on one of those tasks to automate a 

TM306 Problem-solving. 

Change initiation. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

2 
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specific piece of am like a mobile sdk and some other stuff 

and put it in, use the features that [TM306] has built.  And 

so again massive risk because if it didn’t work, it would 

destroy virtually everything that we’ve done, no really!  

      

39 [TM304]’s influence on the team… [he] took it upon 

himself to learn Golan (a free and open source 

programming language created by Google) and is taking the 

time to train the rest of the team in Golan.   

TM304 Developing and 

mentoring the team 

Personal-related: 

Challenge/learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities). 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

2 

Team 3, Phase 2, TM304: 

40, 41 Basically I have a lot of technical knowledge because I’ve 

been here for a long time and am, so I would sort of look to 

guide people who are coming in to the team or anybody 

who would have questions about how we might implement 

a feature or any technical questions about the platform itself 

from within the team and then externally am, if people are 

having issues or if they’re wanting to understand more 

about the technical, more the deep sort of technical side of 

things rather than what the Platform does, then the 

questions would often get directed my way. 

TM304 Developing and 

mentoring the team. 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

2 

      

42 Yeah so there was a requirement on the, on our what we 

call our backlog and that was coming into one of our sprints 

and we were discussing it, we always do this like, before we 

bring it into what we call a sprint – a two-week piece of 

time in which we complete a number of pieces of work – so 

we were discussing the items we were going to turn into a 

sprint.  And it was during that discussion that [TM306] 

challenged me…And I suggested a solution and it was 

[TM306] at the time who was sort of, he challenged that 

TM306 Challenging the 

team/Change 

initiation. 

Task-related: 

Information; 

Cooperation (giving 

task support). 

Personal-related: 

Ownership/ 

involvement (letting 

others have ownership 

and influence). 

2 
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solution and we went to, in a discussant way, it was not 

conflict, we didn’t resolve it between us, so we said lets go 

to, we have like a product manager, to give us the 

customers view on things as this was like a customer facing 

thing.  So I didn’t feel, as a technical person… I’m terrible 

at the UX stuff, I didn’t feel we could adequately resolve 

this so let’s talk to an expert.  So we went and talked to an 

expert and that expert said, actually no, let’s do this a 

completely different way.  But this wouldn’t have happened 

if I hadn’t been challenged by [TM306]  My way would 

have won out and we would have done that and it wouldn’t 

actually have been the way that the product manager 

wanted it in the end.  So, that's one thing that I have 

noticed.   

Team 3, Phase 2, TM305: 

43, 44 So, a pretty good example… we had this sort of eleventh 

hour issue that came up with our – we’ve been working on 

this… project for about a year and a half now.  So this 

eleventh hour issue came up am, we didn’t really see it 

coming, am but one of the, like in terms of level he’s just a 

regular Software Engineer, not even a Senior Software 

Engineer and this person identified that problem was there.  

After being on a call they took the initiative to go and put a 

really descriptive Gira [ticketing system] together, 

describing what the problem was, and then elicited 

feedback from the entire team around him and put together 

– ok we’ve got four solutions here, this one will take the 

most amount of time, this one’s the technically correct way 

to do it, am and they put together a really superb Gira, most 

of our Giras are terrible, no detail whatsoever, but this one 

was particularly well done.  So after eliciting all this 

feedback he also facilitated the calls between the various 

stakeholders to figure out what was the actual right way to 

solve this problem given that we’ve got a week or two tops 

to get this over the line.  And we did that, he picked the 

TM306 Problem-solving. 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge) 

 

2 
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right solution, the team got behind it, we added another 

sprint to the project, so another two weeks, and we got that 

particular problem fixed and solved.  And it was driven by 

[TM306] someone who wasn’t a Tech Lead, just a regular 

member of the team, who saw that there was a big problem 

in front of him and took some action.  

Team 3, Phase 2, TM306: 

45, 46 So there was these, the language that we use for 

development is called Java Script and there’s a standards 

body behind that.  And they decide what new features go 

into each version of the language so the language is always 

evolving over time.  And there was probably the biggest 

release of that was in 2015 and the version of it that came 

out of that… we ah kind of incorporated about three months 

ago.  So there were loads of new features, some good some 

bad… And so we had the ability to use these and lots of 

people had different opinions and I said I think we 

shouldn’t use them.  Some people said we should use them 

all. Some people said we should use these ones and not 

these ones, or we should use these ones in a particular way 

and limit how we use them so we don’t am end up doing 

wrong things because we don’t fully know how to use them 

yet you know.  So I started a discussion around the new 

features, so I laid out all the new features and where to find 

information about them.  And there’s this tool we use for 

code review so I just put it in there so we could have a 

conversation about this… do you know Google docs, sort of 

like that, where everybody can see the same picture of 

what’s there and you can leave a comment on a particular 

sentence or paragraph or something like that, am so there 

can be lots of little discussions happening in the one greater 

discussion.  Am, so we did that, I started that and I made it 

explicit that the end goal was to am kind of have guidelines 

on how we should use this and we can formalise those 

guidelines with, so that if somebody uses a new feature of 

TM306 Problem-solving. 

Boundary spanning. 

 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

 

 

2 
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the language the wrong way that am, it will say you should 

use it like this and not like that.  Am, so we had that 

discussion, it was very good because it’s not just one small 

team its all of the teams so there would be, the discussion 

was open to probably 60 or 70 people – not all of those 

people got involved but the people who cared about the 

stuff did and based on that I left the discussion open for a 

few weeks and based on that then, we knew what 

everybody felt and people discussed it and changed their 

opinions on it, so we got guidelines out of that. 

      

47 It was [TM304]… So there’s this other language.  I 

mentioned the language we work with mostly is Java Script.  

This other language that Google made is called Go.  And 

[TM304] is very enthusiastic about it and thinks we should 

all be using it.  But, there’s no, let’s see, there’s no, just like 

there’s no, it’s nobody’s responsibility to do some of the 

other things we talked about, it’s nobody’s explicit 

responsibility to introduce new languages.  It’s kind of a big 

process, so what he did was, he started giving classes – he 

has learnt it over the last year or two and he started giving 

classes on Friday evenings over blue jeans for anybody 

interested in learning.  So I think it went on for about six 

weeks.  It would have been the last hour of work.  So 

people would just hop on a Blue Jeans video call and he 

would, he had a plan laid out for each week and I didn’t 

join it because I missed the first two for various reasons… 

But I know that a lot of people got a lot of value out of that 

and based on that its now going to be easier to introduce it 

if we do decide to do that because a lot more people know 

and understand it.  Whereas previously it would have been 

just him.  And then, another person who would also be a 

tech lead in another team started doing that for another 

technology after that – so he kind of influenced them to do 

that. 

TM304 Developing and 

mentoring the team. 

Task-related: 

Information (Technical 

knowledge) 

Personal-related: 

Challenge / learning 

(sharing tasks that 

increase skills and 

abilities).  

2 
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Team 3, Phase 3, TM301: 

48, 49 He [Senior Manager] asked me to do a presentation [on 

Agile] for all the managers that report to him.  So there was 

2,000 people, the managers that have those people 

underneath them, I gave that presentation to.  They liked it 

so much that they opened my presentation to the entire 

group.  We had nearly 100 people turn up for the call, it was 

recorded, and all 2,000 people have the video and can sit 

down to watch it.  In terms of acting as a leader, we’re 

doing that just by how we work, without going around 

saying ‘it’s me’.  Yes, and we’ve changed how they think.  

It’s not just how they work, they’re re-planning and 

questioning their strategy based on our success. 

TM301 Developing and 

mentoring.  

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: 

Information (process 

knowledge). 

 

3 

Team 3, Phase 3, TM302: 

50 …so I just did a quick demo and then we were kind of 

trying to test a couple of solutions including my solution so 

eventually after two months of trying different solutions, 

my initial solution won, which I’m really happy about 

because its easy and we can finally close this.  And that’s it 

so there was lots of investigations and different attempts to 

do the simple things and finally we made it through and 

we're in agreement with the managers… its most important 

that they are aligned with the way we want to do it.  And 

then from the customer side we’re just making sure that this 

will be easy enough for everyone to understand it.  Even 

from non-technical side. 

TM302 Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

3 

      

51 Am I’m trying to be aware of the entire solution so, the 

other part of the team is working on something else for this 

customer so I’m trying to help them review them and I 

guide them on how to use like, I’m almost the only one 

person in the team who has experience in Java.  So I help 

the team with the Java based approach because of course 

for the node we are all experts but for Java some of the 

TM302 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing tasks). 

3 
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Leadership 
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developers have never ever tried this.  So I try to help other 

members of the team but that is something outside my 

regular work so what can I say about this it’s just that I’m 

always trying to help everywhere in the team if someone 

needs me. …like every day I’m having lots of private 

conversations even from different teams people are asking 

me about things they think I will know.  I think I just 

encourage everyone to just raise their voice in a public 

forum because often what I see is that the people joining are 

often asking the same questions so if we’ll do it in the email 

or if we’ll do it in the public chat then I will have a 

reference so everyone can read it and be aware of that.  So 

you’re solving the problem for one person where we can 

actually solve it for everyone. 

Team 3, Phase 3, TM303: 

52 … generally it's the Scrum Master that would go in and say 

ok am you know just basically looking at what’s in the 

backlog but because the focus at the moment is on this 

specific task, it’s [TM304] – he is now the Scrum Master, 

[planning and coordinating our activitie] as well as the Tech 

Lead – we try and avoid that, it’s only because this has been 

quite urgent that he’s taken on both.  So we try and split up, 

take away the burden of being Scrum Master from the Tech 

Lead.   

TM304 Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: 

Information (providing 

organizational and 

technical knowledge). 

3 

      

53 The interesting thing is as soon as there is a blocker, like for 

example I had something yesterday that really wasn’t 

working, [TM304] came along and I told him I had a 

problem, and because he has a great insight, he sat with me, 

and we left fairly late last evening with the thing working so 

that we have the deliverable ready.  So if someone is 

battling we’ll know asap because of our stand up and then 

the guys will go in and help, that’s the whole sort of way. 

TM304 Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

Cooperation (giving 

task support). 

Assistance (helping 

with existing projects). 

 

3 
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54 Actually, I would say if anything it’s [TM301]… he tries to 

get guys involved in external activities like for example, 

every Monday evening he sets up something at the [Sports 

Arena] and we play indoor soccer.  There’s [TM306], 

myself, another guy… and we go and play and have good 

fun and actually you get to know your colleagues better 

because the guards are down and we’re having fun so 

[TM301]is really good at that he really is yeah.  But I mean 

it’s not related to our team but it’s related to the overall 

climate. 

TM301 Support and 

consideration. 

Relationship-related: 

Acceptance/inclusion 

(providing closeness 

and friendship). 

3 

      

55 [TM302]… he’s very good with creating solutions.  The… 

stuff that we’re doing is really complicated and he did a 

proof of concept in his own time and he sort of said this is 

what we should do and it was brilliant, so good.  There’s 

lots of examples but the guys are, I mean obviously there 

are some things that don’t work, but the fact is that people 

are not scared to try and to take on the responsibility 

themselves. 

TM302 Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

3 

Team 3, Phase 3, TM304: 

56 I am [Scrum Master] at the moment yeah, the reason for 

that is that I want to keep the team as focused as possible.  

There are some pretty tight deadlines on this stuff, so I want 

to make sure that everybody that is capable of working on 

the thing is not distracted by other things.  Yeah - when 

there’s not so much pressure it’s easier to rotate it [the 

scrum master role].  Given that I’m not as involved in 

making the changes, I can take on the extra burden and do 

the Scrum Master part and the communications part and all 

the kind of stuff, co-ordination, and just try to shield the rest 

of the team so that they can get on with doing the work. 

TM304 Planning and 

coordinating tasks 

 

Task-related: 

Information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge). 

3 

      

57 Am, I have a lot of input into the kind of things that we 

want to do and may do.  Am, but then there are other 

TM304 Setting the 

Direction 

Task-related vision 

(being involved in a 

3 
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stakeholders so there’s like the product management team, 

there’s the sales team, am support team, and they can all 

feed into what may be the next priority.  So, am I would say 

it’s multi-faceted… I don’t know if I want to say it’s 

relatively equal or not.  I’d say like the sales and product 

organisation at the moment have the most input on the areas 

that we’re working on and engineering has an input but it is 

not the same priority. 

task that has larger 

significance) 

 

      

58 So ok this ticket has come in and I will sit with them and go 

through what I would do with the ticket and the things I 

would do to debug it or whatever it may be, so that they 

learn about how to approach that kind of thing and how the 

communications work.  Am, that kind of thing, so I’m 

trying to do that more within the team. 

TM304 Developing and 

mentoring team 

members 

Task-related: 

Assistance (helping 

with existing tasks).   

Personal-related: 

challenge/learning. 

3 

      

59, 60, 61 …there are strong voices, like [TM302] and [TM306] are 

senior people on the team with quite strong voices.  They 

would have strong opinions, [TM303] would have a good 

voice if something, if we’re trying to problem-solve.  So the 

direction we’re going to take to solve a problem would be 

formalised and it would be put together by that group of 

people.  I might give an initial viewpoint and an initial sort 

of technical idea of what and how, but then that would be 

challenged or am, assessed I guess by the guys that were 

implementing it.  I don’t know everything, so they come 

back to me and say well what about this situation, or what 

about that situation, I think we should do it this way.  

Because that will solve this problem. 

TM302, TM303, 

TM306 

Problem-solving Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

3 

Team 3, Phase 3, TM305: 

62 [TM304] has obviously stepped up in a number of different 

ways.  Probably the most recent example I can think of in 

terms of, there’s been a big focus on delivering two sort of 

key product features directly for customers and he’s stepped 

TM304 Boundary spanning Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge). 

3 
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up into a leadership role in terms of liaising with the sales 

team, which is not something which engineers typically do 

ever.  Mostly because we’re introverts and we’re terrible at 

dealing with customers.  But this is the sales team and so 

there is another shield in the way, but am, so there were two 

sort of key initiatives that customers were asking for so 

[TM304] in particular has been interacting with the sales 

team in terms of gathering requirements, communication, 

and all that sort of stuff.  And he stepped up to that big time 

over the last couple of weeks.  Traditionally that would fall 

to myself or [TM301] to manage that sort of thing… 

Thankfully we have people within our ranks who are 

willing to do it and seem to be good at it. 

Team 3, Phase 3, TM306: 

63 In the Core team we would rely on [TM304] a lot [for 

leadership].  So it's a little bit strange and I was thinking 

about this when I was writing stuff down.  So he’s the Tech 

Lead for a particular part of the product. But he’s also the, 

at the moment he’s also the Scrum Master for the team.  So 

he’s, I think the last time we were talking, when I was on 

Team 3, we would have been rotating the Team Lead or the 

Scrum Master, it’s not really a team lead but the Scrum 

Master the co-ordinator of all the meetings and stuff like 

that.  Since I’ve come back on to Team 3 it seems to be just 

him [TM304]… the Scrum Master, he’s more kind of a 

facilitator than a leader you know.   It’s just to make sure 

that nobody’s blocked and if somebody is then we figure 

out how do we get through it, who is the best person to talk 

to and you know talk to the other Scrum Masters or 

whatever… given that, the kind of leadership is centralised 

within the team in [TM304], at least at the moment. 

 

TM304 Planning and co-

ordination of tasks. 

Task-related: 

Information (technical 

knowledge) 

3 
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64 So, I suppose the first one is [TM304]… since the QBR 

[Quarterly Business Review] and the changing priorities the 

things need to get done really quickly.  His kind of role has 

changed and he’s being more of a leader I think where he’s 

more, he’s not really working on the development, he’s 

kind of more communicating with the product managers, 

the architect, consultants, customers as well.  Where, 

usually the Tech Leads wouldn’t often have to talk to 

customers, he’s doing that quite a bit at the moment.  And 

then just, communicating to us what we need to know based 

on that do you know.  He’s probably in a good position to 

do that given that am, he’s now the Tech Lead for the main 

part of the platform, where all the changes need to be made.  

And we have, because we don’t have environments the 

same as the customers have, he needs to get as much 

information from the customers about theirs, so that we can 

replicate it as much as possible, for testing and things like 

that.  And what exactly they need, am from us, what exact 

circumstances the platform needs to work under rather than 

being, having other layers of misdirection between the 

people who need it and the people who are building it. 

 

 

 

TM304 Boundary spanning. Task-related: vision. 3 

Team 3 Phase 4, TM305 

65 I suppose the obvious person (exhibiting leadership) would 

be [TM303] so yeah.  I mean [TM303] is a positive force in 

the team.  Very approachable, has always been, its innate in 

his personality, he’s a friendly affable personality.  Has had 

prior people management experience as well, which I 

wasn’t aware of but that comes through...  So that's the 

obvious example I suppose. 

TM303 Support and 

consideration. 

Relationship-oriented: 

acceptance or 

inclusion. 

4 
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66 … there’s one tech lead in particular that I can think of 

whose been, we do a thing am once a year… where you 

have a calibration session between engineering managers 

who are at the same level… and we would rate individual 

team members in terms of their overall performance but 

also whether they were operating at a level above their 

current station.  It’s basically used to identify your outliers 

in terms of people you should be looking at in terms of 

promotion, advancement, that kind of thing.  So there’s one 

person on the chart that I did for my team [TM304].  He’s a 

very senior person on the team, he’s been with us for a very 

long time.  But even over the past year his thinking and his 

way of operating, before he would have been a focused 

engineer on engineering stuff and he’s always been 

excellent at that but over the past year or so his thinking has 

changed and he’s moved to become more strategic, more 

aware of the business setting… So I’ve seen numerous 

examples of him exhibiting leadership skills… I see him 

predominantly in a technical role but I have noticed a 

change in him over the past while… he would have been 

very involved and would have led the… project and as a 

result of that the end of that project was where our 

customers would have started to install the product and he 

had to become more customer focused, taking… calls with 

the support team and in some cases with the customers 

themselves in terms of resolving installation issues.  So he 

got to be a lot more customer facing in understanding the 

needs of the people using the product day to day.  And I 

think that has helped to form his thoughts. 

TM304 Boundary spanning Task-related: 

assistance, 

cooperation. 

4 

Team 3, Phase 4, TM303 

67, 68 Am we’ve had a lot of customer engagement… we’ve had a 

couple of customers am helping them along with the 

installation of our product and picking up the pain points 

and that's been really, I must admit it’s fairly difficult 

because there’s a lot of things that can go wrong but I 

TM303 Boundary spanning. 

Problem-solving. 

Task-related: 

assistance, 

information. 

4 
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enjoyed it.  I enjoyed the engagement with the customers, 

helping them.  Well… they’re [Company B] guys helping 

the customers get the installation right.  And they’ve been 

all over the world, Sweden, Germany, France… they go on 

site, take what we have, follow the documentation and then 

install our product.  They’re saying these are the pain 

points, this is what we’re having and we’re taking that 

feedback and we made great progress with making it install 

easier.  We’re using a set of scripts… and making the install 

easier, making it less sort of what’s the word, it’s really 

involved getting that installation working, so you make it 

easier for the guys to do that… engineering shouldn’t be 

talking to customers, they should be talking to the product 

owner but just for now, because we’re in the early stages 

you know.  So that has really been fun, it was a great sort of 

change in my role.  I mean it is difficult finding solutions to 

problems when they’re big ones but generally we were able 

to help them.  Its good feedback to us and it’s good to see 

how people are using our product. 

 

      

69, 70 I think this was one of the most important and brilliant 

aspects of leadership I have witnessed at [Company B] in 

the 2 years I have been here.  [TM304], our tech lead, came 

up with an innovative idea to implement our mobile 

application but with a leaner stack of modules (he called it 

environment services).   At the moment we need quite a lot 

of resources (i.e virtual machines with lots of cpu's, 

memory and storage). Some companies have problems with 

needing vm's with heavy resources and this has a direct 

impact on the sale (in the form of subscriptions) of our 

product.  So [TM304] implemented a proof of concept 

project, got the buy in from management and started 

designing and coding; the POC worked well and as a result 

we are seriously looking into re-engineering the whole 

TM304 Setting the 

direction. 

Change initiation. 

 

Task-related: Vision 

Task-related: 

information. 

4 
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[Company B] mobile offering.  For me this showed guts, 

pure leadership, overall determination and brilliance. It has 

been an absolute privilege working with someone like 

[TM304]. 

Team 3, Phase 4, TM304 

71, 72, 73 There’s various like initiatives that might be going on that I 

would be trying to get involved in and sort of more future 

planning and more technical leadership I guess sort of, 

where are we going to go technically, what are we going to 

do, how are we going to do it, that kind of thing, I would be 

quite involved in those kind of discussions and sort of 

digging into those areas, creating documents around those 

things outlining the technical stuff around them…  I guess 

like to use a concrete example, like the installer am, before 

that came along I would have been involved in discussions 

with people who would know the particular tool that we 

used to do the installation, how it works technically, or how 

its best to approach that, and then start planning out the 

work so that when we actually get to the point when we 

actually do it then its ready to go.  And discussing it with 

the team as well at that point so maybe at a high level kind 

of coming up with the, working with the product… to come 

up with the requirements of what we need and then 

understanding technically how we can get there and then 

bringing the team and helping them break it down and get 

to grips with it, having their input, that sort of thing… From 

a technical point of view I’d see are we going to need some 

help in this area then I’d probably discuss that with [Line 

Manager] to try to figure out, are we going to upskill 

someone on the team, or can we, is there someone in the 

team that we can bring into our smaller team that can help 

give that kind of insight.  An example would be like, we’re 

open shift in [Team 3] because that’s what it’s built on top 

of, but other parts of the team would not be, so if they were 

working on something that needed to go into the… product 

TM304 Setting the 

direction. 

Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities. 

Team composition. 

Task-related: 

information. 

4 
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we might put one of our team into their team to give that 

insight. 

      

74 [TM303] also showed great leadership by jumping in and 

taking, so when the installations are difficult, and the SAs 

(software architects) were struggling, so am, they would 

often need help and [TM303] would jump on their chat 

channel or jump on an [online] call with them – they’re 

basically the people who go to the customer and the 

customer talks to them about the problems that they have 

and the SA tells them how the software is going to solve 

their problem but then they’re also technically involved in 

the installation of it.  So they would often be at customer 

sites and things like that.  But [TM303] really took the lead 

in am getting on calls with those guys and replying to their 

emails and that kind of thing… which is great.  And I think 

it builds better people in your team or organisation if they 

feel a certain burden of responsibility on them and they take 

that responsibility and run with it you end up with better 

people out of it, with people like [TM303] taking 

responsibility for talking to the SA’s.  Like there’s a certain 

uncomfortableness going to come with that, a sense of 

responsibility, there’s also a sense of ownership that comes 

with it which is really important.  Like if you don’t feel like 

you actually own something in the company well then 

you’re just kind of a monkey.   

TM303 Boundary spanning. 

 

Task-related: 

cooperation, 

assistance. 

4 

Team 3, Phase 4, TM306 

75, 76, 77, 

78 

… before we go into a Sprint, say for two weeks, we would 

all plan what we’re going to work on and we would say, we 

do this pointing poker exercise where for each ticket or 

story or issue or whatever, am, we give it a score and each 

person on the team gives it a score and if the scores don’t 

line up than we have a deeper conversation about ‘you think 

it's a bigger issue so…’  It’s to, essentially its to estimate 

TM302, TM303, 

TM304, TM306 

Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: co-

operation. 

4 
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the time it’s going to take, we say it’s not, it’s more the 

complexity of a thing and sometimes its, the purpose of that 

exercise is to bring up any complexities that, if it was just 

one person deciding on how complex it is, they might miss 

stuff.  Whereas if we’re all doing it and we give it a score, 

we don't really talk about it until we give it a score and then 

we give it a score, and if I give it a score of 2 and you give 

it a score of 8 then you clearly think it’s more complex than 

I do.  So we all eventually kind of converge on a shared 

score. And because we’ve all kind of agreed on how 

complex we think it is, of course there could be an 

unknown unknown that none of us ever thought of, am, 

eventually we all work off the same scale and we all have 

an idea of what the team as a whole have for one point.   

      

79 I can remember being in different meetings… where we’d 

be planning… our backlog which is what we call it, am, 

[TM304] would have the bigger picture of everything and 

then every issue that we’d be looking through, at least at the 

start of the team when we started working on it first, a lot of 

the calls would be just [TM304] talking.  And because lots 

of what we were doing was new and not many people knew 

about it, I don’t think people had the confidence to really 

speak up...  There was some times when, a lot of the time it 

would just be me and [TM304]… Whereas it kind of felt 

sometimes like everyone else was silent… I think maybe 

they didn’t have enough confidence or information or 

whatever.  And [TM304] did, I mean the plans that 

[TM304] and [LM301]… would have come up with 

initially were fairly solid you know.   

TM304 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: vision. 

Task-related: 

information. 

4 
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Team 4, Phase 1, TM403: 

1 I think it’s something that just happens, and it depends on 

the topic.  Like I know we say on the customer calls, I do 

take all the leadership, am.  I probably shouldn’t but I 

think because I’m the PM, like we’re all close to the 

projects but I would give all the updates, analytical updates 

(to customers).  Maybe it’s because it’s my background 

and I understand analytical more than formulation, like 

formulation I could give an update but if I want to go into 

the nitty gritty of it I’d have to ask [TM402].  Whereas I 

know on the analytical discussions on calls I do take the 

lead on those.   

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: Assistance 

(helping with existing 

projects); information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge). 

1 

      

2 Now I would kind of, I know a lot of the times we’ll say if 

[TM401] wasn’t here like a lot of her team leads would 

come to me to run an idea past me, especially if she’s not 

here.  Or if she’s caught up somewhere else, am the 

analytical team leads do come to me a lot like.  I do have a 

very good relationship with the analytical team leads and 

they’ll come to me if they are making a decision or you 

know ‘what do you think of this?’  Because they need to 

know how it impacts the overall project.  So I suppose I 

would liaise a lot with the analytical team leads, as well as 

[TM402] and [TM401].  And I would give feedback I 

suppose to [TM401] if I thought you know that somebody 

was excelling or if somebody made a decision when she 

wasn’t here I would say that, you know, even though I’m 

not directly involved in their performance reviews, I would 

kind of make a comment, God she did well there, she 

made that decision there, you know like.  Like you weren’t 

here so she took the decision and she came to me, you 

know so kind of, because to give the lads praise like.   

TM403 Performance 

feedback 

Relationship-related: 

Recognition 

(acknowledging effort). 

1 
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3, 4, 5 It’s normally planning by consensus or if not then we 

normally go to [LM401]… but we go to him going, ‘this is 

the decision we’ve made.  Are you happy with that?’  And 

we give him our rationale around it.  But no we try to 

agree as much as possible together because, I mean it’s my 

role, I have to, like I don’t want to you know antagonise 

the two guys because at the end of the day we need to 

work together – I can’t go well I need it now and I don’t 

care how you do it.  You know, we can’t, and it’s not 

going to work… Like I probably do get very frustrated 

when we don’t get stuff done so I have to learn to not 

show that as much because I know they’re up to their eyes 

like.  You know they don’t need me going ‘what do you 

mean you don’t have that done?’  So we have to work as a 

team, like… And I know like I go out and I liaise a lot 

with the customers, the suppliers, if they’re looking for 

something I’ll say I’ll send that out, you know.   

TM401  

TM402  

TM403 

Planning & 

coordinating. 

 

Task-related: Information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge); 

cooperation. 

1 

Team 4, Phase 2, TM401 

6, 7 8 I try to touch base with, like let’s say myself, [TM402] and 

[TM403]… we touch base on the Monday and the Tuesday 

with the relevant team leader to discuss that particular 

team leaders projects.  So Monday and Tuesday mornings 

are kind of gone with them.  What they’ve done, what they 

know and what we’re going to present on Thursday 

basically.  Because Thursday is the whole, like it’s all the 

top management.  It’s your [Head of Dept.] and your 

[CTO] and [CEO] and they want to know how things are 

going at a top level. 

TM401 

TM402 

TM403 

Performance 

feedback 

 

Task-related: information. 2 

      

9, 10, 11 We have an area management meeting, so the area 

management meeting would be people around my level… 

It’s actually, the area management meeting it’s on about 

once a month and it’s actually quite good because 

sometimes when you’re just a manager working on your 

TM401 

TM402  

TM403 

Boundary spanning Task-related: information. 2 
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own, you kind of think you’re the only person doing this 

but at least when you go to the area management meetings 

everybody is the same... I would go, [TM403] would go, 

[TM401] would go, but then you’d have [name] from 

Quality Systems, you have [name] from Production, he’s 

the Production Manager, he reports into [name], we all 

report in to [Head of R&D].  Quality Systems report into 

[name].  It’s all the… managers that reports into the Heads 

of the Department, yeah.  So, we would meet as a group 

and we just talk about general stuff… we have a brief a 

discussion for about two hours and basically we have a list 

of like compliance, health and safety, HR and we don't go 

into stuff in depth but it’s like this is what we see as issues 

or this is what I’m finding at the minute, are you finding it 

and what have you done about it like.  And we kind of 

highlight about three top things and we bring it to senior 

management and senior management have a meeting about 

once a month and then they’re supposed to give feedback 

to us at the next area management meeting. 

      

12 We’re doing performance reviews with people and 

because of that obviously during your probationary period 

in your performance review you give people 1s, 2s, 3s or 

whatever, depending on whether they’re – it’s 1-5 I think: 

3 is they’re doing their job, 5 is they’re doing an excellent 

job; 1 or 2 is rare.  If you give them 1 or 2 you have to do a 

performance improvement plan.  So like they would be 

aware that they wouldn’t be meeting the mark and you’d 

point out to them areas that they’d need to improve in.  

And we try to give them a plan as to how to improve… so 

it’s not like it's a complete revelation when it comes to 

their performance review...  Am, so we kind of manage it 

that way I suppose. 

TM401 Performance 

feedback 

Personal related: learning. 2 

Team 4, Phase 2, TM402 
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13 [I’m responsible] for GMP manufacture including full 

testing and release of excipients and active pharmaceutical 

ingredients which go into the product which includes all 

documentation as well for manufacture.  To ensure 

everything is in place, this puts a lot of pressure on me as 

production area down time is a big cost and therefore 

everything needs to be ready for manufacture.  So like… 

it’s part of my job to make sure that these batches run 

smoothly and like, when you’re in a production facility ah, 

all eyes are on you like you know from… CTO and CEO 

like, you can’t afford a delay if there’s downtime they’re 

looking at you saying what’s the downtime, like because 

the cost there is about €20,000 per day to run it like.  So, 

like you’re just losing money straight away.  So, in relation 

to the materials which go into these products it is an added 

headache for me to ensure that there is enough stock in 

place and to ensure that it has been tested and released in 

time for use in GMP manufacture. 

TM402 Planning & 

coordinating 

Task-related: information, 

expertise, cooperation. 

2 

Team 4, Phase 2, TM403 

14 … a lot of my role is dealing with customers on a weekly 

basis, customer calls, keeping the customer up to date.   

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: information. 2 

      

15 … being at project meetings you know, I kind of seem to 

be the one that would kind of nail down and say right 

we’re going to – if something came up and we were kind 

of ‘iffing’ about it, I’d kind of say, right we’re going this 

way... like even the analytical team leaders like if they 

can’t find [TM401] they’d all come up to me and say 

bounce ideas off me or if they are looking for direction, 

like what do you think, I can’t get [TM401], I’ll make the 

decision and we’ll just go with it.   

 

TM403 Setting the direction Task-related: information, 

decision-making. 

2 

Team 4, Phase 3, TM401: 
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16, 17, 18 I don’t think anyone of us do lead overall, like we all take 

responsibility for our own actions.  I don’t think it's a case 

of one leads the other, we’re all specialised in what we’re 

doing like so, I don’t know.  To be honest we all just say 

our piece, nobody holds back.  I think between the three of 

us [TM401, TM402 and TM403] we’ll come up with a 

plan that we think works and then we’ll go to [LM401] 

and say this is what we think like.  Like I’ll ask [TM403] if 

I need help or advice because she comes from an analytical 

background.  I’ll ask [TM402] if I’m trying to schedule, 

‘when do you think you’ll have stuff in for me’ kind of 

stuff.  Like [TM404], I’m just starting to interact with him 

so I can’t really say much on that.  Its shared I think, yeah.  

I wouldn’t necessarily say there’s one person stronger than 

another.  Everyone is strong in their own field.   

TM401 

TM402 

TM403 

Planning & 

coordinating 

activities. 

Task-related: information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge); co-

operation; assistance. 

3 

      

19 Well, for me I suppose up to now I suppose [TM403] has 

been the person, she’s the PM and she’s setting the 

timelines and she’s talking to [LM401].  So I suppose 

she’s telling us when we need to have stuff done.  And it’s 

up to [TM402] for formulation and it’s up to me to tell her 

whether we can have it done or not.  So I suppose she’s 

giving the direction but is relying on me to tell her what’s 

possible.  I had to have a talk with her about this because 

she’s talking to me, and it’s like a ‘to do’ list, so when will 

you have this done, when do you think you’ll have that 

done.  And I kind of said, ‘well when do you need it for, 

you tell me’.  And she said well that's not what project 

managers do and I kind of feel, well they do kind of.  

You’re telling me when we’re going to manufacture, and 

then we can tell, well when do you need your API released 

by.  And I’ll work around the logistics of getting the API 

released.  Am, so we did have that discussion alright as to 

whose responsibility it is to say…because anybody can tell 

me, we can go through a list of things to do, a controller 

TM403 Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: co-

operation, information 

(organizational and 

technical) 

3 
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can do that, you don’t need a project manager to do that, 

well you need a PM to tell you their overall big plan, big 

scheme of things, and what’s the drop dead date, and it’s 

up to me then to say, 4 weeks beforehand I’ll put people 

on it and get it done.   

Team 4, Phase 3, TM402: 

20, 21, 22, 

23 

Well [LM401] is obviously the leader of the team but like, 

we’re all, he kind of leaves us off like as well because he 

knows and we know that like, he feels good about our 

team like, he can trust us.  Like there’s a lot of things we’d 

be talking about that [LM401] doesn’t have a clue about 

and he just lets us off to do our job because [he] would be 

looking at other things as well from a more senior level.  

Like we’re looking at the next year, he’s probably looking 

at five years down the line.  But, I’d say like, while [he] is 

the main leader yeah, but like we’re all kind of good 

individual leaders as well to get the job done.  Like if [he] 

had to leave tomorrow like there isn’t going to be any 

issue from our group, we’d be still going forward to 

achieve our goals and the company goals as well.  Yeah, I 

think it would be all of us.  Yeah, it depends what stage of 

the project you’re on as well.  Obviously if we’re doing 

batches in the GMP area that would be my time to really 

lead the group, the whole R&D group. 

TM401 

TM402  

TM403 

TM404 

Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related:  

co-operation, information 

(organizational and 

technical) 

3 

      

24, 25 … the project managers [TM403 and TM404] would 

develop the project timelines and charters and stuff like 

that.  They would be telling us, me and [TM401] when 

we’re planning and make say submission batches of a 

product and then we’d have to try and work back from 

then to try to make that date.   

TM403 

TM404 

Planning & 

coordinating team 

activities. 

Task-related:  

co-operation, information 

(organizational and 

technical) 

3 

      

26, 27, 28, 

29 

… we have a meeting once a week and that would involve 

the four of us, [plus the Senior Management Team] then 

TM401  

TM402  

Boundary spanning Task-related: Assistance, 

co-operation, information. 

3 
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the Head of Reg Affairs as well, and there would be a QA 

representative there as well.  And we discuss the very top 

level of the projects in that meeting as well.   

 

TM403  

TM404 

      

30 Yeah I’d say [TM403] would be probably one where if 

you had a problem she’d be able to figure it out, she has a 

lot of experience, and she has a lot of experience here in 

[Co. C] and within other groups in [Co. C].  She worked in 

QA, she worked in QC, she was the lab manager here for a 

while and so she had a lot of experience so if there was 

any issues there, and she’s dealing with customers as well.  

So, she’d be always the one to go to. 

 

 

TM403 Problem-solving. Relationship-related: 

Understanding (listening 

to other’s concerns). 

3 

Team 4, Phase 3, TM403: 

31 I’m two and a half years in the role now and it’s only now 

I’m starting to bed into R&D.  You know to get into a 

whole new role.  And I did say that I felt that the Thursday 

meetings, you’re going in and getting grilled on why 

certain actions aren’t getting done.  And I know from 

[TM402] and [TM401], they’re always going, ‘oh God, 

what are they going to ask me now!’  But it shouldn’t be 

that.  You’re meeting with the senior team, so it should be 

like these are the issues we’re having, so this is why we’re 

not on track and this is the impact of it.  You know there’s 

a reason for it – before it felt like it was a nit-pick at 

individuals. So I just said, look there’s a horrible vibe in 

that meeting on Thursdays, and he [LM401] did agree, and 

I said to him like I’ve obviously done a bit of PM training 

and I said, we should be doing project charters, we should 

be managing our change better, you know, so we need to 

do this and this.  I didn’t have the time to do this before 

because I was so busy with the day to day management of 

TM403 Change initiation Task-related: Information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge). 

3 
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so many projects, so I can do this now.  My idea would be 

to get people to sign up for their project as a team, and you 

have to manage changes and to know what the changes 

will impact.   

      

32 … probably I get asked a lot to make, if there’s a call out 

on priorities or I suppose priorities I probably get asked 

maybe from [TM401]… ‘I can’t do whatever, you make 

the decision’.  Maybe that’s because I have more control 

of the timelines…they do come to me sometimes.  Like I 

said I’d have this done but I won’t like you know.  And 

you go, look, it’s not critical… I think you set the timeline 

and then everyone tries to hit it but we do move it. There 

should be consequences of course. 

TM403 Planning and 

coordinating 

activities 

Task-related: assistance 

(helping with project 

tasks), cooperation 

(giving task support, 

higher response times), 

information 

(organizational and 

technical knowledge). 

3 

      

33 … viewing wise I pull together the metrics based on 

projects, that goes out to the company as a monthly update.  

So basically, saying where we are and why has something 

moved.  Again, it’s something we need to look at, how we 

are giving that out to the company.  I’m probably a bit too 

honest you know I probably say it as it is more so than 

putting a different slant on it.  Because it is publicity as 

well, going out to the company about how the department 

is performing.  And I’m probably more honest than I 

should be … I do a lot of reporting on the project stats.  

And it shows whether we’re on track or off track. 

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: information. 3 

      

34 I’m the one who delivers the bad news (if we don’t meet 

our goals).  Yeah, I feel responsible, and I know like 

[LM401] has said to me it’s not your responsibility like, 

and even on [TM404’s projects] like I probably do feel 

that, a question gets asked and I’m answering it.  But I 

should be passing it, but I feel that well, I’m the PM I 

should know.  Fair enough if it’s very technical but I 

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: information 3 
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should be able to answer.  If not, to me, you’re not running 

your project properly.  I need to know what’s going on, I’d 

probably be a control freak that way like.  I like to know 

all the different, what’s going on at every table.  Maybe I 

don’t need the minute details, and I have started on calls 

going, well if it’s not a PM question, who will give the 

update if you need the detail – I can give an overview but 

to go into detail I’ll have to ask. 

      

35, 36, 37 We all have our different roles.  I co-ordinate all the 

actions, the timelines, keep an eye on that and then 

[TM401] and [TM402] would drill down into the 

deliverables to get that action.   

TM401 

TM402 

TM403 

Planning and 

coordinating team 

activities 

Task-related: co-

operation 

3 

      

38, 39, 40 Well I suppose between the three of us [TM401, TM402, 

TM403] we probably make sense of things… you know.  

Like and it’d be, it could be something simple like I asked 

for something the other day at a meeting and I didn’t get 

back an email and it just happened [TM402] was there so I 

asked him… ‘What did I ask?’  Because I wanted to know 

was I clear in my instruction, did I give the wrong 

direction?  When he told me what he thought I said that’s 

what I thought I said but I’m after getting this back which 

is totally not what I asked for!  So we’ll do that for each 

other.  And I probably do this off either of them. We do 

check things with each other. 

TM401 

TM402 

TM403 

Sense-making Relationship-related: 

Understanding (listening 

to others’ concerns and 

issues). 

3 
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41, 42, 43 I think we do a lot of brainstorming together at our team 

meetings, you know, and it could come from any of us you 

know, and it could be the team leaders on a team at the 

moment.  But we do hit roadblocks and how do we get 

over it?  You know so we’ll think about it together, like 

how do we get over this?  [TM402] would have his issues 

and so on, so we’d still figure it out together. 

TM401  

TM402 

TM403 

Problem-solving Task-related: co-

operation, assistance, 

information.  

3 

Team 4, Phase 4, TM403 

44 … what I have taken on, maybe since our last discussion, 

I’m also managing a contract laboratory that we use in 

Prague.  So, I’m the point of contact for obviously R&D, 

QC and Tech Services labs.  We rely kind of, obviously 

due to capacity issues we rely on them, and I think 

different people were emailing them at different times, so 

they wanted the one point of contact, so that’s another 

project that I manage as well, so that’s new.  So, am I… 

request the work to be done, I get copied on a lot of the 

correspondence, and because of my background I probably 

get in the details which I shouldn’t and if there are any 

priorities, there are clashes, you asked us to do XY and Z, 

we only have the capacity to do two, which should we 

work on, so that all comes through me and then I’m 

supposed to be the one that gives them their priority lists.  

It’s getting tricky, it started off being small like didn’t take 

up too much time but now it’s escalating because of the 

amount of work we have and the amount of work we’re 

sending their way is growing… I did the first audit for 

[Company C] out there and I’m going out in a couple of 

weeks because I feel just lately on the calls… the tone on 

the call has changed a bit.  I think it’s just there’s so much 

going out to them… they’re a bit frazzled so I’m going out 

to hopefully smooth it over.  No but, go out and meet face 

to face and discuss for them what’s the best way to work.  

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: co-

operation, assistance. 

4 



345 

 

 

No. acts of 

leadership 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 4 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

Resource Flows during 

SL interactions 

Phase of Data 

Collection 

(1-4) 

Because I think they’ve had a change of ownership as well 

since we would have worked with them and maybe their 

strategy has changed as well.  Before they’d be so 

accommodating, stuff would come through so fast, you 

know it’d be delivered in six weeks, you’d often get it 

early.  Now it’s almost gone the opposite way.  So, for 

themselves, trying to get them to stick to timelines you 

know, it’s getting frustrating as well because we have 

timelines and they’re not meeting them, so yeah I think it 

would be good to get out there and have a face to face.   

      

45 … we have changed the steering meeting on a Thursday…, 

instead of putting up an action log and highlighting the 

granular detail of a project, an action not getting done, a 

task moving by a week, which doesn’t actually impact the 

overall timeline for the SLT.  So instead of highlighting 

actions at that level we started doing presentations where 

you put up a slide and I have the milestones of the project 

on it, and it's a traffic light system so if I move a date, I say 

I change it, give a reason, risks to the timeline, so then we 

put up anything that we accomplished in the last few 

weeks, what we’re doing in the next few weeks, if I need 

any action or discussion points I put that up if I need a 

decision and then a decision is made.  So we have 

changed; I just felt going in every Thursday on that 

meeting that you know, you’ve [TM401], you’ve [TM402] 

saying I should have had that action done, I didn’t have it 

done last week either, and it shouldn’t be about that like, 

the SLT don’t need to know that, like that’s what we 

manage in our week to week meetings.  They need to 

know are we going to meet the date, no, why, because of 

this, ok.  And the impact, to the overall project timeline… 

It was called a Project Review meeting and now I’ve 

changed it to a Steering Team meeting.  Because it is a 

steering team you know.  And then we have our meetings 

TM403 Change initiation. 

 

Task-related: information. 4 
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with our team leaders earlier in the week.  So, I think it’s 

good that we have those earlier in the week, Monday’s and 

Tuesdays, and if we need a decision and we need a senior 

to make a decision on it, we bring it to the Thursday 

meeting.  And anything that comes out of that then we 

bring it back in on the Monday.     

Team 4, Phase 4, TM401: 

46 TM403 has a lot of analytical experience so if TM402 has 

a problem or needs a hand she’ll pop in and help him like 

and I just let her off because I’ve the whole thing to do, 

I’ve HR and health and safety and whatever.  And I know 

she knows as much as I do so I leave her off.  And I think 

she’s happy enough to do it like, she’s never said she’s 

not.  She definitely has a lot more time than I have, and 

she knows as much if not more than me, so she can help 

[TM402] out a bit. TM403 would also [pitch in] to help me 

like even for the FDA audit because she was a QC 

manager and she’s trained as an auditor, I asked her to 

come in and have a look at stuff that myself and [team 

member] were going through and she helped out that way 

so definitely… if there’s something I want to ask 

somebody, a I’ll ask TM403 what does she think of this 

like.  So she’s good that way.  I think she’s interested like 

and she likes that kind of stuff, she likes auditing, she’s a 

tough auditor, if it gets passed TM403 I don’t care about 

the FDA audit!   

TM403 Problem-solving Task-related: assistance. 4 

      

47 TM403’s been put in charge of am, we’ve a contractor… 

we send stuff out to them, Reg Affairs, QC and Tech 

Services send stuff out to them and… [Contractor] were 

going bananas because they didn’t know what our 

priorities were.  So TM403 has taken it on and she’s going 

TM403 Boundary spanning Task-related: assistance, 

cooperation. 

4 
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to be the one point of contact and everything goes through 

her.  They’re a contract laboratory in Czech who do our 

contract testing.  So at least everything is going to go 

through her so… [Contractor] will just be dealing with 

TM403 and TM403 will be dealing with the four different 

departments that feed in.  And then she can sort of, if there 

is a conflict, she can go to the four departments and go, 

what’s the priority or as a company what is our priority. 

 

Team 4, Phase 4 TM404 

48 Two of the projects am are with sub-contractors outside of 

here so there’s little contact with the people even within 

the company other than [LM401] and myself [TM404].  

Some of the people come to the meetings but what 

happens is I’m the absorber of that… to see what’s going 

on.   

TM404 Boundary spanning Task-related: information. 4 

      

49 So [TM403] would have been, is my am equal, so I would 

have learned like from [TM403], I’d ask her what do we 

do here, so she would show me, this is how I do it, and it’s 

a lot like that…  I’m learning a lot from her. 

 

TM403 Developing and 

mentoring  

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

4 

Team 4, Phase 4 LM401 

50, 51 … so we develop something and it takes about 2 years, 

usually…And we made a product called [product name] 

there about six weeks ago and we had to make six batches 

across two different strengths – one for veterinary, one for 

human.  And working with the tech services team, and a 

commercial supply team, over three shifts, over the space 

of about a week.  And I never got one phone call and I 

didn’t have to get involved at all.  Now in previous 

campaigns I was in an air suit inside there because stuff 

was going wrong or whatever.  [TM402] just sorted it, I 

mean there was stuff going wrong left right and centre, and 

TM402 Problem-solving 

Boundary spanning. 

Task-related: assistance, 

cooperation, information. 

4 
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I only found out about it after the problem had been 

solved.  Not even, ‘this is after happening’, so that for me, 

he really stepped up you know.  And then I see his team 

looking at that and then that gives him huge credibility.  

Even other senior managers came to me and said he did 

well there.  So that was massive for me, it was the first 

time in ten years I didn’t have to be physically involved.  

And I didn’t even know about the problems until they were 

fixed you know so that was a huge example. 
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Team 5, Phase 1, TM501 

1 So the first one was from [TM503]… [LM501] originally 

got a request from another site to collect the commercial 

samples for a study they wanted to perform which would 

be kind of very unusual and generally shouldn’t go 

through us, should go directly through manufacturing.  So, 

because [TM503] would have worked up in manufacturing 

for a large number of years, she would have good 

relationships, I think the request was put at her door and so 

she’s kind of taken it on in a kind of positive manner.  And 

so, she kind of used her influence and skills and 

demonstrated perseverance because trying to get things off 

manufacturing can be very difficult, it’s non-routine, so 

it’s like the scope of what they do.  They have a very very 

rigid schedule am, and its different from maybe other 

manufacturing sites in terms of, its low volume, high price 

for the product so mistakes just are not tolerated.  And 

then the fact that its shift so, over the space of two days 

you may have to deal with four different people am, the 

transfer or handover generally won’t incorporate what you 

asked person A, so person B when it comes to the time for 

them to do what person A told you had to be done… 

you’ve to be there, so [TM503] has kind of gone in and 

she’s been very diligent about being there.  So it’s kind of 

leadership coming from that and using her background and 

her relationships that she’s forged am, so I think that’s 

kind of someone that we’re kind of missing really, more 

[Company D] experienced people, I see that as a blind spot 

of the group, that we don’t have enough experience...  

TM503 Boundary spanning Person-related: network 

or contacts. 

1 

      

2 So [TM503] again, so dealing with strong personalities.  

[TM503] deals very well with [team member] that she can 

TM503 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-related: 

understanding. 

1 
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converse with her around a number of events that I 

personally probably didn’t deal with in the best way.  I 

was very direct, there was a lot of inappropriate stories or 

anecdotes regarding personal details and personal 

characteristics or attributes and am, I just said I’m not 

listening to it anymore this is complete nonsense.  

Whereas [TM503] would be more experienced and I guess 

more… non-confrontational, more tempered yeah, just 

dealt with it better and was able to pivot the conversation 

away from the resulting conflict so I guess that would have 

come out much more positive and would have probably 

maybe, deflate the kind of situation.  What’s the word, 

what do you do with a bomb – diffuse – sorry that was the 

word, diffuse the situation, whereas I just said ah look 

you’re talking complete nonsense you’ve got to stop.  So I 

guess the skills there are willing to listen, to pivot can be 

very important.   

 

 

 

      

3, 4 The third one was the creation of a technical task force so, 

something that [TM502] is trying to set up with one of the 

directors.  So, we’ve had a number of technical issues 

where despite our name we’ve had very little input into on 

site and we’ve kind of been the last stop in the journey to 

find the root cause you know and am, whereas the skill 

sets that we have are, without blowing our own trumpet, 

are far superior, you couldn’t compare the level of science 

in some labs to our lab.  Am, and the skill sets etc.  Am 

and the experience of people in certain areas like when 

there’s issues, we were the last port to call and then we 

came up with a roadmap and then we hear through the 

grapevine that the problem is still on-going and they 

haven’t implemented any solutions and they refuse to 

come back to us.  So, kind of [TM502] is taking that, he’s 

come up with some kind of technical team that would 

TM502 Boundary spanning 

Change initiation 

Task-related: Assistance, 

co-operation, information. 

1 
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discuss these issues and try to provide more of a centre of 

excellence approach where your core team are kind of up-

skilling through repetitive problem solving… that’s just 

off his own bat, yeah.  So am, yeah so that’s coming off 

his own bat.   

5 The last one was a personal one… I’ve been tasked to man 

up this academic collaboration in terms of going to the 

meetings etc. and be the… the point of contact...  Just for 

one of the academic projects, just to increase the scope of 

the project.  Originally the project, we wouldn’t have been 

getting a lot out of, but through dealing directly with 

academic stakeholders, engaging with them, meeting with 

them outside of scheduled meetings and liaising with them 

and giving a bit extra to what they should be getting and 

giving it extra time we kind of increased the scope and 

we’re going to get a lot more out of the project.  To the 

extent where they’re kind of going to put resources in 

terms of a final year project, we’re looking specifically on 

a certain issue that we want to examine but wasn’t initially 

in the scope, so am that was kind of leadership. 

TM501 Boundary spanning. Task-related: Co-

operation, information. 

1 

Team 5, Phase 1, TM502 

6, 7 There was one instrument, FDI instrument that was 

purchased a few years back by somebody and it wasn’t 

really installed.  And the person who bought it didn’t 

really have expertise in that instrument.  And then last 

year… there was anxiousness because after that one of the 

colleagues, am she was trying to experiment, and she 

couldn’t get the same results like with the previous 

instrument.  And suddenly there was a sense of panic on 

the team because then [TM506] tried to do the experiment 

and he has good experience in FDI and he couldn’t 

reproduce and then, am there was a sense of anxiousness 

and panic in the team. And I do have technical expertise in 

TM502 Problem-solving. 

Developing and 

mentoring. 

Task-related: information. 

Personal-related: 

Challenge or learning. 

1 
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this area.  And am, I thought probably it’s you know, it’s 

something simple.  It doesn’t need to be this complicated 

and I quite rationally suggested there are other things that 

could be wrong other than the wrong instrument.  And I 

worked closely with the person who was in charge of the 

instrument and was very aware that, I don’t want to hijack 

the project or you know sometimes this could give a 

wrong impression that you are just very fresh and am, you 

just want to capture something.  So instead I tried to push 

the project without kind of taking over.  I did… 

experiments myself, and am, kind of worked the system 

equally with colleagues, with instrument suppliers from 

different companies and finally we reached the point that 

now we know that everything is fine, it’s just the way we 

process.  So, in that process I kind of worked with a few 

colleagues in my team and so they appreciated the 

smoothness and at the same time I’m very aware that it 

should help everybody so I’m kind of disseminating what 

was the issue and how are we doing this.  And am, 

currently I’m in the position where I can’t work much on 

that, so we have a student so I kind of trained her and now 

she could help so…  I think it was a simple thing and with 

my technical background and for me it was a simple thing 

but it was all about how I approached it, I was very 

focused the way I handled that situation… I kind of 

educated a few people around.  Am, nothing like its rocket 

science but like you know the details which I knew and 

they didn’t.  And I helped innovate there, I was learning 

and also disseminating whatever information I was getting.  

So I think it was a good learning experience for everybody 

and that’s important.    

      

8, 9 This is the day I was influenced by [TM506] and [another 

ex-team member] actually… like when I joined… it takes 

TM506 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-related: 

Personal support, 

1 
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probably a week to go through all your training and before 

you start anything.  And so many tickets for systems it’s 

complicated and at the time I was thinking really, did I 

make a right choice, because I had other options when I 

joined here.  I moved my family here so it was a big 

decision so at the time I was doubting about my decision, 

really is it a nice company and two people, there were 

three people who joined this company from my previous 

company, two of them before me, and both of them left.  

And there were two other people I knew that left.  And am, 

so I was really doubting that this is the right place.  But 

then you know the informal chats with [TM506], I think 

you know it kind of helped tease out, that this is the right 

place… And am, kind of informal chats sometimes we 

were out on a night out and then especially at that time you 

could talk freely and they said that this was their journey 

and am, the journey of different people, some were very 

good technically some were not so good.  So I think it 

helped me and I could get the reason clearly.  I think, I 

could say so many things about those things…  I feel in 

those statements or those conversations I felt honesty, 

nothing to doubt and everything rationally kind of made 

sense to me. 

Sense-making understanding, acceptance 

or inclusion. 

      

10, 11 This is the project that I’m working on with [TM501] and 

this is am, led by [Global leader] in France and myself and 

[TM501] we are working on it and it's a kind of example 

of shared leadership.  In a way I feel that am we work in a 

tandem so at the times we complement as well as oppose 

each other but nothing personal, it’s to progress the 

project.  And am, if he finds something he lets me know, I 

find something I let him know, and we seek for answers...  

And am, in terms of leadership we share a lot of different 

things, like technical leadership.  Some of the things that 

TM501 

 

TM502 

 

Planning and 

coordinating 

activities 

Setting a direction 

 

Task-related: co-

operation, information. 

1 
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I’m strong in, he would trust me, give me a free hand and 

at the same time I would do the same for others.  Am, I 

personally feel he’s got very good organisational skills so 

am, in my case I feel I am very strategic whereas he brings 

that on the table like organisational, pushes people and 

projects so I think that was a good complementary thing in 

terms of communication.  He’s good with rapid fire, not in 

a bad way.  It’s going really well and hopefully it should 

end positively next month, sorry this month. 

Team 5, Phase 1, TM503 

12 Guidance from [TM506] in the lab, I worked with him to 

gain contacts, to reach out for guidance, so he gave me 

contacts, he was able to give me contacts am, of other 

people or science groups within [Company D] and am I 

suppose have conversations with them on similar studies 

that they had completed and how they approached it and 

get guidance on it that way.  And… so I suppose I gained 

knowledge from him, from [TM506], I gained knowledge 

from am the other scientists, the external science group 

and also I was working with they are called molecule 

stewards, basically each product has molecule stewards so 

they can oversee scientifically the product, so if anyone 

makes any changes in the manufacturing process, this 

person would have to make sure that they, I suppose that 

its approved by them or that they would know what’s 

going on, so I would have worked with him.  So, I needed 

support from… the releasing site to do certain tests 

because they’re the releasing site they’d have more 

analytics so they’d have more instruments.  So I had to get 

support from them also… So I would have spoken to 

[TM506] from the experience of what was previously done 

on site, or did he know of anyone who had done these 

studies.  And… he gave me the contacts.  And then when I 

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring other 

team members. 

Personal-related: network 

or contacts; challenge or 

learning. 

1 
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was doing it, he reviewed it and he gave me some 

guidance and maybe change this or that. 

      

13 I’m here [number of] years this year… Am, I feel like I 

have a lot of influence to do with like I said business 

things.  The guys are very very scientific, like high 

standards, so they don’t need to come to me for scientific 

things at all and they are all, like I said, they’re actually 

PhDs, so they’re not coming to me for science reasons.  

But they would come to me for all the other business 

things.  Am, I would influence, I would try to influence 

them because it’s hard when they’re starting in industry, 

that you don’t fully understand, and you have to do things 

that you mightn’t like.  So just for making sense of things, 

yes… where things are coming from.  Trying to calm them 

down sometimes. 

. 

TM503 Sense-making Task-related: information. 1 

      

14 … so I just have [TM506] influencing a degree student… 

So, I just saw a student that was doing a project for 

college, they were coming in to do it from [Higher 

Education Institution]  and I saw another peer [TM506] 

supplying literature, going through previous studies, 

training them on equipment, allowing them to work and 

lead their own project work load, so trusting them to do 

the work themselves.  And I’ve seen them just working on 

closing the project and what they needed to do to close the 

project.  So I suppose that’s an awful lot of time that 

they’re giving.  So I felt there was a lot of influence there.     

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring  

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

1` 

      

15 … the last few months I’ve been working on, so a protocol 

to execute in the manufacturing line.  So I have 

implemented [manufacturing] team members support 

TM503 Boundary spanning Task-related: information. 

 

1 
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approval, execution and delivery of samples for the lab.  

And how I did that was basically discussions, training with 

team members so going through exactly what needs to be 

done, making sure they understand, I suppose, training to 

the protocols so making sure it’s done right am...  So am, a 

lot of the time here, like email doesn’t work.  Am, people 

are too busy.  They might read it but that doesn’t mean it 

will be done, like everyone wants something off someone 

you know and what I’ve learnt over time, I suppose I feel 

like I would have this experience over some of the guys is 

that just from working up on manufacturing, if you want 

something done you have to actually be there.  Face to face 

is better, emails, even ringing up, they have a four-cycle 

shift, there’s a different crowd every day.  Say you’re 

filling a product today, it mightn’t happen for three days.  

So, you can’t depend on speaking to one person.  Even a 

face to face conversation with someone doesn’t mean that 

something is going to be done.  You know… Well yeah 

you’re relying on them altogether, you can’t do it without 

them.  Like I required filled vials join the batch being 

manufactured.  So I can’t do that so I have to make sure 

that the people doing it actually do it.  Now, I know that 

they’re able to do what I was asking them to do, it was 

only basic, but whether they will or not, or whether they 

fully understand what you’re asking from them.  Again 

you might be looking for material, like I was looking for 

stoppers, like I asked, process stoppers which means 

they’d been sterilised, washed and cleaned, and like I’ll 

ask them to do it but I don’t know if they will do it.  You 

know that’s what you get.  You’re reliant on other people.  

Sometimes they’ll do it, other times they won’t.   The 

thing to remember is they have their own work, and 

they’re very busy and they have to come in and fill a 

product, they have their own hundred things to do so I’m 



357 

 

 

No. 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 5 

 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

just another person asking them for another thing.  So 

really you have to, like I would have worked a lot of extra 

hours this week, coming in at 6am in the morning to make 

sure it was done, but that’s just the way you have to…  

And… it’s not anything personal against anyone, it’s just 

the way it is and you’re asking for something to be done 

for your protocols that you have to take responsibility 

for… it all depends on how you speak to people you know.  

I find if you don’t show respect for anyone, no one is 

going to do anything for you.  I would have a good 

working relationship with them, like I said I worked with 

some of them, now a lot of them I haven’t, but that helps. 

Team 5, Phase 1, TM504 

16 Well I did have one example.  When I was a summer 

student, I had to 5S the lab.  So its finding like am, you 

have to say clean the lab and you have to like clean it so 

everything has its place so if you want like sellotape, 

there’s a little thing on the desk and that’s where the 

sellotape is. It's a more efficient way of working.  And 

everything has a place and it’s in its place.  And like 

everything is labelled you know.  So I tried to 5S the lab 

one summer and like everybody was kind of you know, 

people weren’t really going to buy into it so I had to try 

and influence them and open their minds to it to consider 

that it might work.  But you have to do it in a way that you 

have to show them a benefit then.  So like my idea was 

that if you had your instrument and then all the 

consumables and stuff you need for that instrument and 

that test are in a drawer by that instrument, rather than all 

the way down the lab, so you’d have to like walk all the 

way down to the bottom of the lab and then walk all the 

way back up, and then if you forgot something, you know, 

so it stopped all this.  So I was like, if everything was in 

the drawer in the right place its more efficient. So you 

TM504 Change initiation Task-related: assistance. 1 
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have to kind of show them the benefits of having it that 

way… it’s something that was on site already.  Like QC 

are really strict on it but because [Team 5] isn’t really fully 

GMP it was less you know…  And then like it’s going to 

be, it is harder to keep it clean… When you bring in 

anything new everyone is going to be a bit resistant, it 

does take a little bit longer then to clean up afterwards… I 

had to tell them that it’s going to help you more so when 

you’re doing your tests everything will be there for you.  

So when you put it back in, everything will be there for the 

next person.  Whereas if the person before you didn’t put 

them back, you won’t have them, so you have to try and 

that you know exactly where to go for everything. 

      

17 Then I had am, one of the team influenced me.  So, when I 

carried out my project here, I would have been influenced 

by people on the team [TM506], to make changes for my 

project.  So, then that would have affected my schedule 

and I had to rethink things and then see if their ideas were 

what I had planned.  And you think you’re close to the end 

and then someone says oh wait, I think this would be 

really good if you had it in your report and you’re kind of 

like, don’t know if I’d have enough time but you’d have to 

think, it would really look good.  So, I did do that and I did 

put myself under a little bit of pressure to add things in.  

But I had to think about it…  And then when people say to 

you like, sometimes I’d be like I don’t know if I’d be able 

to do that.  But when you have someone say ‘I think you’d 

be able’, you know that kind of way, makes you feel better 

and then you’ll do it… I know for my project it was 

actually [TM506]… he was like my supervisor.  And like I 

don’t know whether I would have been able to do the 

project only for him.  I wouldn’t have thought I was able 

to do it you know.  But it’s nice to have someone who 

TM506 Support and 

consideration 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

1 



359 

 

 

No. 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 5 

 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

believes in you a little bit because I never thought I’d get 

the programme here like you know, so it’s nice like.  He’s 

a real role model in the team. 

 Team 5, Phase 1, [TM505] 

18 [TM509]’s coming back [from secondment] he’s sort of… 

if you go to him and talk to him about a problem or 

something he’ll almost always listen so he’s quite a 

calming influence.  Am, and like he sometimes absorbs 

you know like anything that’s coming…  I used to go to 

him rather than anyone else on the team, so he’d be a bit of 

a buffer there if there was pressure coming from above, 

obviously one person had to absorb it, now it's the whole 

team, so I don’t know if one thing is better than the other. 

 

TM509 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-related: 

understanding 

1 

19, 20  Yeah, I put down one example so it’s [TM501] and 

myself, you spoke to [TM501] before I think.  We worked 

on a freeze dry project together, like he’s a pharmacist and 

a solid state, maybe not expert, but you know more expert 

than myself, so that’s the frozen part.  But you thaw 

proteins, so proteins generally are impacted a good bit by 

freezing and thawing, more so thawing so we worked 

together on it, but essentially we had to figure out how to 

do the small scale development and I’ve done a lot of 

development work for the project I’m working on in terms 

of developing a cycle to thaw out.  So what did I write 

down, dates – multiple dates because it’s an ongoing 

project.  Handy enough we sit next to each other so…  

Am, and I wrote down so its reciprocal influencing to 

achieve the common goal so we agreed a goal at the start 

of the year, as to what we wanted to achieve and it wasn’t 

that one of us necessarily put themselves to the front and 

said I’m running this now and you’re following me, it was, 

TM501, TM505 Planning & 

Coordinating team 

activities. 

Task-related: co-

operation. 

1 
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this is what the site needs.  Or this is what the company 

needs so we need to figure out how to get there.   

Team 5 Phase 1, LM501 

21 So, [TM502], I can send him to the US, I can trust him to 

do a good job.  It was a good experience for him, he did an 

excellent job there. 

TM502 Boundary Spanning Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

1 

Team 5 Phase 2, TM501 

22 Yeah so [TM506], he’s the kind of figure head of the 

department and he’s good to get things done and he’s well-

respected so sometimes if I need something [from outside 

the department] I’ll ask [TM506] to ask rather than me 

asking because it’s just much easier you know… And he 

would… Normally, he’d have similar goals you know. 

He’s super busy yeah, and I’m very conscious of that 

because [TM506] will come down and [others] will just 

hound him for information you know, but yeah… Its more 

his expertise yeah, and of course his networks as well, he 

knows, he’s been with the company a long time, worked in 

a lot of different departments so he’s pretty solid that way 

you know.  He knows the lie of the land you know. 

TM506 Boundary spanning Position-related: network 

or contacts 

2 

      

23, 24 … everyone helps out and its fairly busy but [TM502] has 

kind of stepped up a lot in terms of organising, scheduling 

and things like that which is needed like you know… So, I 

think [TM502] does a lot around the scheduling and 

organisation and kind of streamlining that.  Am, similarly, 

[TM506] has kind of done a lot of that…  day to day 

activities, he organised that so, kind of, takes a lot of effort 

away from everyone else, like you’re not going to five 

other people asking are they going to be using that piece of 

equipment. 

 

 

TM502 

TM506 

Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: co-

operation. 

2 
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Team 5, Phase 2, TM502 

25 I feel that they [student interns] come to me, even for other 

work, because I don’t know because I’m approachable or 

whatever, so they can talk anything to me, but they might 

be very professional to others.  And for me it’s important 

to give them a context, give them scientific context as well 

as business importance because when they know that they 

work with enthusiasm, they know this is important sample, 

this in not just a normal sample and this sample is ok 

and… so they know this thing.  And I use the same tactic 

like am, you know every now and then they would make a 

mistake and it is expected I would say, so I don’t blame 

them or anything I just correct it and I explain the 

consequences and all this.  But I feel for most of the things 

you can correct it’s not like its gone now we are in trouble, 

it’s like a few hundred million is gone, no it’s not like that. 

And I think when people fear they don’t perform well so I 

make sure they don’t worry.   

TM502 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

2 

      

26 In a way lately, I’m in charge of am the testing schedule.  

So, there’s a lot of external testing that needs to be carried 

out in the lab and so I’m looking after that situation so, we 

get samples from other labs and do, we don’t have enough 

people…  So, my task is to schedule them, myself and 

others, and to get out of this thing and finish it on time.   

TM502 Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: assistance; 

co-operation. 

2 

      

27, 28 Am, obviously we have to rely on LM501 and am, he does 

provide the critical decisions but when it comes to 

operations we rely on the guys who are here for a long 

time for direction.  So, it could be [TM506], it could be 

am, [TM503], it could be, you know people in other 

departments who know things.  But am, so for strategic 

things, obviously LM501.   

TM506 

TM503 

Setting the direction Task-related: Assistance, 

co-operation, information. 

2 
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Team 5, Phase 2, TM504 

29 I’d be mainly with Tech Dev but also talking to groups in 

the States – we had a call yesterday; so, we had to give 

them an update on what they thought and show them 

feedback.  I suppose, I could go to the QTA which is the 

team I was in last to ask them questions if I had them, if 

they’re running a method up above, for advice and that.  

Only if I wanted like some advice or that. 

 

TM504 Boundary spanning Personal-related: network 

or contacts 

2 

      

30 It’s mainly [TM506]… he’s like a mentor sort of thing… 

daily, it would be in the lab, so if I have any questions I 

would ask [TM506].  But I could go to anyone in the lab 

but [TM506] would be the main person you know.  He’s 

trying to show me, like from that then I’ll learn how to 

manage the project and maybe hopefully be able to do it 

myself some-day.  So that’s what I’d like to do, so not 

only am I learning the science, I’m learning how to 

manage a project, and everything associated with it.  And 

even people you’d be dealing with, like we’re dealing with 

people from other sites outside [Company D], so like even 

getting introduced to these people through email and 

things like that.  So, there’s a lot in it, he’ll know, like you 

kind of forget every day that you’re just doing a test but 

it’s actually much bigger than that…  I don’t think I’d be 

where I am today without [TM506] you know, even from, 

like I did my project here and stuff like that, but I think he 

takes the time to help others learn, because he remembers 

what it was like for him to learn.  So, like the start of the 

summer programme, and then the summer programme led 

onto the project, and that wasn’t done before, so that was 

really a big step for me, to do a project here, and then the 

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

2 
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graduate programme was next.  And even now throughout 

the graduate programme, he’s helping me.   

      

31 We have [student 1] on co-op placement for six months 

from college and then we have [student 2] on a three-

month placement.  So, I suppose I can relate to [student 1] 

because she’s in the course I was in in college; and then 

[student 2], I did the summer student programme as well 

here.  So, I suppose I remember what it feels like to be 

new to the whole like working environment and stuff.  So, 

I suppose I led them in 5S of the lab and stuff like so 

where we can the three of us will work together to get 

something done and it’s nice to be able to help somebody 

you know.   

TM504 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

2 

      

32 So last week, [TM505], the plate reader was trying to get 

the concentration so like that should be a simple thing but 

we have a control so we basically run a control to make 

sure that our samples are right because we know the 

concentration of the control.  I couldn't get it to work.  So 

you know I was trying everything and I couldn’t get it to 

work, so I went to [TM505] and just explained what was 

happening.  So she had a few ideas and we tried them, you 

know and then I was happy then I think that [TM505] was 

getting the same problems so I was thinking maybe it’s 

me, maybe it’s my technique or something like that but 

[TM505] was getting exactly the same problem, so she 

helped me a lot.  We worked together yesterday and 

Monday, so we kind of came up with a few ideas so am, 

found out it wasn’t me and then I wrote an email to 

somebody in the States and asked for their input as well 

because it would be their method so that was it, it was 

good of [TM505] to give me the time because she’s 

TM505 Problem-solving Task related: assistance, 

information. 

2 



364 

 

 

No. 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 5 

 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

obviously got her own stuff to be doing as well.  Because 

you’d hate to be doing it wrong and then going to others 

saying it’s not working and then it’s just you, you know 

what I mean like.  But I'd help her out, if there was 

anything I could help her with you know. 

Team 5, Phase 2, TM505 

33 There will be a few small changes in the way we deal with 

certain things.  So risk assessments are a thing we have to 

do but a lot of the time someone in the lab does it and the 

safety champion puts it into the system and then you never 

speak of it again but that’s not how its meant to work so 

we’re going to start looking at one risk assessment every 

week just to remind ourselves because it's a two minute 

job but it puts us in a better position as a team.  And it also 

puts the company into a better position because they have 

to make sure that everyone’s aware and if they sort of am, 

if there isn’t enough effort to make sure that everyone is 

actually aware, you know we have a duty to make sure 

they’re aware but we have a duty to check we're aware so 

if we look at one every week there’s more of a habit.  It's a 

lab and you know some people can view it as a big risk 

and if you work in a lab every day, well it’s our everyday 

life that we deal with solvents and chemicals and all that 

so you’re sort of more used to it but I think we have to 

keep in mind that there are chemicals and there is hot 

things where you can burn your fingers and really cool 

things where you can get a frost bite, just to keep it in 

mind.  Yes, so I announced it at the team meeting this 

week, so from next week onwards we’re going to look at a 

risk assessment, a new one.  Because a lot of the safety 

stuff is about awareness and keeping it in mind rather than 

anything else. Sometimes you have to (be reactive) 

because there might be risks you didn’t think of.  And the 

other thing as well is you do risk assessments and you’re 

TM505 Change initiation Task related: information. 2 
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meant to review them periodically so I’m replacing a list at 

the moment of what has been done in the past and when 

they were last done, so that if they’re three or four years 

old, we have to do, I think two a month is our performance 

indicator or whatever they call it. 

      

34, 35 So that’s [TM503] taking responsibility but essentially, 

she gives all the ownership to [TM504] because [TM504] 

knows how to do it.  Then she’ll get an opportunity to 

actually lead people in something where she’s confident 

and where she’s protected, so she can get more confidence.  

And you know she can put it then as something, ok I’ve 

developed skills XY and Z because I did this myself and 

I’ve instructed other people to do it or helped them do it.   

So I thought that was a really nice example because you 

know it was different types where someone has the skills 

already and sort of dedicating and organising and taking 

control and ownership and she’s giving someone else 

who’s younger the opportunity to develop the same, but in 

a you know protected environment, you know she’s not 

thrown into the deep end in a big project where all of a 

sudden she has to represent the department and lead the 

scientific aspect of a project you know, it’s quite small but 

she will still be able to be the one who’s in control and 

who tells other people to do it, or what to do and organise 

them.  So essentially it’s like how to tidy up the lab, you 

know its small, its nothing big, and I don’t know, the 

students got quite busy with the stuff that’s maybe a bit 

more important but a few weeks ago they did all go and 

they did it together and I didn’t see it happening then in 

real time but I do think that because she’s done it before 

she would be like, ok this is how you do it and then show 

everybody else… 

TM503 

TM504 

Developing and 

mentoring 

 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

2 
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36, 37, 38 …[TM506] because he’s the most, he is the most 

experienced person on the team at the moment.  So 

[TM509] is back, but as I said, he’s going to be 

somewhere off doing something else so [TM506] is the 

most experienced person in the lab in terms of how the 

company works and how you deal with certain situations 

and am…  I also think he likes all the planning of it, that’s 

the impression I get because he takes it on.  He doesn’t 

need to, he could just let it go, and let the bad months 

happen where we just crumble. He doesn’t so I think it’s, I 

don’t know if it’s because he likes doing it or because he 

feels a responsibility, he has to… I think a lot of the other 

departments on site would see [TM506] as a leader of the 

lab.  Am, so you know he would organise a lot of the stuff 

that comes into the lab and he does take on the planning.  

Although I do, you know there is always two sides to it, he 

doesn’t let it go, if he sees it coming and he sees it going 

off track, he takes it to put it back on track. 

Whereas someone like myself [TM505] or [TM502] for 

example… we’d be planning it ourselves and then he 

might come and say ok I’m making plans for the lab, when 

is your busiest month.  And you might say ok this is my 

plan, how does it fit in.  And he says well this is actually 

going to be busy, you know we might have to de prioritise 

that, and we have a list of priorities anyway so it’s not like 

we have to sit down and decide, it’s you know, it’s one 

two three four five, and if yours is five you’re probably 

going to have to wait two weeks, so it’s not (contentious).   

So once you’re at a certain stage, I think once you’ve done 

your PhD you can more or less plan your project, not a big 

project, you know that’s why you’ve project managers, but 

you know if they tell you you’ve to finish project X in 

three months’ time you go ok I’ve got to finish this in two 

TM506 

TM505 

TM502 

Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: Assistance, 

co-operation, information. 

2 
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weeks, this in four weeks, this in six weeks…  So you 

would feed that into his plan then… 

I think he feels a certain responsibility towards the site, 

towards everyone in the lab, because he’s the most 

experienced because he has to, but I think part of him also 

wants to do it.  Because if he wasn’t as inclined to want to 

keep it under control, he would just let it go.  Because it’s 

not strictly his job you know.  You know not to say I’m 

judging either way, he does take it and that’s what’s 

happening and we’re peers, am but yeah. 

      

39 I was working with her [TM504] on a project.  She had to 

do a handover and am, it was to do with proteins, that’s 

where I come in and it's a piece of kit that I’ve used a lot.  

Am, it was sort of yeah, she had huge problems with 

getting it to pass.  And to do what it was meant to do.  

And, I sat down with her to go through it, and she was 

really agitated, she really wanted it to work, and she was 

so focused and so intense that there was no chance.  So, I 

said to her, you know you have to leave it for the weekend.  

Come back in on Monday.  She was a bit all over the shop 

and going this doesn’t work and what’s the problem and is 

it me.  So then you sit down and ask defined questions and 

you change one thing and then you know you go and say 

ok it could be this, so I’m going to do experiment A, B, C 

and then if I get a result, A it means that’s the problem, B 

it means that’s the problem, and C, that’s the problem.  

Like you have an answer.  And then it worked.  You know 

it gave her an indication of what was happening and I 

think that was really important for her to learn that if she 

goes about it in a more methodical way, and doesn’t go oh 

my God it doesn’t work and what is it and I don’t know, 

she does a lot of that, so I was saying you know, there is 

TM505 Problem-solving Task-related: Assistance. 2 
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an element of you need to practice it if you haven’t used it 

before. 

Team 5, Phase 3, TM502 

40, 41, 42 The structure has changed. It was flat, everyone reported 

to [LM501] and we had lots of freedom.  At this point the 

structure has changed.  [LM501] is still formally in charge, 

then [TM506] and myself probably lead from a technical 

point of view.  [LM501] is definitely influential from a 

strategic-direction perspective, but from an operational 

point of view there’s less involvement from [LM501].   

Myself [TM502], [TM506] and [TM503] co-ordinate 

activities in the lab, like what’s the priority for the next 

week, who is free, who can we use, who needs training etc. 

TM502 

TM506 

TM503 

Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: Assistance, 

co-operation, information. 

3 

      

43 We do train people on the instruments where there are 

gaps.  Sometimes we have to give feedback… I feel sorry 

for the new person who has to catch up and that takes time.  

I try to be supportive.  New people want to do well.   

TM502 Performance 

feedback 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

3 

      

44 There was anxiousness around disclosing data to another 

SME in US site.  Two people (myself and another 

colleague) were travelling to US for a meeting (lack of 

trust in communication).  Two of us were pulled into a 

room to get ready about everything that could go wrong.  I 

eased this anxiousness by asking the right questions. 

TM502 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-oriented: 

understanding. 

3 

Team 5, Phase 3, TM503 

45, 46, 47, 

48 

Now we’ve set up this meeting, when I came back I had a 

discussion with LM501, it was, I felt it was very chaotic 

down there, stressed am, I couldn’t work, like it was a 

horrible atmosphere really to work in, because you’re 

coming in every day and everyone was kind of stressed 

and its just this atmosphere of chaos and you know and I 

don’t think anything kind of gets done in that environment 

TM502 

TM503 

TM506 

TM509 

Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: assistance, 

cooperation. 

3 
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and no one’s happy you know so, am…  So, I had a one to 

one with LM501 and I said it to him, can we just do 

something about it.  Am, because it’s not, I suppose it’s 

not a good influence on younger team members either am, 

so now like LM501 has set up this bi-weekly meeting so 

say himself, myself [TM503], am [TM502], [TM506] and 

[TM509] meet every two weeks for an hour to discuss am 

what needs to be done and prioritise and stuff.  Because 

you see what happens is, because you have people that are 

just focused on what’s important to them and not 

important, what needs to be done for the department, 

because they’re kind of trying to better themselves, they’re 

career driven which is fine, but it just filters down on 

everyone, it’s this kind of you know, not great for the 

team.  So that’s helping, we've only had a few but it’s 

definitely helping because really, it’s about keeping us all 

honest and what we actually need to do.  Like we have to 

do everything, but we can’t do everything now… It's a 

shared process and like so, but I suppose LM501 will…, 

he’ll have to make the overall call but like, we have our 

goals, site goals and they have to be priority because 

they’re related to the site and things that we need to 

achieve.  Then there’s other things that might arise say 

from issues from manufacturing or whatever, and they are 

things that need to be done as well.  So, we just balance 

which ever are more important.  But then you have the 

8ones that people think are important, but really, they’re 

not as important as other things and there’s more visibility 

for them, it's a want not a need.  Like we just discuss and 

like we’re all, now in fairness when we sit down at that, 

people share the load.  And I’ll offer, or someone will 

offer to help me with other things because I’ve been given 

stuff now that I’ve never worked on before.   So, you 

know I’ll ask someone to give me a hand, show me what 



370 

 

 

No. 

 

Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 5 

 

Individual(s) 

Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

to do or whatever at that, but am, you would have like 

disagreements and stuff like that but… no one shouted at 

anyone yet! 

      

49 [TM502]… at the moment he’s am scheduling because I 

was away and stuff, so he’s scheduling because we have a 

lot of testing to do so he would be scheduling work, tests 

that need to be done, so that’s kind of across all the 

products and projects, so he’s, I’ve offered to take that 

from him because he’s am busy with stuff at the moment 

so he’s handing that one over to me but he would be 

working with the guys on getting testing done.  So, I 

suppose they’d be talking to him a lot, on what needs to be 

done.   

TM502 Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: assistance, 

cooperation. 

3 

      

50, 51 Well, we rely on [TM506] definitely, technically wise.  

[TM506]’s very good.  [TM502] is very good as well.  

Am, I suppose it’s kind of like am we kind of have product 

SME’s so like say if there’s a project relating to a product 

say and [TM506]’s over that product then he’ll know what 

needs to be done and then he’ll get people to work on that. 

TM506 

TM502 

Setting the direction Task-related: information. 3 

Team 5, Phase 3, TM504 

52, 53 If we needed a resource we didn’t have for example, like 

[TM501] would have a lot of contacts with UCC for 

example, and we’d use a lot of their instrumentation and 

even… so [TM501] is giving our old one to UCC.  And 

then [TM506]  and LM501 would be dealing with WIT, 

and I came from WIT so like, we have connections within 

the team, we’d have loads of different people that we 

could ask. 

TM501 

TM506 

Boundary spanning Personal-related: network 

or contacts 

3 

      

54 But even our team meeting, that was an hour and it used to 

be from 10-11.  So, you come back from breakfast after 

TM504 Change initiation Task-related: information. 3 
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nine and have a team meeting for ten and then at eleven 

you’re like, oh its lunch at 12.  So, I asked if we could 

move it from 11 to 12 so we did that this week and it 

seems to be working well.  I just said I’d try it you know… 

Yes, they could see my point like. 

      

55 It’s just [TM506] in general, I don’t know how to really 

explain it but he’s just such an inspiration, he just loves 

what he does and it just like, rubs off on people.  I 

wouldn’t be here only for [TM506] like.  You know, but I 

don’t know it’s just because he’s so determined to get 

work done and just, I don't know, it’s hard to explain, no 

matter how busy he is, you ask him a question and he’ll 

take that time to explain it to you.  Sometimes you have to 

kind of like be careful, but you have to judge when is a 

good time, but he will help.  I even see that with [TM508], 

so [TM508] is helping Sean, again, Sean is training in 

[TM508] for what she’s doing and he’s spending a lot of 

time with her getting her up to speed and then the aim then 

to kind of hand it over.  But he’ll always be there to 

support you if you need it.  He’s like a role model in the 

team, that’s what I think, someone to look to and say I’d 

like to be like that in my career, I think [TM506] would be 

that person, well he would be for me, but I think everyone 

across the team would feel that way.   

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

3 

      

56 So, I just sat down with [TM506] last week and we just 

said ok it's a little bit behind now but what can we do to 

make sure we get it done before I leave.  Because I’m 

determined to get it done.  So, we just made a clear plan of 

what you have to do every week and then I think when you 

kind of see that you’re, ok I can actually get to the end, so 

then it’s just much clearer and every day you have 

TM506 Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: assistance, 

information.  

Relationship-related: 

support. 

3 
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something to do and if you don’t get it done you know it’s 

going to be behind.  So, it just like the motivation to make 

sure you get it done like. 

      

57 [TM506] has to help LM501 with like mid-year reviews 

and final year reviews and stuff.  But I always, even if I do 

a presentation or something, like part of the graduate 

programme, if I do a presentation, I have to ask someone 

in the team for feedback afterwards and like [TM506] 

would do that.  And he’ll do it honestly as well you know. 

TM506 Performance 

feedback 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

3 

      

58 [TM503] is very good, like if you’re in a bad mood like 

[TM503] is really good.  She’s really knowledgeable and 

she’s been here I think maybe [no. of years], that could be 

wrong, but she really knows the systems and knows all of 

that.  But then like she’s just such a lovely person, so 

happy like, you know, you’d feel a lift when [TM503] is 

around, I would anyway… she’s just this brilliant person, 

who lifts you, you know. 

TM503 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-related: 

Acceptance/inclusion 

(providing closeness and 

friendship). 

3 

Team 5, Phase 3, TM505 

59 We went and talked about risk assessments every week, 

partly because am like to cover the company, because 

you’re meant to be aware of the risk assessment for a 

given am piece of equipment.  What we used to do was 

someone would do it, safety champion would type it up on 

line, you’d tick the box, and no one ever spoke of it again.  

And I didn’t think that was great so now it’s part of the 

weekly agenda that there’s a risk assessment that you talk 

about and people are more engaged – they ask about it, 

where I can find this information, you send it around and it 

gets shared so that people have more of an interest.   

TM505 Change initiation Task-related: information. 3 
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60 [TM503] has moved back [to the team] now and she’s 

changing roles… and it was quite clear.  The week before 

she came back she sort of got herself back into it, you 

know because we mostly focus on the technical aspect and 

there are some organisational aspects that keep ticking 

over but it doesn’t quite go the way it should. So, she 

[TM503] checked those things and you know there was a 

whole load of emails going out, saying these are the people 

responsible for that, can you please update, this needs to 

be done.  She’s fairly strict like, as I said this needs to be 

done, no question…  I just went, oh yeah, [TM503]’s 

back, keeping us on our toes!... So she’s sort of putting us 

back into order but like I like it because I try and you 

know sort of keep everything going but then I know where 

everyone else is coming from, if you’re really tired and its 

Friday evening and you want to go home, you’re not going 

to really bother doing all the paper work or sort of tracking 

everything in all the places.  Am, the lab, we have to scan 

the lab notebooks and that's a complete disaster.  So, she 

comes in and says this needs to be done, these are the 

people that are responsible, this is how we’re running it, 

go do it. 

TM503 Performance 

feedback 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

3 

      

61 [TM506] as usual, nothing in particular but… like if 

LM501 leaves, he’ll be taking over… I think he would be 

a good person, like he’s essentially running the lab… So 

yeah technically he could direct the lab… but I think it 

would work well because it’s essentially what he’s doing. 

TM506 Setting the direction Task-related: 

information/expertise. 

3 

Team 5, Phase 3, TM506 

62 I think that [TM504]’s example would be a good example 

of where someone is being coached and mentored [by me].  

And am, its very interesting because it really depends on 

people’s backgrounds.  So, I can tell you four or five 

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge or learning. 

3 
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people who I think that I’ve coached and mentored and 

that was definitely the case.  And I can tell you that three 

or four out of the five, it was very successful and every 

one or two, it was more difficult.  Am, people who come 

in from academia straight from PhD level tend to like to 

work a little bit more independently and don’t like to be 

coached and mentored as much… And like [TM504] is a 

good example as well.  Like… she done am, her third-year 

work placement with us and I asked her, well we kind of 

had a conversation, would we be able to do her final year 

undergrad, up in the lab with me.  WIT said no, but we 

pushed hard and three weeks later they agreed to it and 

you know she pushed on, she done very well in the end.  

We hired her, she’s now a high potential graduate, so that 

feels good.   

      

63 I would have to say myself… But I wouldn’t be the sort of 

person who would like to kind of blow my own trumpet 

so… yeah.  But then I guess you would have to ask them 

that question.  I know I make a lot of decisions and I like, 

not that I like making decision, I just like seeing decisions 

being made.  And I think ultimately in a place like this, 

decision-making is really important.  I think groups are 

often not good at making a collective decision.  If the 

reason is that, I’m probably willing to make a call, and I’m 

probably willing to make a decision and if it doesn’t work 

out I’m willing to take the blame for it.   

TM506 Planning and 

coordinating 

Task-related: providing 

assistance, helping with 

tasks; undertaking 

unwanted tasks 

3 

      

64 [TM504], who is a graduate, on a graduate programme, 

doesn’t even realise it, she’s a leader down there because 

the guys go to her for loads of stuff.  But she’s completely 

oblivious of this, she doesn’t know she’s a leader, she 

TM504 Problem-solving Task-related: information. 3 
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doesn’t even realise it, and maybe you’re better off not 

telling her! 

      

Team 5, Phase 4, TM501 

65, 66, 67 … [TM502] would have taken on a lot of the roles, taken a 

lot of responsibility on, am both for deliverables on site 

and externally am, and would have provided a big lift 

when it was needed due to a lack of resources… More 

kind of actually the projects and delivering the workload 

and to an extent the planning as well.  And then planning I 

guess and scheduling it would be [TM503]… They all 

[[TM502], [TM503] and [TM506]] kind of put their 

shoulder to the wheel, bringing in new people the whole 

time, training them up, getting them in tune with the 

expectations etc.  So, and I guess they’ve all stepped up in 

that regard but I think [TM502] and [TM506] in particular.  

[TM506]… in terms of leadership he’s always been very 

good.  He’s a person I guess who’s prone to, he can be 

very frustrated at times but in fairness to him I know I can 

be frustrated and how it manifests at times but like in 

fairness it's a very rare very rare occurrence which is I 

guess like its not someone defaulting to that, it's a very 

conscious decision and something that takes a lot of effort.   

 

TM502 

 

TM503 

 

 

TM506 

Setting the direction 

 

Planning & 

coordinating 

 

Developing and 

mentoring 

Task-related: information, 

cooperation, assistance. 

 

 

 

Personal-related: 

challenge/learning. 

4 

Team 5, Phase 4, TM502 

68 … the two most senior persons there are having heated 

arguments in front of everybody and they don’t see that 

but I’m sitting with them, so I can see that, so my role was 

mainly to calm those things and at the same time, there’s a 

lot of new people and they want to do well, everybody 

wants to do well.  But the environment is such that it takes 

a while to find your feet.  So, to make sure that people 

don’t worry about other things and the simple things they 

TM502 Support and 

consideration 

Relationship-related: 

harmony, understanding. 

4 
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Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 
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Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

don’t bother them.  So that was the main contribution 

lately in terms of soft skills from my side… easing the 

environment between the members and it’s not just that 

but it's a young team.  I’m not saying I’m old but the point 

is you know they, they only follow what they see 

sometimes, and some things are rewarded and some things 

are not rewarded and everybody wants to do better you 

know.  And am, so I think these are the aspects where I 

work consciously if I may add them. 

      

69 Then there is [TM507] who worked in Micro, she has a 

PhD, she’s a scientist and am she worked so much in a 

GMP environment, so she brings that domain like.  And at 

times we say just reduce your standards but then that also 

am helps us to uplift our standards you know.  We are 

influenced by her in the sense that this is more sort of 

R&D level, we cannot do things in a GMP way because 

we have so much mandate and at the same time we are 

upskilling ourselves [because of her influence]. 

TM507 Developing and 

mentoring 

Task-related: information, 

assistance, cooperation. 

4 

Team 5, Phase 4, TM503 

70 … there’s an external vendor that's supposed to kind of 

take care of maintaining our equipment and they keep 

coming to me looking for help or whatever, and I’m like 

just trying to push back in getting her to do it.  But like at 

the same time, telling her I will help if she needs it. 

TM503 Boundary spanning Personal-related: network 

or contacts 

4 

      

71 …observing [TM506] influencing new starters.  So am, I 

just I suppose just over the last few months am, I’ve just 

seen [TM506], he’s progressed a lot with his soft skills.  

And I have…  I have seen him develop his soft skills a lot 

so am, like giving more support and maybe direction to 

new starters am, giving clear expectations.  So, like he 

would be more open, he would have been very closed, in 

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge/learning. 

4 
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Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 
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Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

my opinion, a bit more closed before.  So now he’s more 

open like we’ve always given out to him like, share the 

love, like [TM506] will, he tries to guard his work because 

he cares about it. It's a positive thing like it’s not negative 

but like, he might come across frustrated a lot of the time 

because he’s taking on too much, and it’s like, just share it 

like you know.  And he’d have that fear, but he is 

improving on that and I think because of that there’s a bit 

of less stress from it, and I suppose he’s just a bit more 

open in what he does.  And then about the new am, the 

new lab and the new projects coming up, he’s very 

enthusiastic about that and again it’s good to see that he’s 

like giving work, delegating to other people.  Because he 

can’t do it all.  I’m really delighted for him. 

      

72, 73 We’re moving our lab, it's a big thing… We planned it in 

December and we have to be able to give a tour and work 

some of the equipment, make it look like we have a 

working lab by 12th March… basically its office space.  

So, the people in the offices had to be moved out and 

basically its being cleared out and there’s an awful lot of 

work and pressure related to that.  It’s supposed to be 

owned by projects but like, you can’t move our lab without 

a bit of an impact on us.  So am, like I just wrote down 

some of the things, say the actions owned by the projects 

team and [TM506] is heavily involved in it as well… it’s 

an awful lot of responsibility on his shoulders because, this 

is like a showcase, like a visibility thing, this is for our site 

head am, wants it done on time so there an awful lot of 

work and a lot of pressure with this.  So, like, I’m just 

helping out.  So, what is going on, I’m being copied on it 

and I suppose I’m just reviewing everything to make sure 

that everything is being captured and just highlight if 

they’re missing anything or what might need to be done, 

TM506 

TM503 

Boundary spanning Personal-related: network 

or contacts 

4 
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Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 
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Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

I’m just helping out trying to help… it’s supposed to be 

projects team owns it but they’re constantly coming to us 

you know, which is expected, and I don’t mind, so like 

that. 

 

Team 5, Phase 4, TM507 

74 I know the site and I have other skills that maybe they 

don’t have in terms of processes and I’ve a lot of 

experience in GMP from this site and other sites so you 

know but… my weaknesses are probably my technical 

knowledge isn’t there yet.  But that’s what I’ll leverage off 

the rest of the team, so people like [TM502], I’m going to 

him going how does this work, you know, it’s not his role 

but he’ll spend time going through, you know maybe half 

a day, if I say can you train me on this, and give me some 

knowledge about what this is because it’s my 

responsibility to try and understand it… everyone does 

have to help each other because I don’t know,  it’s very 

new to me, but you know, so I do go to [TM502] and go 

what do you think, do you think I should be doing 

moisture testing here, or what kind of testing should I be 

doing here.  You know as time goes on you know in a year 

I’ll be more familiar with this and hopefully I can help 

someone else that’s coming into the department and stuff 

so. 

TM502 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge/learning. 

4 

      

75, 76, 77 [TM506] was the most senior one because he’s been there 

longer and he’s very technically knowledgeable, he has a 

lot of technical knowledge, so it would be [TM506] really.  

He’s leading a lot of these projects, he’s going to meetings 

about projects, and because the team got stripped of a lot 

of people over the last year, he had to take on the role of 

knowing what was happening and I suppose [TM502] has 

TM506 

TM502 

TM503 

Setting the 

direction. 

Task-related: 

information/expertise, 

cooperation, assistance. 

4 



379 
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Excerpt from Shared Leadership Incidents reported by 

TEAM 5 
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Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 

Enacted 

 

Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

stepped up as well in terms of taking on that role of 

knowing what’s happening.  So, the two of them know 

more about the in-depth detail of what’s happening, where 

we all, whereas us as the new people, we don’t yet because 

if we did we’d totally get overwhelmed at the beginning.  

I’d like to be more involved and that but there’s a time 

when you need to get the basics first.  So yeah, I think 

[TM506] and [TM502] at the moment.  And actually, sorry 

[TM503] is there as well…  she has a lot of experience, 

like she’s in the company I don’t know [no. of  years] and 

she is very knowledgeable about people, who you’d talk to 

for this and that, equipment management.  She knows the 

technical stuff as well for this lab but also the site as a 

whole.  So, I would know a lot of stuff like that as well but 

at the same time I wouldn’t know it for this department.  

So I would rely on [TM503] a lot.  The three of them are 

the three people but technically for my project, I’d go to 

[TM502] because he’s sitting beside me.  What do you 

think of this like, it’s just to get a second opinion, you 

know you’re not going to, especially this kind of work 

where you could spend a few days doing something.  But I 

would run it by [TM506] as well. 

      

78 [TM506] loves being technical, he’ll come down and 

spend two hours explaining something because he just 

loves his work.  And he would love the time to, like last 

week I asked is there any chance you could, like it was a 

graph a picture from a machine we operate.  It took me a 

while to do the graphs, and I got [TM502] to show me 

twice.  But then to actually understand what had been 

presented, [TM506] had gone through it in ten minutes 

kind of and I had to ask is there any chance you could 

spend an hour just going through what it all means.  So, 

[TM506] loves sitting down explaining it… I think he 

TM506 Developing and 

mentoring 

Personal-related: 

challenge/learning 

4 
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Enacting 

Leadership 

 

Leadership 

Behaviour 
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Resource Flows 

 

Phase (1-4) 

really enjoys imparting his knowledge and giving people 

the information for them to be knowledgeable as well. 

Like he’s not, he would be a brilliant lecturer, he likes 

learning, he does and he also likes giving people his 

knowledge.  Sometimes it’s just so much as well because 

it’s all new to me so I can’t seem to record it but when he 

has the time he’s very willing to give it and I think he 

enjoys it.  Like he really is passionate about it… 

Team 5, Phase 4, TM508 

79, 80 I would say that a lot of people look to [TM506] for 

direction…It's a good bit to do with (technical knowledge), 

he’s very experienced, he’s with the company a long time, 

and he acts for the greater good as well.  And he’s very 

easy to approach for help… Am, like I suppose [TM503] 

has been in the company for years as well so she’s very 

knowledgeable and am, she’s very willing to help people. 

TM506 

TM503 

Setting the direction Task-related: knowledge, 

expertise, direction. 

4 

Team 5, Phase 4, TM509 

81, 82 I would have to say [TM506] and [TM502].  Again, I’m 

only back here…  I would say definitely [TM506] and 

[TM502], I don’t think there’s any doubt about that 

whatsoever… [TM506], he knows the site procedures, he 

knows the processes, he knows the products very well, he 

also knows the people very well, he knows who to talk to, 

to get something done.  He knows very often what it is 

we’re looking for, whereas someone else might go in with 

a shotgun approach, whereas [TM506] might be able to go 

in with not quite a laser but more pinpoint and say right, 

yes fine, this is a big wide scope but what they’re really 

looking for is one, two, three… so concentrate on these 

three areas and you’ll be fine.  Am, [TM502] I would say 

something quite similar, am very intelligent man, very 

studious, he’s very calm as well, which helps…   

TM506 

TM502 

Sense-making Task-related: information, 

expertise. 

4 
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9.13 Appendix M – List of Codes Generated  

Table 9-5 Full List of Codes Generated 

Themes 

(Higher Order 

Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 

of Codes 

Sample Excerpts from the Data  

Company 

Background 

 

Provides 

background 

information on 

the company e.g. 

formation, 

history. 

Company History  Team 3 

To give you some backstory, am [this company] was a start-up that got acquired by [Company B].  

[Company B] already had a team in the mobile area and the assumption was that “we’re the big boys in 

[Co. B], we know what we’re doing” and then all these upstarts came in and they had a fully functioning 

product to sell, they knew what they were doing, they were used to the hard deadlines, putting in the hours.  

And the other team [Co. B] kind of got swallowed up.  Instead of them being the big boys they were kind 

of, ok we’ll follow your lead on it… That was hugely challenging and from a leadership perspective it was 

the first thing I had to challenge...  TM301 

 

External Team 

Environment  

 

Describes the 

organisation 

around the team 

including 

physical work 

environment, 

org. structure 

and culture. 

Strategic direction  Team 1 

The kind of area they [Team 1] work in has kind of become a commodity.  Maybe looking back 15-20 

years ago a web developer could charge IR£10,000 per page.  Am, whereas nowadays you can go on a 

web-site and pay €100 and you have a pretty decent web presence.  So that unit is kind of evolving now 

into kind of more research-oriented kind of unit and we’re transitioning them into that now so moving a 

little bit away from web development and app development into a more research-oriented kind of unit. 

LM101 

 

Team 4 

Actually, since you were last here, there is kind of like a scope change in the R&D group.  Like when you 

were here before it was piles of projects, generic products, and now we’re after dropping I think five 

generic products so we are that we were well into developing because we just don’t have the time with 

these new drugs coming down the line like. TM402 

 

Team 5 
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Themes 

(Higher Order 

Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 

of Codes 

Sample Excerpts from the Data  

So LM501 is leaving… to join R&D in the US… so that’s changing and then there are a lot of other things 

changing in other departments that affect us so there is this environment of lack of vision.  It will be 

finalised soon but at the moment…  at our level, for our department, are we going to work with am, the 

technical transport department more closely or quality technical analytics, are we going to work with them 

closely.  At the moment we’ve been told that LM501 will be replaced with a like for like replacement but 

these things can change…  To be fair to the SLT, you can see the roadmaps on the walls so we know for 

the site, it’s for 2020, its mapped out.  We know the product portfolio so in that way a lot of things are 

clear.  TM502 

 

External Team 

Environment  

Org culture  Team 2 

There would be a culture you know all these layers of different things if it’s anything HR related like you 

have to go to hire people, that drives me insane because I can’t understand why.  Am, so yeah, there’s 

definitely that layer there, am of bureaucracy that you have to go through that you may not have to go 

through in the private sector.  LM201 

 

It’s an evolving culture I would say that.  It certainly hasn’t remained static over time.  Am, it’s how will I 

describe it now.  It’s kind of, there’s certainly elements of public sector culture about it.  Am, and there’s 

probably some elements of technology sector, but it’s not probably one or the other.  TM202 

 

Team 3 

[The culture is] very open, very supportive, am, very collaborative.  Am… I don’t see politics or 

competition or any of that kind of thing.  TM303 

 

Am, open, relaxed, enjoyable, thought-provoking because nobody is afraid to speak their mind and throw 

an opinion out there.  TM301 

 

I feel there’s a good culture of innovation and openness and communication.  TM304 

 

Team 4 

The culture here, am, I think it's a nice place to work.  I think it's a young workforce.  I think a lot of 

people, because it's a small company, like that’s what I found unusual when I moved here was…  I was 



383 

 

Themes 

(Higher Order 

Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 

of Codes 

Sample Excerpts from the Data  

meeting the owners, the owners were at the meetings and it was kind of a case that we have to make this 

project, or we need to get this revenue in and you need to meet this milestone because we need revenue 

and stuff like that.  And I had never been involved in revenue before because it was like, big multi-national 

stuff.  So that for me was a change and it was a lot of pressure at the start but now I’m kind of more used 

to it.  So, there is always that in the background that it's a, you know it's a busy environment… you know, 

they do expect you to work hard and to get through the work and stuff like that.  But it is a, like it is a 

rewarding environment, like you would get promoted here faster if you wanted… But it is a young 

workforce which is nice, and a lot of people are enthusiastic and if you’re not enthusiastic and stuff you 

probably won’t last too long here I would imagine.  TM401 

 

Team 5 

What you see, there is a conscious effort to promote work life balance, they do provide, you know you can 

get counselling if you’re under pressure, they promote talking to people, there’s going to be a gym on site, 

the food is good, its performance based so all of the facilities are there to do it.  I suppose in the 

background, the site is committed to deliver some unrealistic targets and I suppose behind that there is an 

awful lot of am, pressure, a lot of stress and you’d want a very thick skin.  There would be quite a lot of 

people on stress leave in this place at the moment.  They call it a fast-paced environment.  TM506 

 

However, it's the culture in the site, like things change.  The team probably, three managers changed, four 

managers changed in the last year.  TM502 

 

External Team 

Environment  

Org structure  Team 1 

I report to two people, my line manager [Name] then [Name] the COO.  So [Line Manager] tends to be on 

the research side of things and he’s my line manager I guess for things like my own holidays.  Am and 

then[COO] is primarily to do with European projects and kind of business development.  LM101 

 

Team 2 

As far as I know, when I look up am, metaphorically speaking, there’s [COO] and [Name] the new 

[manager], he was here years ago, a nice fellow, very interested in research, so the day to day running of 

the place, he’s not interested in it.  Which is fine, maybe it’s not his role.  And then under that there was a 

senior management team, am what they did, they certainly never had an impact good or bad on me, and 
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Themes 

(Higher Order 

Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 

of Codes 

Sample Excerpts from the Data  

then under that there was the Research Unit Managers...  now, they've all been kind of melted into one.  

The RUMs and the Senior Management team are all the Leadership team now.  So, I think there’s about 

15-20 of them sit in the room here every Monday morning.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

Engineering and Ops are under the one umbrella but we’re chalk and cheese in terms of what we do day to 

day but, we’re almost a central hub.  So, if you were to draw a picture, you’d have Engineering with a 

circle around it and coming out of that you’d have QE which is our Quality Engineering team and they 

basically validate a lot of what we do… The operations team is the team that maintains the platform, 

they’re the life-cycle team but it’s not a downward flow, we’re not on top of the food chain, we’re all on 

the one line parallel kind of thing, and we feed into each other.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

I report to the CTO, Chief Technical Officer.. [who] founded the company along with [Name], he’s the 

CEO.  Am, they’ve equal responsibility, kind of both in charge I guess and they report directly to… our 

corporate parent [Name], who bought us in 2017.  LM401 

 

Team 5 

Well the SLT is all the directors and site heads, that’s about 8-9.  The extended leadership group 

encompasses managers so that would bring it up to about 30 I guess.  And then there is another level 

below that that’s supervisor, team leader, that’s a broader leadership group as well.  So, I’m reporting 

directly to a director now.  TM506 

 

 

External Team 

Environment  

Physical work 

environment 

 Team 1 

Open plan, but we have two offices.  TM101 is in the office with the VR lads, because the way the 

structure was, our manager was in that room with TM101 and the VR guys and the rest of us are in the 

other room, so there are six of us altogether in that room.  And its open plan.  TM102 

 

Team 2 
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We’re in, I think, we’re in two separate rooms.  Am, three of us are in one room, two of us are in one room 

and another lad is in the room next door and then another guy works from the [remote] office.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

Yes, we’re actually in an open plan space.  The grouping is that we all sit like as close as possible, with the 

exception of [TM306], he’s moved because of the team he’s moved to another section, but we’re all in the 

same space.  TM303 

 

Team 4 

Up to now we were all in different actual physical areas of the department and that was kind of difficult 

because [TM402] was way down the corridor, I was downstairs, [TM403] was over here, so we would 

meet at meetings but, and we’d work ok together but there was a sort of dysfunctionality.  So now we’re 

all in the same office, so that’s only after happening in the last maybe two months.  So, you know I can see 

the benefit already that if you’re in the same room that you know, you can have sort of discussions 

amongst yourselves quicker sort of stuff and there’s a bit more sort of cohesion in the group like so that’s 

probably good yeah.  TM401 

 

Team 5 

Yes, [a shared office], [TM506] is still upstairs and [LM501] is upstairs but everyone else is in the lab.  

Like [TM506] would be in the lab the whole time and [LM501] would call down.  TM504 

 

External Team 

Environment 

Rewards  Team 1 

It’s been kind of tough because funding has been tough here, so kind of you know getting raises and 

getting promotions has kind of been well it’s been more limited over the kind of last, I suppose since I 

started.  I came in in a crunch kind of phase.  LM101 

 

Team 2 

From an organisational point of view, there is actually no, there’s no consequence, there’s no reward, 

there’s no fall out of how good or how bad you perform on the project in the EU, which I find absolutely 

unbelievable.  TM201 
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Codes) and 
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Team 3 

Look the pay is very good, we’re probably the best paid employer in town for IT and that helps as well as 

people are driven by money there’s no point in saying otherwise, we’re not working for free.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

I’m trying to compete with the like of [larger pharma companies] to try to keep people.  So obviously our 

salaries and benefit’s wouldn’t be as good so I’m trying to do a little trade off with people who get to go 

on courses, get further education grants or like that like you do a bit more interesting work.  But obviously, 

if we’re very busy it’s to take the time out and actually bring people along… since January we have a 

health plan that’s available to people and there will be a pension available to people in May.  So, we’re 

kind of hoping that will kind of even out the playing field a bit.  TM401 

 

Team 5 

I think it’s up to yourself to negotiate [rewards] before you ever come in.  That’s when you have the most 

leverage so.  By hook or by crook, we all, it’s been made aware to us all at level 1 that we’re all on 

different salaries. Not by design I would think, more by slips of the tongue so am, yeah.  So then obviously 

there’s another, there’s a pay jump between level 1 and 2, level 2 and 3 etc.  TM501 

 

External Team 

Environment  

Employee morale  Team 1 

There can be insecurity like… am you would worry sometimes like is there going to be funding for my 

contract, because we’re on contracts here, we’re not on full time employment.  You’re on like yearly 

contracts so they’re renewed every year based on funding and like in your contract you can be let go if 

there is no funding… it does get worrying from time to time when you know there is not a huge amount 

coming up in the next 6 months.  Like this big project I’m working on is finishing in December and there’s 

the uncertainly of, I don’t know what I’ll be working on next. TM103 

 

Team 2 

We were a good team, they [management] just didn’t nurture it.  They didn’t keep it going, they didn’t 

help in any way, any concerns we had were brushed off, staff morale went down, people left.  TM102 
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I think people know that things aren’t right but I don't think they’re being addressed in the right way.  I 

think there’s a lot of refusal to admit what the key issues are.  They’re concentrating on superficial things.  

For example, you get a lot of emails sent around saying ‘congratulations to this person for doing this’, and 

‘congratulations to that person for doing that’, this is all supposed to be boosting morale.  But that’s not 

the reason why morale is down, you know.  So, it’s like, I’m not sure what the correct term for that is but 

it’s often focusing on the superficial aspects while denying the substantive issues – papering over the 

cracks you know.  TM202 

 

Team 3 

I know I’m sounding very very positive about everything but it actually is… it's a competitive salary and 

all that but Google could move next door and throw money at people but I don’t think you’d have that 

much that would go, they’re happy here… It's a nice place, a nice office space, lots of meeting rooms, 

there’s a good buzz around the office as well which has helped.  TM303 

 

Team 4 

I think we’re all under pressure. I think everyone is a bit stressed out sort of stuff, but I don’t have any 

major issues with either [the Team] to be honest about it.  We just sort of knuckle down and try to get on 

with it. TM401 

 

Team 5 

I felt it was very chaotic down there, stressed am, I couldn’t work, like it was a horrible atmosphere really 

to work in, because you’re coming in every day and everyone was kind of stressed and its just this 

atmosphere of chaos and you know and I don’t think anything kind of gets done in that environment and 

no one’s happy you know… because you have people that are just focused on what’s important to them 

and not important, what needs to be done for the department, because they’re kind of trying to better 

themselves, they’re career driven which is fine but it just filters down on everyone, it’s this kind of you 

know, not great for the team.  TM503 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

 

Team composition  Team 3 
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Describes 

conditions 

within the team 

including 

communications, 

relationships etc. 

Yeah so there’s eight of us on the team at the moment.  There’s two parts to the entire team. One team has 

currently four, and one has eight, which is the one I’m currently working with.  And, ah, that can change 

from time to time.  TM304 

 

Team 4 

That’s still the R&D team for now yeah.  Myself, [TM401] and [TM403] –[TM401] is the Analytical 

Services Manager, she has a big group under her; me [TM401] I’m the Formulation Development 

Manager and [TM403] is Project Manager and there’s another Project Manager coming in in the new year 

as well.  We’re reporting to LM401 (Head of R&D). 

 

Team 5 

We’ve [Team 5] grown to 11 strong, including myself.  TM501 

 

Because people are leaving, and new people are joining, the team is continually 

changing and so the responsibility also changes.  TM502 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Goals  Team 2 

So as soon as the project starts, ah, you’re looking to where is there a follow-on project in this.  So, in that 

regard, everybody has the same overall goal so yeah anything that will help more funding come in is 

shared.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

Our primary goal in Engineering is to develop and work on future proofing our product, to maintain it, not 

be reactionary, to meet needs from our customers and our customer base is quite wide. The other function 

obviously is on-going maintenance of the product that we have.  TM305 

 

Team 4 

Like we all have the one goal, to get the projects done, the more projects we get done the happier the lads 

[management] are.  Every year we set goals, so [LM401] would give me, [TM404], [TM401], [TM403], our 
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goals and then that filters down into our teams.  So, my goals could be to complete the development of 

whatever product this year and stuff like that so, they’re the sort of goals that would be set at the start of the 

year.  And then you’d have your health and safety goals and some personal goals as well.  TM402. 

 

Team 5 

Like it's a personal responsibility you have to meet your goals.  We have set quarterly goals and we’ll have 

to report them in, that they’re on track.  And we do track them weekly at meetings but that’s kind of up to 

yourself, what you’re kind of saying or doing.  TM503 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Management 

approach 

 Team 1 

He’s very much just a manager on paper as opposed to being involved with us.  And the only interaction 

we have with him is when he comes in and tells us to do something.  That is literally the only interaction 

we have.  TM103 

 

Team 2 

I think it’s [the management approach] very distant.  It’s very non-communicative.  I would say that rather 

than being over-bearing, its actually completely detached.  Ah, that would be much of my impression.   

TM202 

 

Team 3 

The way we try and do it is, we tell people the what and the why.  So, this is what we want to do, and this 

is why we want to do it.  And the why is really important because if people don’t understand why they are 

being asked to do something, they’ll spend a lot of their time questioning why they’ve been asked to do 

something rather than focusing on doing it.  So, if you can give people the what and the why and remove 

any uncertainly as to why they are being asked to do something.  And then let the intelligent people that 

we’ve hired figure out the how, that gives them a lot of power in terms of being able to guide the actual 

technical direction that they’re going.  LM301 
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Team 4 

To be honest I don’t see [LM401] that often, unless I have to or I need to see him.  He can be a hard man 

to track down.  He kind of leaves me to it.  If I’ve any issues of if I need decisions made I just say can I 

grab you for five minutes and we’ll just work through it.  TM402 

 

Team 5 

Obviously [LM501] is the line manager so he’s obviously, he has the last call, but he’s… quite hands off, 

so he doesn’t micro manage as long as you, you know you line up your goals in your meeting regularly 

and you know check in with him if there’s something urgent or whatever but am, so as long as you’re 

doing your stuff and you respond to him, he lets you get on with stuff.  He trusts that people organise 

themselves in a way that they get their work done.   

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Relationships  Team 1 

I think it would be close to friendship, as opposed to just working relationships.  I don’t think anyone feels 

left out or, I think everyone feels supported, which is important.  TM103 

 

Team 2 

Well actually, I think it’s [relationships are] quite good, I think we get on very well together… it’s 

probably the best functioning team in the whole organisation… We just, we do gel quite well and it’s you 

know if you wake up in the morning and you’re dreading something, well I don’t dread that.  I dread 

plenty of things, but I don’t dread that.  Because we do have a good team.  TM201 

 

Team 3 

Am, I think we all get on pretty well… we’re all based down here in this office… and, we generally get on 

pretty well… I can’t think of any situation where anybody has not gotten on well with somebody else.  

Maybe we don’t have time to dwell on those things.  TM306 

 

Yes am they’re [relationships] actually becoming stronger.  Because there’s sort of more informal 

interaction, we’re going out to have a drink together after work, that’s happening more often.  And so, you 

actually understand their personality more, and how they think and stuff. TM303 
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Team 4 

Grand I think, yeah am, like I think we’re all under pressure. I think everyone is a bit stressed out… but I 

don’t have any major issues with either of them to be honest about it.  We just sort of knuckle down and 

try to get on with it… Like I don’t really get a lot of time now to ask [TM403] how her weekend goes and 

that kind of stuff like when she comes in she comes in half an hour after me so at that stage I’m in the 

middle of stuff, so we kind of don’t tend to do a lot of small chit chat.  TM401 

 

Team 5 

I think generally its [relationships are] fine, I think you know there’s always the odd hiccup but I think we 

can talk to each other.  Am, if you compare to you know the impression you get from other departments 

where do you know if you turn around they might stab you in the back, I’d say, I wouldn’t say it wouldn’t 

happen in our department but there’s enough room for the personalities and everyone has a project where 

they can shine if they want to.  TM505 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Information sharing  Team 1 

Definitely (we share information frequently), we’re very much, you know if we find a new piece of 

software, like you know, it’s the talk of the office, we’re all Googling and watching YouTube videos.  

Have you checked this out and we’re all on Google looking for it. TM103 

 

Team 3 

Most of the guys are really approachable and you can go and ask them and they’ll get back to you.  

TM303 

 

Team 4 

It’s kind of nearly an open-door policy like you know you can walk into any office and just have a chat 

with whoever you want about anything.  That’s why I like it as well like because there’s really good 

interaction.  You can walk in to [senior management’s] office there on a Friday afternoon or any day of the 

week and have a chat about …what’s happening you know… when’s our new facility coming and stuff 

like that.  And the lads [management] are very open, like they share a lot of information like that like.  

TM402 
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Team 5 

If we need support that isn’t necessarily our background we go and we can ask the team because there’s 

knowledge there – so there’s chemists, there’s solid state chemists and pharmacists and am pharmaceutical 

science people and there’s protein scientists like myself as well so it's a bit of a mix so depending on the 

experience we might just do different things.  TM505 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Interaction between 

team members 

 Team 1 

See this is the thing, in our unit, it tends to be solo projects, we don’t often work collectively.  Now there 

are some bigger projects in R&D but I’m not on those.  TM102 

 

Team 2 

Absolutely loads (of interaction).  Now, I myself I foster that.  And, I make sure that everybody’s talking 

and if I spot a gap, like say with the project I’m managing at the moment, I make sure that they guys are 

talking to each other and I can spot the gaps where we’re missing stuff and say look you need to talk to 

him, spend half an hour a day just sitting beside him, chat.  It doesn’t have to be full on board and 

intensive kind of collaboration.  A lot more work is done by talking over coffee than there is by talking 

over whiteboards sometimes.  TM202 

 

Team 3 

Every person that comes in, will spend, in an 8-hour day, they’ll probably do 2 hours coding and the other 

6 are probably spent interacting, on calls, doing whiteboards, and chatting to people.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

Oh we’d be working together all day every day nearly so we would.  Well, a lot of the day anyway.  We’d 

have meetings probably every day between the three of us and we’re in the office together so if [TM401] 

has a question she just asks me, she sits straight across from me, and same with[TM403]. So, we’re always 

interacting, it would be very rare there would be emails going through, we just turn around and ask each 

other.  TM402 

 

Team 5 
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So, I think it’s just, we all work on our own, but then we all get input from each other.  There’s no, even 

though you’re doing your own thing, you’re getting advice because some things people, like TM507 

would be very good in and she’d be able to tell me, and then I’d be able to tell her stuff that she maybe 

doesn’t know.  TM504 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Levels of influence  Team 1 

I think a lot of us have equal influence.  TM103 

 

Team 2 

In the project team here, I’d have a lot of influence… It’s a combination (of reasons), it’s the position of 

co-ordinator, it’s the length of time I’ve been here, it’s also the fact that its largely my project.  I initiated 

it, so you know, I would have a lot of influence here within the project like.  TM202 

 

Team 3 

(I feel I have) huge influence.  Because [Company B] is an organisation that if someone has a good idea 

they run with it… And I’ve been thankful and lucky that a lot of the good ideas I came in with have run 

and they have worked and that if I do say something or make a suggestion and go you know I think maybe 

we could look at this, it will be listened to.  And that is influence by definition.  Which means there is 

more of a responsibility on me to not go, ‘oh you should be doing this’ blindly, you know.  You lose it as 

quickly as you learned it.  TM303 

 

Team 4 

Am, I’d say I have a good bit of influence.  Just being at project meetings you know, I kind of seem to be 

the one that would kind of nail down and say right we’re going to – if something came up and we were 

kind of ‘iffing’ about it, I’d kind of say, right we’re going this way.  TM403 

 

Team 5 

[TM506], he’s a Development Scientist but really I would see him as Senior Scientist.  Am… this is a new 

lab, relatively, it’s only a few years old so what they did was they wanted to create this lyophilisation lab, 

there wasn’t any within the corporation, so they advertised am a Masters specifically in this and then there 

were creating a lab so [TM506] went and specifically did a Masters for this work.  So, I would see him as 
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the most experienced (and influential) within the group, so he’s been here since the lab was started.  

TM503 

 

Internal Team 

Environment 

Voice  Team 1 

Unfortunately, in this area you’re not really listened to.  Like you give your two cent but it’s not listened 

to.  They’ll [management] go with whatever they want to and that's it.  Like you’re kind of forced into 

some things that you’re not, you don’t want to go with.  We are always trying, and [TM105] is actually 

really good at the kind of the, where we should be as a unit – like trying to get like a new service added to 

us, you know like, leaning back towards only prototyping or only web design, that sort of thing.  She’s 

very good at seeing the bigger picture and then saying we really should just be working on this for now.  

But, we don’t really have any input at the end of it all.   Like there’s great suggestions but if they don’t like 

it they won’t go ahead with it.  TM103 

 

Team 3 

In our style of management in here, and this goes back to the [Company B] philosophy of being open, 

everyone has that voice.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

I think like if you have an issue you can come to [management] like and say whatever you need to say.  

Like I wouldn’t be holding back too much.  You know I think it's a fairly open two-way communication 

there.  TM401 

 

Team 5 

Am, I’m sure there would be formal mechanisms for it, am but the standard mechanism that I have known 

from my experience is that when you work in different things, like when you increase your visibility and 

then when you see something then people tend to listen even more and your voice will be appreciated 

more.  So, I think I need to reach that stage.  At this point if I make too much noise, you know, it will be 

noise instead of real voice.  TM502 
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Internal Team 

Environment 

Communication  Team 1 

We’ll do a stand-up meeting first thing in the morning and then that directs what the work is and the issues 

for the day so a kind of agile approach to kind of development and then so we talk about that and usually 

then there might be a couple of meetings week days which are issue specific.  Am, and then within the 

kind of wider team we do the once a week meeting as well to talk with funding opportunities coming up 

and future business. So, everyone is kind of kept up to speed on that as much as possible. LM101 

 

Team 3 

So in our team there’s, the ways that we communicate are we use email for things that we want to, for 

communications that we know are going to take a long time to go through and things that we want to be 

able to refer to later.  And then there’s kind of more ephemeral communications where we using instant 

messaging – a tool called IRC, and we’re just all in a chat room there and we can talk about whatever.  

And that’s probably where most of our communications happen I would say.  Though thinking about it we 

do send a lot of email as well.  And we have just short meetings, ah, video chat meetings as well. TM306 

 

Team 4 

Daily [communications]. We’ve got, every Monday morning we’ve got a three hour meeting, Monday 

afternoon we’ve got a three hour meeting and on Tuesday we’ve got a three hour meeting.  That’s just 

with myself, [TM402], [TM401] and an analytical team lead. TM403 

 

Team 5 

Am, so there is an activity called MDI, Managing Daily Improvement activities.  The idea is that we 

would have these for different projects, different products.  And that will happen three times a week.  So, it 

will be very high level, what’s going on.  And so sometimes if something is really urgent or something is 

late, we will discuss it more at that point.  Am, this is one arrangement.  The second arrangement is that, 

LM501 has to provide a weekly update to his boss, so we would all feed into that report.  Every week, so 

that’s a second mechanism.  Third is am, we would have a Data Review session fortnightly, one a fortnight 

and we could discuss there.  That is quite informal but the measure of the projects, there would be 

somebody leading that project from this site or from other site, and there would be regular meetings by 

telephone and they are very formal.   TM502 

 



396 

 

Themes 

(Higher Order 

Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 

of Codes 

Sample Excerpts from the Data  

Nature of the 

work 

 

Describes the 

type of work the 

team are 

undertaking, e.g. 

level of 

complexity. 

Position details  Team 1 

My office role is a UX Designer and Developer… but I’m more graphic design based. So, I do a lot of the 

kind of art work and print work for marketing, I do a lot of am, wire-framing, a lot of prototyping for 

clients, branding, that sort of stuff.  TM102 

 

Team 3 

I’ve been doing a dual role of platform architect, which is looking at the kind of bigger picture, how the 

pieces of the platform fit together.  It’s quite a complex platform, am in terms of the components and 

moving parts.  So, looking at the bigger picture of that.  And then doing a people manager role which is 

more the HR element, hiring people doing performance reviews, dealing with HR issues, that kind of 

thing.  LM301 

 

So, I’m a Software Engineer, responsible for am, I don’t want to go into technical details but from a very 

high level I’m responsible for software engineering, ah, developing new software functionality for the 

[Company B] mobile application platform.  Apart from that I’m also responsible for the management of 

automatic installation deployment, we call it Dev Ops, so I’m also a Dev Ops Engineer.  TM302 

 

Team 4 

It's [my position] the Analytical Services Manager.  So, it’s R&D as such like, it’s am, we’ll say there’s… 

myself, there’s [TM403] who is the Project Manager and [TM401] who is the Formulation Team Leader.  

And then, under me I have ah, three team leads at the minute… and then I have [Name] who is ah, kind of 

an analytical specialist, he’s into cleaning validation and stuff.  And each team leader then would have 

about 4-5 analysts underneath them.  And they each have a data reviewer...  Its growing the whole time.  

There’s about 27 people at the minute [reporting to me].  TM401 

 

Team 5 

So, I’m a Development Scientist, level 2.  And am, the task is to support manufacturing, that’s the bottom 

line.  So, we do a lot of am studies that help the technical transfer and at the same time we also do research 

and development activities that could help in our products.  TM502 
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I’m a Senior Development Scientist, so my role is basically that, when we get new products in, we make 

sure that the process that we will use here…  will not damage the product in any way, shape or form, that 

the patient is protected by everything that we do, there’s no negative impact to the patient, to the product, 

and that when the patient is supposed to receive something that’s supposed to help them, it will help them 

and there will be no damage to them.  So, we make sure that the process fits the product and the product is 

suitable for that process basically.  TM509   

Nature of the 

work 

Project details  Team 1 

I’m on an actual eighteen-month project at the moment.  That project is going on since last May and will 

run until November of this year.  So that's a long-term project… It's a recruitment app for employers to 

find suitable temporary talent as they call it or contractors in the workplace.  So, they should be able to go 

onto the app or go onto the web-site and put in a few of their requirements and find and book contractors 

through it. TM103 

 

Team 2 

[Its] a European project which is actually, would span twelve different organisations.  And it would 

probably be the biggest project in [Company A] at the moment as well.  And am, so I’m coordinating that 

so that takes up most of my time.  There’s five people from [Research Unit] that are involved on that… 

and I think there’s 12 partners involved in that across various countries in Europe.  [The project duration 

is] about 2.5 years. TM202 

 

Team 3 

Right so we’re currently working on the mobile application platform to be delivered as an ‘on premise’ 

product so basically that people can install it in their own business, on their own servers, inside their 

business that they control rather than on the internet... basically… delivering an ‘on premises’ solution to 

our currently hosted solution so like, currently you have to go to the internet and sign up and whatever and 

do it via the internet.  Whereas the OnPrem thing was for businesses who don’t want to expose things to 

the internet, so they want to run all the stuff on their own infrastructure.  TM304 

 

Team 4 

Yeah, there’s a lot of projects going on, we’ve about 26 projects at the moment.  TM401 
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Team 5 

Another project is product specific so we’re dealing with another manufacturing site in Italy, they have a 

product that is constantly outside the specification set by a national authority in the Asian market so that 

authority said for this particular specification, you’re too high.  You need to figure out why it’s too high 

and come up with an alternative solution to keep this product on the market.  So am, kind of I’ve been 

heading up that project and so myself and [TM502] have been doing that.  TM501 

 

Nature of the 

work 

Clients/customers  Team 1 

They [clients] are usually entrepreneurs that may have worked in industry for quite some time and are now 

deciding to go out on their own… They [clients] are never clear.  So, they have a vague idea, am, they 

have ideas that may not work in terms of working on a web or working in apps.  So, our job is to kind of 

steer them in the direction of how it should work as opposed to how they want it to work... TM103 

 

Team 3 

So our customers are internal customers, so they would be other [Company B] groups.  So [Company B] is 

a huge organisation with a lot of well-defined groups.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

We would have been very much generic and going out and looking for a CMO for customers whereas now 

[new Parent Company] are driving our projects so we won’t be looking or depending on any customers in 

the future.  Am, so I think that whole dynamic of my role will change because a lot of my role is dealing 

with customers on a weekly basis, customer calls, keeping the customer up to date.  TM403 

 

Nature of the 

work 

Autonomy  Team 1 

I do know we do a lot of stuff ourselves, it’s kind of like here you’re responsible for everything. TM103 

 

Team 2 

I think if a team member wants they can write their own goals…  I think there’s a lot of autonomy there… 

There’s a lot more scope I think for people to actually do stuff the way they see fit.  Now there’s good and 

bad sides to that as well. TM201 
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Team 3 

People feel they have the freedom to do that, am, to throw out ideas, to innovate, and that it will be well 

received and that they won’t be told oh no you shouldn’t be working on that, you need to be doing this 

right now – that doesn’t happen, and people feel like they have that freedom so, am, it encourages them to 

experiment. LM301 

 

We give our engineers a lot of freedom.  Software engineers in particular, freedom to work on the things 

that interest them, or to… carve out a role to work on the things that interest them, am is a huge deal.  

TM305 

 

Nature of the 

work 

Task Complexity  Team 2 

This piece of work has never been done before. By definition it’s new for everybody and not just us here 

but I suppose we’ve a, the four of us here [in Team 2] have a different role to the other partners in that 

we’re the co-ordinator. TM203 

 

Team 3 

I think it's the most complicated system I’ve worked with in my years of experience.  It’s really really 

complicated.  It’s all new stuff so you’re talking cloud, mobile, everything. TM303 

 

We’re often doing things that we haven’t done before. So, you have to constantly be learning… So, you 

have to pull on experience to say, its looks like this kind of problem, which is similar to a problem that 

I’ve solved before, but sometimes you just haven’t even looked at it before.  TM304 

 

Team 4 

The drugs that come up with high potency and all the rest of it, they’re complicated drugs because nobody 

else wants to do them so they’re not like your run of the mill tablets either like and there are challenges 

with them like.  TM401 

 

There’s new technologies now that… our parent company want us to look at which are very difficult, and 

we wouldn’t have the skills here in [Company C] for them at the moment, but we’ll be looking at hiring 
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people, we’ll be looking at even hiring people now just to carry out research – that’s they’re job like 

researching and… learning new technologies. TM402 

 

Team 5 

In particular what we do, freeze drying is a very niche area within the pharma industry.  It’s kind of… the 

last thing to do with a product, you generally wouldn’t want to freeze dry it, it’s so expensive, and you 

have to stabilise very unstable products.  TM501 

Nature of the 

work 

Task 

interdependence 

 Team 1 

Yeah, I’d say there’s a high degree of interdependence there, so we have to interact with each other.  

TM202 

 

Team 3 

And within the team we throw all our work up on a board, anybody can work on anything, it’s not 

prescribed. Nobody is handed work to say, you do that… work is done at the team level… At a minimum 

to get any piece of work over the line, you need one person to develop it, one person to peer review it to 

say, I think its ok or you could make these changes, and you need one other person to validate the work, 

that’s normally where QE come in...  So at a minimum, three people need to communicate on everything 

we do.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

[TM402’s] group cannot progress without [TM401’s] group giving them the results.  So, I suppose… my 

role is just there to pull it all together to give them a plan, keep them on track… we do work as a team 

because obviously they feed information in to me as well, they’re going to have stuff done or when you 

have a milestone complete.  And from that then I work backward, typically, saying you know this is our 

end line, we need to meet this deadline so what do we need to do… we meet very regularly, the three of us 

as a team to progress the projects.  TM403.  

 

Team 5 

We kind of have a one-dimensional approach to project ownership so each team member has a specific 

development deliverable.  LM501 
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We don’t work, all of us on one project. Like occasionally we’d share the project between two of us.  Am, 

rarely three of us.  Am, but yes essentially that’s how the work is distributed.  Because I think otherwise if 

we all just sat together as a team we wouldn’t function. TM502 

 

Team Member 

Characteristics 

 

Describes team 

members 

background, 

demographic 

information, 

education, and 

length of tenure 

Demographics  Team 2 

I think, it's the age profile of us as well.  I’ll be 40 this week, the other lads are all around the same age.  

So, there’s children and lives outside of here and no one is getting too caught up on what needs to be 

done... we’re four men in our thirties and forties with lives outside of here.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

I also think big time the gender divide has a big impact… you’re going to have a group of all males here... 

that's just the nature of it.  It’s not that we don’t hire women.  Some of the strongest programmers I’ve 

worked with have been women.  It’s just women don’t gravitate towards science and technology 

unfortunately. TM301 

 

Team Member 

Characteristics 

Education  Team 1 

I finished my Masters degree in Dublin in Griffith College.  TM101 

 

Team 2 

Most people would have a primary degree, either a BSc or BEng or something like that.  A good few of us 

would have Masters degrees.  TM202. 

 

Team 3 

Am, ok so I graduated WIT am with a BSc in Applied Computing in 2001.  LM301 

 

Team 4 

I went to college in the University of Limerick and I did a Bachelor of Science degree there, it was 4 years, 

and Industrial Chemistry.  TM401 

 

Team 5 
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I trained as a pharmacist am in UCC, spent six months in academia as part of my pre-registration on an 

industry sponsored project and then I spent the second six months in the hospital… pharmacy department 

and then did my qualification exams and got registered.  TM501 

Team Member 

Characteristics 

Tenure   

Team 1 

I came in as an intern first, am and I’ve seen am, one two, like eight people hired since I came in, so you 

know its ever changing.  So the girls that are there am, are there, [TM104] is here four years, [TM103] is 

here three I think.  TM102 

 

Team 2 

Now I’m here eight years so I’m not, am, but at the same time, you’re in control of your own destiny if 

you get projects funded.  And that's one of the reasons I moved back here.  If you can get stuff funded, 

then you can come and go as you please.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

I’m only in [Company B] since December [2015] so I walked into this culture already and it was pretty 

bang on.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

I got made redundant from [previous employer] with the loss of the solid dose facility so I came to 

[Company C] in 2009, Nov. 2009 and started as their first data reviewer.  TM403 

 

Team 5 

I moved on to Sanofi and I’m here eleven years this year.  So that’s kind of my background, mainly all 

science. TM503 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

 

Boundary spanning  Team 1 

I try to keep the admin side down, they’ve enough to be working on.  My job is to get the admin done and 

to update the client all the time, so I’d have bi-weekly calls with her and discuss everything with her and 

show her all the work we’ve done.  TM103 
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Describes the 

type of team 

leadership 

behaviours 

exhibited by 

team members 

engaging in SL 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Challenging the 

team (initiating 

changes) 

 Team 3 

[TM302] took it upon himself  - we have am clusters am in, they are basically a whole pile of servers and 

we deploy our open shift am, plus our software on to these clusters and he has built into one of the nightly 

jobs that takes all our software… and deploys it every night.  And what this does, it just gives you a 

confidence that the work that we’re doing is working.  So, it’s this whole ‘deploy often, test often’, 

actually it gives you, it really builds confidence in the team… its instilled a lot of confidence in the guys, 

in the team… I think it’s taken away human error… But I love the way that he, he took the initiative, he 

did it and he wasn’t scared like I said, but I just said you might break the deploying sequence but he said it 

doesn’t matter, if it breaks we’ll fix it.  I love that attitude because its saying I don’t really care because at 

the end of the day it benefits the team I’m not worried about myself. TM303 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Developing and 

mentoring 

 Team 5 

I don’t think I’d be where I am today without [TM506] you know, even from, like I did my project here 

and stuff like that, but I think he takes the time to help others learn, because he remembers what it was like 

for him to learn.  So, like the start of the summer [internship] programme, and then the summer 

programme led onto the project, and that wasn’t done before, so that was really a big step for me, to do a 

project here, and then the graduate programme was next.  And even now throughout the graduate 

programme, he’s helping me.  TM504 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Planning and 

coordinating 

 Team 4 

Well, for me I suppose up to now I suppose [TM403] has been the person, she’s the PM and she’s setting 

the timelines and she’s talking to [LM401].  So, I suppose she’s telling us when we need to have stuff 

done.  And it’s up to [TM402] for formulation and it’s up to me to tell her whether we can have it done or 

not.  So I suppose she’s giving the direction but is relying on me to tell her what’s possible.  TM401 
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Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Problem solving  Team 3 

So the first one here is am, where [TM305] reduced the manual overhead of deployment.  So, when we 

make any change to the software at all we have to test it on a running instance of the system.  And, am, 

there’s some that used to take time getting it set up, so that we had a running instance of the system with 

that change.  Am, and this is only very recently that [TM305] made it so that we can just basically press a 

button.  It’s not really press a button we tell a robot to do something and ah, it goes and does all of that.  

Am, so it’s something that we used to complain a lot about and sometimes we didn’t do it properly just 

because there are manual steps involved and it’s easy to forget one of those or do it wrong and if you do 

then you need to go back to the start and do it again.  So, it was slowing us down and ah, rather than 

complaining about it [TM305] actually went and made it easier.  So, I think that’s leadership in some 

sense. TM306 

 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Providing feedback  Team 5 

[TM506] has to help [LM501] with like mid-year reviews and final year reviews and stuff.  But I always, 

even if I do a presentation or something, like part of the graduate programme, if I do a presentation, I have 

to ask someone in the team for feedback afterwards and like [TM506] would do that.  And he’ll do it 

honestly as well you know.  TM504 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Sensemaking  Team 2 

Because of the nature of the beast, it's a completely different type of project and you need someone versed 

in those projects who can actually translate it into words and meanings and feelings and stuff, and 

[TM202] does that.  TM201 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Setting a direction  Team 3 

He [TM306] has really good you know language and he knows how to influence people and like when he 

says something he am, he encourages teams to go to that area and so even if he’s like not as good a 

developer as me, he has like lots of am times where he was shifting our way for functionalities and ah, 

even working on side by side with leaders just to prepare some information on the functionalities.  TM302 
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Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Support and 

consideration 

 Team 1 

So like she [TM104] is definitely great at trying to keep everyone happy and trying to keep everyone 

going in a not so great situation.  TM103 

 

Leadership 

Behaviours 

Exhibited 

Team composition  Team 2 

I’ve suggested bringing in some other people.  There’s a very short list, we came up with two individuals 

within the organisation who I felt might be able to help in that way, who might be available to do it.  But, 

it’s hard to convince people, especially when the project is in its last year, to come on board now, it sounds 

like a very tall order.  TM202 

Indicators of 

Social 

Exchange 

Relationships 

 

Describes 

elements of the 

exchange 

relationships 

emerging 

between team 

members 

Affective 

commitment 

  

Team 3 

I felt emotionally attached to the successfulness of the project, not necessarily to the team.  I wanted to 

team to succeed in delivering the project and I felt a somewhat emotional attachment to that project 

because that project, doing well, would mean that I had done well.  TM304 

 

Team 4 

No it doesn’t feel like that… I think we get on great, like we get on grand we can talk to each other and we 

can give out amongst each other and whatever like but am… like if I had to move tomorrow to a different 

office it’s be grand like, you know what I mean.  TM401 

Indicators of 

Social Exchange 

Relationships 

Perceived support   Team 3 

Like we would get on very well, am and they would I think want to look out for the team and for each other 

in the team to make sure that nobody’s sort of left doing all the work while someone else is doing nothing.  

TM304 

 

Team 5 

Its hard here to get support sometimes.  Just because at the moment, it's a small group, everyone’s busy, so 

that does make things harder and its harder because [TM506] is the only senior person there at the moment.  

So, we’re all pulling out of him.  And if he’s working on something and he’s busy then he mightn’t want to 

give you the time, not want to, mightn’t be able to give you the time.  TM503 
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Indicators of 

Social Exchange 

Relationships 

Trust  Team 3 

And that’s the one thing it’s what we do in our Agile and our retrospectives are very trust driven.  So, we 

can speak truly and openly and say well I think you’re an idiot in what you’ve done.  And it has to be, you 

need to have that openness within the team for the team to move on and tweak the process.  TM301 

 

Team 4 

I would like to say I do trust them but going on past records I don’t know do we ever meet our timelines 

on time.  And then, we all sit there and go, we don’t know why we’re not meeting them.  It’s not done 

purposely but sometimes we do not meet our deadlines, yeah.  TM403 

 

Team 5 

I would feel that certain team members would act purely out of self-interest.  So that their actions are 

always driven by self-interest.  TM508 

 

Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

 

Describes 

components of 

the exchange 

factors at play in 

SL interactions. 

Costs  Team 1 

I mean obviously time could be a cost, and I think it’s well spent when you work as a team like you have 

to help.  Especially like because I’m more of a senior in work experience than some of the other members 

of my team I think it would be unfair to just leave them try to work things out themselves.  TM103   

 

Team 3 

Am, it cost me some time I guess of my own, both in work and outside of work where I pursued this line 

of thinking and then brought it to the team. 

 

This did bring a lot of work on [TM306] so he had to do a lot more stuff.  If you’re busy you’re probably 

going to go ‘I’ll just let that slide, I’ll let that be somebody else’s problem’.  TM305 

 

Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

Resources Task-oriented Team 1 

You know obviously, I’d start with TM103 on the [Name] project.  She could see how busy I was and how 

much I’d have on, so I didn’t really have to worry about that she just did a great job on it.  And she kind of 

knew I had a lot going on.  She’s not even at a senior level and for her to have taken that on was really 
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Codes) and 

Descriptions 

Codes Sub categories 
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Sample Excerpts from the Data  

phenomenal like.  They [clients] came in extremely disgruntled.  They came in from another unit in here, 

hadn’t been happy with how things had been run and were given over to us to kind of try and salvage the 

relationship.  So she’s kind of built it up you know, from start to finish, so that’s definitely taking 

leadership and she took a lot off my hands at that time which I appreciated.  TM104 

 

Team 3 

The interesting thing is as soon as there is a blocker, like for example I had something yesterday that really 

wasn’t working, [TM304] came along and I told him I had a problem, and because he has a great insight, 

he sat with me, and we left fairly late last evening with the thing working so that we have the deliverable 

ready.  So, if someone is battling we’ll know asap because of our stand up and then the guys will go in and 

help, that’s the whole sort of way.  TM303 

 

Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

Resources Relationship-

oriented 

Team 1 

I must say [TM104] really has stepped up she does everything for us, she’s almost like our bodyguard in a 

way, she keeps it [conflict] out of the room, which I guess is the scariest part of her leaving, is that it’s 

going to come in.  TM102 

 

Team 5 

So [TM503] again, so dealing with strong personalities.  [TM503] deals very well with [another team 

member] that she can converse with her around a number of events that I personally probably didn’t deal 

with in the best way.  I was very direct, there was a lot of inappropriate stories or anecdotes regarding 

personal details and personal characteristics or attributes and am, I just said I’m not listening to it anymore 

this is complete nonsense.  Whereas [TM503] would be more experienced and I guess… more non-

confrontational, more tempered yeah, just dealt with it better and was able to pivot the conversation away 

from the resulting conflict so I guess that would have come out much more positive and would have 

probably maybe, deflated the kind of situation.  What’s the word, what do you do with a bomb – diffuse – 

sorry that was the word, diffuse the situation, whereas I just said ah look you’re talking complete nonsense 

you’ve got to stop.  So, I guess the skills there are willing to listen, to pivot can be very important.  TM501 
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Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

Resources Personal-oriented Team 3 

So, there’s this other language.  I mentioned the language we work with mostly is Java Script.  This other 

language that Google made is called Go.  And [TM304] is very enthusiastic about it and thinks we should 

all be using it.  But, there’s no, let’s see, there’s no, just like there’s no, it’s nobody’s responsibility to do 

some of the other things we talked about, it’s nobody’s explicit responsibility to introduce new languages.  

It’s kind of a big process, so what he did was, he started giving classes – he has learnt it over the last year 

or two and he started giving classes on Friday evenings over blue jeans for anybody interested in learning.  

So, I think it went on for about six weeks.  TM306 

 

Team 5 

Guidance from [TM506] in the lab, I worked with him to gain contacts, to reach out for guidance, so he 

gave me contacts, he was able to give me contacts am, of other people or science groups within [Company 

D] and am I suppose have conversations with them on similar studies that they had completed and how 

they approached it and get guidance on it that way.  And what else, so I suppose I gained knowledge from 

him, from Sean, I gained knowledge from am the other science, external science group and also I was 

working with they are called molecule stewards, basically each product has molecule stewards so they can 

oversee scientifically the product, so if anyone makes any changes in the manufacturing process, this 

person would have to make sure that they, I suppose that its approved by them or that they would know 

what’s going on, so I would have worked with him.  So I need support from Lyon who is the releasing site 

to do certain tests because they’re the releasing site they’d have more analytics so they’d have more 

instruments.  So I had to get support from them. 

Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

Outcomes and 

rewards 

 Team 1 

I guess you know to pick up some of the slack as well.  Not in a selfish way, but you know, like it gets 

busy at times and sometimes [I] would be really busy with something and it would be great if [others] 

could pick it up and be able to do the same thing… But it benefits us all like you know, upskilling 

everyone is, you know, there’s no harm at all in it.  TM102 

 

I think it’s just nice, its peace of mind, you kind of feel good to be helpful to others, and make sure that no 

one is getting stressed or feels under pressure unnecessarily in the group.  You know, we do have quite 

tight deadlines, so it can be very stressful especially to younger members… So it’s nice to be able to help 

them kind of reorganise or structure their week out until they are more comfortable.  TM103 
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Team 2 

I suppose it's a problem in these organisations and I see it in my own job as well – there’s very little 

incentive.  Like if you were to analyse it like, the most incentive here would be just to basically sit on your 

butt and do very little because there’s no great reward for making much of an effort you know.  And, I 

think sometimes you will only, you’ll make an effort sometimes because you want to yourself, or you feel 

it's the right thing, or you feel you want to make an impact or whatever...  I mean certainly it’s not the 

prospect of getting any big pay rises or any great stuff down the road.  TM202 

 

And I’d like to think that whatever I’m giving I’m getting that little bit back because I’m building my own 

technical experience.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

[What I get back is] learning from others, you can’t stop learning, am.  There’s always someone out there 

who has a different opinion and perspective on it and the day you stop trying to seek that is the day you 

lose value within your team.  TM301 

 

It is helping people.  I get a kick out of helping people and seeing them progress – that is more of a rush.  

Some people are different I know but that's more of a rush than getting €100,000 or some form of 

financial, because you’re helping people and I think my whole life, the best time I’ve had is when I’ve 

helped someone and seen him progress.  TM303 

 

Am, the benefit to me was to get the whole team engaged and to see it from different points of view.  

TM304 

 

Team 5 

It just improves the team. TM501 

 

Components of 

Social 

Exchanges 

Reciprocity  Team 1 
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Since [TM103] has done that for me, I’ve tried, with [another team member]… So, you know, anytime he 

needs any help like you know, I kind of feel like, you know [TM103] did it for me, so of course I’d do it 

for [another team member] and kind of you know try to teach him everything as well. TM102 

 

And I suppose what I did get back out of it was you know, the team like appreciated everything that I did 

and as a result they worked extra hard, like [TM103] put in a lot of extra hours, [TM102] put in extra 

hours, and I appreciated that.  We were keeping each other going I suppose really.  TM104 

 

Team 2 

I think it’s very important like, all through my career I’ve had certain people that helped me along at 

different points and it might be just a bit of advice or it might be, well look at this, helping you how to deal 

with problems.  And it’s just, some of it is learned, but some of it, somebody might just give you enough 

to make the leap yourself.   That’s kind of what I’m trying to do with people as well 

 

Team 3 

We’ve done peer to peer programming and he’s enjoyed it and I’ve enjoyed it because we both recognise a 

mutual benefit… with regard to the team I think it’s fairly even.  We give and get back.  TM303 

 

 

Team 4 

There is give and take, back and forth, but you will stand up for yourself and you will stand up for your 

team. TM401 

 

Team 5 

I’m doing that work for them at the moment.  But then, I need them to do work for me later in the year.  

Am, you know, you obviously… they’d help you.  So you would have that kind of relationship.  TM503  

 

 

Barriers to SL 

 

Barriers  Team 1 

Definitely, I think we took on too much.  I think we all self-managed and we’ve always been very 

passionate about the unit and keeping it afloat and we’ve always gone above and beyond our job scope to 
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Describes team 

members 

perceived 

barriers to 

exhibiting SL 

keep it going and I think that was our downfall.  Our downfall was, sure why would they replace our Unit 

Manager, why would they focus on us when we always pick up the slack.  And that has to stop now 

because it’s gone to a point now where they have me, a graduate, trying to do sales.  Like you know, I’m 

just into my career, I’m only like, well nearly three years into my career and I’m not ready to sell myself 

just yet like, I’m not ready to go out into a roomful of big companies and describe what I do.  Because 

that’s daunting.  TM102 

 

You became so self-sufficient that people leave you alone altogether, and if you work outside of your 

duties it definitely backfires. TM103 

 

Team 3 

I don’t think there are barriers to that (SL) but I think people have personal barriers in that they have a 

reluctance to speak up at times.  Again, a lot of this stuff is probably innate personality traits in people – 

engineers tend to be shyer, more introverted sort of people so as a result they’re probably less, they 

wouldn’t speak their mind as openly as maybe they should.  TM305 

 

Team 4 

The only thing I could say is just because of the sheer amount of projects there at the minute, it’s very hard 

to do other things beside it.  TM401 

Team 5 

And I think [TM506] is also aware of that, he doesn’t like to give things up.  He wants to be involved so 

there’s a bit of that as well, maybe he can’t let go.  Where you’d be able to step up but he doesn’t quite 

step away from it.  TM505 

In [LM501]’s team you can’t be a technical expert as a woman and that’s a big problem.  Well you could 

but it’ll take a lot more.  And I figured, too much.  TM505 

 

I’d say definitely there is a gender part that comes into it, that the boys in the group would definitely sort 

of put themselves forward am a lot of the time as leaders or at least attempt to act as leaders more so than 

the girls in the group I would think.  TM508 
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Drivers of SL 

 

Describes team 

members 

perceptions of 

drivers of SL 

behaviours. 

 

Drivers  Team 1 

I felt responsible and I wanted to keep the team together and keep everyone in jobs, and keep things 

going... Yeah I mean I wanted to see everyone succeed and continue to be successful and I suppose yeah I 

did want to progress on myself as well but I suppose the longer it went on and then the more and more 

responsible I felt like I can’t just pull out of this now because if I walk away, peoples jobs could be gone.  

TM104 

 

Team 2 

Well in the long run it’ll make my life easier because I have somebody there that, if the situation arises 

again I can say well look, would you mind going to that.  You’ve been to it already, you realise it’s not 

that bad and you’ve seen what we do at these things so, because, that will make my life easier so I’m a bit 

selfish!  TM201 

 

Sometimes people just do that [lead] because that’s the way they’re inclined.  They’re inclined in the way 

that they are proactive, they get a lot of work satisfaction from a job well done.  I think that’s why people 

do it or because it’s in their personality.  TM202 

 

Team 3 

For me it’s about honing the craft, there was a new and interesting thing that I wanted to explore, wanted 

to look at, and I could get some kind of an output for it that would actually be useful for the business, for 

the company that I was working for too.  And when you’re back in sort of start-up days and stuff like that, 

I think people who work with start-ups are a lot more invested in the company’s goals and making sure 

that the company that they’re in, that it survives and keeps moving forwards.  TM305 

 

I guess because they care, they care about the technical solution and about getting to the right solution.  

That’s what I would hope, I think if it was anything else you’d start to notice that it was more political.  If 

it was more political then I wouldn’t like that.  I think they genuinely care about what they’re working on.  

TM304 
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I’m not sure am, it’s probably something around, it would be my kind of enthusiasm for it but also, and I 

don’t want to see it going the wrong way, but also there isn’t a person whose responsibility it is, do you 

know so, it’s kind of everybody’s responsibility.  TM306 

 

[The] driving force is the individual passion for tech, and that's the policy, [Company B] are good at that, 

employing people that are passionate about what they do, and love what they do.  I mean its 8 hours a day 

at the same place and if you really hate it, there’s nothing worse.  TM303 

 

Team 4 

I think if you’re ambitious and if you probably have an interest in what you’re doing and you’re doing it to 

progress a project or something you’ve an interest in, I think that's why you do it.  TM403 

 

Team 

Performance 

 

Describes team 

members 

evaluation of 

their teams’ 

performance 

  Team 1 

It was [a successful project], they [clients] were very happy with it.  So they’re actually going to go ahead 

and licence - the next stage for the client would be to actually buy that piece of work from [Company A]… 

to buy the licence to use it for commercial use. So they’re in that process now, so they would only do that 

if they were happy with the outcome.  And I got a bunch of flowers from them which was nice!  TM103 

 

Team 2 

It’s in that four or five out of ten space which like we won’t get passed that now, which is unfortunate.  

But like four or five out of ten it's a pass.  It’s no worse than that, it’s certainly no better than that, so it’s 

progressing ok.  TM203 

 

Team 3 

I think it was a success because we delivered what the business wanted.  But I think from an Engineering 

point of view we felt like we could have delivered something better, but then engineers are like that.  So, 

we tend to be very critical of our own work… So, it’s understanding the trade-offs that's the hard part.  But 

yes, we achieved our goals.  TM303 
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Yeah, am.  I think objectively, yes.  It was a success.  There are some things that I would subjectively have 

liked to have done differently but we wouldn’t have had the time to do all those things straight up.  Its 

better if we get something out and then incrementally improve that.   TM306 

 

Team 4 

No matter how we plan something, and we can say there’s a buffer in there, we do build in for 

contingency, I probably, to me, maybe because I come for the commercial side of the business as well.  

Maybe people think oh its R&D like the deadline is here but because it’s not getting shipped out the door 

it can move, and maybe that's where it's a bit lax.  Now I think it is being looked at, if you don’t meet your 

schedule, even down to the analysts or formulators level, that you need to pull up extra time to meet it, and 

I think maybe that’s what, I find that very frustrating...  We’re getting better yeah but it’s not there yet.  

The whole project management thing isn’t quite there yet but hopefully we’ll get there in time.  TM403 

 

What I’m seeing at the moment is that there’s a huge amount of over-commitment, let’s do this, let’s do 

this and then we’re kind of ok it wasn’t realistic, and you know we do sit down but suddenly we forget 

about something and then that knocks something out.  I understand that but I think what happens is we’ll 

say if that is there, someone will say, but you said it was going to be here, well yeah but this came in, this 

other project, and that took precedence.  And people get selective amnesia and I see a little bit of that even 

in my short time.  TM404 

 

Team 5 

The thing about it is that if half the team were only in the group six months, they’ll take four times longer 

to do a task than it might take me, because I’ve been doing it for so long.  So I’m willing to accept that for 

a while but I hope to see it pick up considerably now this year especially. TM506 
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9.14 Appendix N - Number of leadership acts performed by team 

members 

Table 9-6 Number of leadership acts performed by team members 

Number of leadership acts performed by team 

members across all teams studied 
    

Team Members 

Number of Leadership Acts 

attributed to Team Member 

during the study 

    

TM101 5     

TM102 3     

TM103 12     

TM104 7     

TM105 9     

TM201 14     

TM202 7     

TM203 9     

TM204 6     

TM301 9     

TM302 15     

TM303 7     

TM304 27     

TM305 4     

TM306 17     

TM401 10     

TM402 12     

TM403 25     

TM404 4     

TM501 4     

TM502 20     

TM503 15   Total 284 

TM504 6   Average 10.5 

TM505 6   Minimum 1 

TM506 28   Maximum 28 

TM507 1   Median 9 

TM509 2   Mode 7 
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9.15 Appendix O – Frequency of Team Member Engagement in Distinct Leadership Behaviours  

Table 9-7 Frequency of Team Member Engagement in Distinct Leadership Behaviours 

Analysis of Engagement in Distinct Leadership Behaviours by Team Members Across All Teams 

Team Member 
Support and 

consideration 

Planning & 

coordinating 

Setting the 

Direction  

Boundary 

spanning 

Performance 

feedback 

Developing and 

mentoring  

Problem 

solving 

Change 

initiation 

Team 

composition 
Sensemaking Total 

TM101 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

TM102 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

TM103 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 

TM104 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 

TM105 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 

TM201 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 6 

TM202 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 

TM203 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 

TM204 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

TM301 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 

TM302 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 6 

TM303 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 

TM304 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 6 

TM305 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 

TM306 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 
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TM401 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 5 

TM402 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 5 

TM403 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 8 

TM404 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

TM501 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

TM502 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 8 

TM503 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 6 

TM504 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 

TM505 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 

TM506 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 6 

TM507 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

TM509 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

  

Total 13 19 5 22 7 14 14 10 2 8 114 

  

      
   

 Average 4.22 

      
   

 Minimum 1 

      
   

 Maximum 8 

      
   

 Median 4 

      
   

 Mode 4 
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