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ABSTRACT

Recently, the concept of shared leadership has begun to receive a level of prominence, especially
in other sectors of the economy. Though, of course, prior researches have since proven that
teams with shared leadership structure tend to outperform (by a significant measure) those
without it, particularly those with traditional vertical leadership structure. Nonetheless, despite
the laudable pros derivable from shared leadership and the embellishes it brings to team
performance, the Construction industry is yet to fully appreciate its uniqueness and practically
embrace its applicability. To address this issue, this research assessed shared leadership and team
performance in construction projects in Nigeria by identifying the various metric used in
measuring shared leadership and also that of team performance, assessed the extent to which
shared leadership is exhibited in construction project team and determined the most influencing
factors. Additionally, the research also determined the influence of shared leadership on team
performance using the most influencing factors identified. To achieve the objectives, an analysis
based on a systematic literature review was undertaken and a questionnaire-based survey was
also carried out in addressing what potential constructs that affect the relationship between
shared leadership and team performance. Data were collected from 87 team members who have
worked and/or currently working as team member(s) on different construction projects within
Nigeria and a statistical analysis was carried out using SPSS software to appraise the extend of
influence shared leadership has on team performance. Findings indicated that when there are;
effective communication, healthy mental goal orientation, task efficiency and collaborating
influence within members, the team’s overall performance improves outstandingly. The research
only covers the outcomes dimension of team performance, hence, other aspects of team
performance such as Input and Processes are open for further studies within construction project

teams. Implications and areas for further research were also succinctly discussed.

Key words: Shared Leadership (SL), Team Performance (TP).

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DIECIAIALION ...ttt bbb et b e b e n et et [
CRITITICATION ...ttt bbbt e e e b bbbt I
DEAICALION ... bbb bbb bbb et b bbb n e ii
ACKNOWIBAGEMENT ...ttt bbbt se e 1\
LEST OF TADIES ...ttt Xi
I TS A0 T [N TSSO Xii
ADSTIACT. ...t bbb bbbt Vi
TabIE OF CONTENTS ...ttt ab e vii
CHAPTER ONE ...ttt ettt et e st e s me e st e et e e e e e e nneesnreenneas 1
1.0 INTRODUCTION. ..ottt ettt et be e sbe e beesaneenee s 1
IR R = - Yo 1 [ (0T SRS 1
1.2 Statement of Research ProbIem ... 4
1.3 AIM AN ODJECTIVES ...t bbb 5
1.4 Scope and LIMItatiONS ........c.coiiiiiiiiecic ettt 5
1.5  RESEArCh MELNOA......c.ooiiii e 7
CHAPTER TWO ..ttt ettt e bt e sne e e b e e nneeenne e 8
LITERATURE REVIEW. ... .ottt 8
2.0 INEFOTUCTION ... bbbttt ettt bt ene e 8
2.1 Leadership OVEIVIEW ........cviiuiiiieeie ettt ettt e te et ente e e s raesne e e 9
2.3 Leadership TROUGNTS .......cuiiiiiieieierie et 13
2.4  The Difference between Leadership and Management..........ccccoeevveiieeieeiie e e 15
2.5  Effectiveness of Leadership in Developing Leaders with Character and Skill............... 17
2.6 Leadership COMPELENCIES .....cveieiiieiieiie et 19
2.7 Facilitators of Leadership.......ccccoveiiiiiiiie et 20
2.8 Leadership in CONSIIUCTION PrOJECLS .......cciiiiiiieieieie e 22
2.8.1  Appropriate Leadership Styles for ConStruction ..........c.ccocvvevevivevneiesieese e 23

2.9  Definition of Shared Leadership ... s 27

vil



2.10 Relationship with Similar CONSIIUCES...........cccciveiiiiieiiere e 30

2.11 Antecedent Conditions: Internal and EXternal ... 33
2.12  External Team COACNING .......ccuiiiieiiiie et et e nte e e ns 37
2.13 Outcomes of Shared Leadership........c.covevieiiiiie i 40
2.14 Shared Leadership versus Traditional Leadership..........ccocooviiniiiniiiiencncns 42
2.15 Performance DEfiNE ..........cccviiiiiiiie s 45
2.16 PerformanCe IMEASUIES ...........couiieiiiieriesie et 45
2.17 TEAM PITOIMANCE. ... ettt 46
2.17.1 Team Participations and Coordination.............cccccverviieiieie s 46
2.17.2  WOIK OUECOIME. ...ttt ettt b ettt 47
2.18  TeaM DEFINEA......ci i 47
2.18.1 CharacteristiCs Of @ TEAM......ccueiiiirieiiiriee e 47
2.19 Self-Managed Team DefiNed ... 48
2.19.1 Evolution of Self Managing Team..........cccveviiieiieiecesecse e 48
2.19.2  Characteristics of a Self-Managed TeamM ........cccceieiireieniiereeeee s 49
2.20  TEAIM PIOCESSES .....eeuviiieiiestesiee sttt etttk b ettt be bt enne e ns 49
2.20.1  TranSition PrOCESSES. .....c.couiruiieiirieieiiaiestesi ettt sttt sn e 51
2.20.2  ACHON PIOCESSES ..ottt sttt sttt skttt ettt 51
2.20.3  INtErpPersONal PrOCESSES ... .ccvciueiieiteeieete st ettt ettt e sre e 53
2.20.4  Other PrOCESSES ... .uitieeiiiteiteieiesie ettt bbbttt bbb 55
2.21  SItUatioNal ATIITDULES. ..o s 56
2.21.1  ATTUGE ..o ettt ettt b ettt e b nre s 56
2.21.2  Components OF ALHITUAES ......ceoiiiiieieiere e 56
N B o= oY o] £ o] o PSSR 57
2.21.4  IMIOTIVALION ...ttt 61
2.22 Shared Leadership and Team Performance ...........ccccooereieneiinienieeesese e 62
2.23 Influence of Shared Leadership on Team Performance...........cccccevveiiiiiiieiic e, 64
2.24 Shared Leadership Moderators and Mediators on Team Performance ...................... 68

viil



2.25 Self-Leadership and Shared Leadership.........ccccooviieiiiiiiiiciece e 70

CHAPTER THREE ...ttt ettt 73
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY .....ooiiiiiiieiiiiieesiee e 73
3.2 RESEArCh APPIOACH ....cueiiieie ettt ns 73
3.3 RESEAICH DBSIGN ...ttt bbbt 75
3.4 Datd CONECHION. ..ot 76
3.5 LITErature REVIEW .....ccuiiiiiiiiiieiieiete ettt 78
3.6 QUESTIONNAITE DESIGN ...eiiviiiieiieiieiet ettt se bbb ene s 78

3.6.1 Validity of Research INStrUMENTS ...........ccviiieiieiicic e 79
3.7 PHOUTESHING ...ttt ettt se bbb ene s 80
3.8 POPUIALION. ...t et ns 81
3.9 SAMPING TECANMIQUE......ccueeiiieiccieee et nte e ns 81
310 SAMPIE SIZE ...t 82
3.11  Data ANalysiS TECANIGUE .....ccvviivieiecie ettt sre e e 87

CHAPTER FOUR....co ettt b et b e et e b et e et e et e e nne e e 88
4.0 DATAPRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS ............. 88
A1 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt bbbt b ettt 88
4.2 QUESHIONNAIre RESPONSE RALE.......cueiiiiiiitiiti it 88

4.2.1  Questionnaire RESPONSE RALE .......ccuecveiiiiiiiiiecieecie e .88
4.3 Profile of the PartiCIPaNnt ............ccoooiiiiiieie e 89
4.3.1  Profession of Team MEMDEIS ........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiece e 89
4.3.2  Distribution of respondents’ years of EXPerience..........c.cccovveviiiviniiniinicnieinnnenn 90
4.3.4  SizeS OF PrOJECT TEAIM .....oiuiiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt 91
4.3.5  Project Size 0f RESPONUENTS. ......cciviiiiieiie ittt 92
4.35  OWNErShip Of PrOJECT ......viiiieiie et 92
4.3.6  INALUIE OF PIOJECLS ....eouviiiiiiiiicieeiieee e bbb 93
4.3.7  Status of Respondent’s Project .........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 93
4.4  Analysis of Team’s Members Perceptions on Shared Leadership.........ccccccovvviiiiiennnn 94

ix



4.4.1  Status of Respondent’s Team Members Perceptions on Shared Leadership.......... 95

CHAPTER FIVE ...ttt ettt bttt e bt e nb e e beeenee e 108
5.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS........ccooiiiiriiiieeen. 108
5.0 INEOTUCTION ..ottt 108
51  SUMMArY OF FINGINGS ....oiieiiiiieiiecieeie ettt st sreesne e 108
5.2 RECOMMENUALIONS ......voviiieeiiitiit et 109
5.3  Contributions t0 KNOWIEAGE .......coviiiiiieiieiece et 111

REFERENQGES ...ttt bbbttt be e et e e nbee e 112

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY ..ot 132



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.0: Shared Leadership Statementtable....................cooooiiiiiiii. 67
Table 3.1: Population and Sampling Frame...............oooiiiiiiiiii e 84
Table 3.2: Sample Frame and Sample Size ... 85
Table 4.1: Questionnaire ReSPONSe Rate............oooviiriiiiiiii i, 89
Table 4.2: Profession and Service rendered by Team Member.............................. 90
Table 4.3: Distribution of respondents’ years of EXperience...............ccocoveviviininnnn. 91
Table 4.4: Distribution of Number of Team Work Participation............................. 92
Table 4.5: Distribution of Size of Project Team.................oooiiiiiiiiiiii, 92
Table 4.6: Distribution of respondents’ Project Size...........c..cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin, 93
Table 4.7: Distribution of Respondents’ Ownership of ProjeCt.....................c.ooeininit. 93
Table 4.8: Distribution of The Nature of Projects.............ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiieen, 94
Table 4.9: Distribution of respondents’ Project Status..............c.ooiiiiiiiiiiiinn. 94
Table 4.10: Distribution of respondents’ Perception of Shared Leadership................... 96
Table 4.11: Analysis of Extent of Practice of Shared leadership with Teams................. 98
Table 4.12: Descriptive Analysis of Team Performance....................cocoviviiiiin.n 100
Table 4.12: Correlations of Shared Leadership and Team Performance...................... 103
Table 4.13.1: Correlations of Shared Leadership and Team Performance..................... 104



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.3: Characteristics of good leadership ..............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 19
Figure 2.5: A Matter of Character, Skill and Values.................c.oooiiiiiiiiiiinn... 23
Figure 2.6 Traits of Effective Leaders.............ccoooiiiiiiiii e, 23
Figure 2.7 Traditional Leadership Vs Shared Leadership.................cooiiiiiiiiiia. 45

xii



CHAPTER ONE

1.0

11

INTRODUCTION

Background

Not until recent years, the concept of shared leadership has begun to receive notable
attention (Muller, Sankaran, Drouin, Vaagaasar, Bekker, & Jain, 2018). Prior researches
have proven that teams with shared leadership structure tend to outperform those with a
traditional vertical leadership structure. Subsequently, early (ancient) leadership scholars
have argued for the importance of leadership being shared among team members in a
self-managed team (Gibb, 1954; Katz & Kahn, 1978, Carson & Tesluk, 2016). As
emphasized by Carson Tesluk (2016), Leadership is probably best conceived as a work
team quality, as a set of functions which must be carried out by the team. Katz and Kahn
(1978) also in a laudable suggestion opined that when team members voluntarily and
spontaneously offer their influence to others in support of shared goals, shared leadership
can provide organizations with competitive advantage through greater levels of
commitment, more personal and organizational resources brought to bear on complex
tasks, more openness to reciprocal influence from others, and greater sharing of

information.

Several trends in team design, use, and structure, however, point to the importance of
internal team shared leadership. First, the complexity and ambiguity that teams often
experience make it unlikely that a single appointed leader (team leader) can successfully
perform all necessary leadership functions (Day, Gronn & Salas, 2004). Second, current

forms of teamwork that emphasize knowledge-based work rely on employees who have



high levels of expertise and seek autonomy in how they apply their knowledge and skills,
therefore desiring greater opportunity to shape (DeNisi, Hitt, & Jackson, 2003). Further,
organizational structures and the universal presence of self-managing teams, which are
now well established and deeply rooted in some industries (Manz & Sims, 1987 &
Lawler, Mohrman, & Benson, 2001), emphasize the need for leadership originating from
within the team as opposed to a single individual in a position of hierarchy. Despite this
transition in leadership responsibilities from formal managers to team members,
relatively little research has addressed the implications of this evolutionary shift to
internally distributed forms of team leadership. As organizations struggle to adapt to
increasingly dynamic and complex environments, significant transformations are taking
place in the way in which work is performed (Pfeffer, 1994; Thurow, 1999). One of the
primary facets of this change is an increasing reliance on work teams. Indeed, more than
70 percent of large organizations have set up some form of self-managed work team
(Lawler, 2000; Hiller, 2002). The rationale for this shift is that groups of people working
together can accomplish something beyond the capabilities of individuals working alone

(Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001).

From a strategic perspective, teams can create and maintain social capital as a meta-
resource, which in turn has the ability to sustain competitive advantage (Wernerfelt,
1984; Barney, 1991). Yet it has also been observed that teams often do not fully meet the
performance demands placed on them (Hackman, 1987). Some of the factors
differentiating effective from ineffective teams include effective communication, trust,
(Edmondson, 1999), cross training and coordination (Marks, Sabella, Burke, & Zaccaro,

2002), pay systems (Lawler, 2000), and member composition (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert,



& Mount, 1998). In today’s growing and innovative environment, work teams have
emerged as rather the most dominant organisational form used to respond to rapid market
changes and foster innovation. The emergent of innovative perspective that viewed
leadership as an (intentional) influencing process in organisation have been succinctly
witnessed in recent years (Sun, et al., 2016). Most recently, organisations have been seen
to have moved away from traditional thinking that prioritized a limited top-down
command structure of leadership and restricted the role of non-management staff in
leadership functions and decision making (Mintzberg, 1983; Pearce, 2005). In contrast,
shared leadership is lauded to have significant and beneficial implications for team and
organizational processes. It creates efficiency in the use of expertise and also increases
the effectiveness of leadership within the team by distributing elements of the leadership
role to the individuals best suited to take them on (Friedrich, 2005). An increasing
amount of attention is now devoted to examining how informal leadership functions of
team members contribute to team effectiveness (Pearce & Manz, 2005; Friedrich, 2009;

Pearce, 2002, Ensley, 2006; Carson, 2007; Drescher, 2014).

Existing studies on shared leadership fall into the following categories: Transition of
Leadership between project manager and one or more team members (Muller, Zhu, Sun,
Wang, and Yu, 2017), studies of developing a framework for understanding the
interaction between person-centered leadership and team-centered leadership by
individuals in the project team (Sankaran, Muller, Drouin, Vaagaasar, Bekker and Jain
2017), studies on moderating factors and aspects to be considered in assembling teams
for shared leadership in order to facilitate team effectiveness (Martin, Cormican, Sampaio

and Wu, 2018). These studies as a whole (although done in different sectors of the
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economy and also different parts of the world) show and contribute to the understanding
of the concept of leadership and the interaction between one or two members of a given
project team. A commonly held view is that, members of a project team do not need
direct leadership or initiating structure (Katzenbach and Smith 1993). Also, that the
effectiveness of self-managed team depends on some factors which can significantly
influence how well the team performs (Robbins 2005). Therefore, in order to successfully
ascertain the performance of a self-managed team, it is imperative to critically examine
shared leadership and possibly all factors (metrics) that make for its existence in a project

team and also, what makes for team performance.

Statement of Research Problem

The understanding of the fact that, Shared Leadership (SL) is considered crucial for
enabling team performance and effectiveness is imperative (Martin & Cormican, 2018;
Sampaioa & Wu, 2018; Carson & Tesluk, 2016; Muller, et al., 2018), and some
researchers have even succinctly argued that it is in fact the most critical ingredient
(Sinclair, 1992; Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001; Sun, et al., 2016). However, most
existing research on shared leadership have focused narrowly on individual team leader’s
influence (usually a manager external to the team) while largely neglecting leadership
provided by team members within a given project team (Stewart & Manz, 1995;

Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Federick, et al., 2011; Adelere, 2011; Roosmalen, 2012).

In this vein, despite the laudable researches done on shared leadership and how it
positively impacts team performance (in other sectors), the construction industry is yet to
fully harness such practice in its full extent due to lack of knowledge of it amongst other

reasons. Hence this study seeks to carry out a detailed investigation in this regard.
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Aim and Objectives
The aim of this research is to appraise Shared Leadership and Team Performance in
Construction projects;
The above aim was achieved through the following objectives;
1. Examine the perception of shared leadership and its impact on team performance.
2. Identify the various metric of measuring shared leadership and also team
performance.
3. Assess the extent to which shared leadership is exhibited in construction project
team and determine the most influencing factors
4. Determine the influence of shared leadership using the most influencing factors

on the overall team performance.

Scope and Limitations

The focus of this study is to appraise Shared Leadership and Team Performance in
Construction projects. The data for the study were obtained from team members namely:
Architects, Builders, Engineers, Project managers and Quantity surveyors within Kaduna,
Nigeria. Professionals who have participated in teams in any construction works, be it
public or privately-owned projects. The emphasis was not so much on the currency of the
project as it was on individual team member’s understanding of the shared leadership
carried out within their team and how it affected their team’s performance. Other
stakeholders in the industry such as contractors, clients, suppliers, manufacturers etc.
were not included in this study. The study only covered the most influencing metrics in
shared leadership and that of team performance from the list identified (based on the

responses obtained).



Limitations
Limitations relate to the weaknesses of a study and are outside the researcher’s control
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). The following are the limitations from the study:

i.  This study assessed the construction project teams (members). Hence, it did not
provide any research implications of construction project teams in any other
industries.

ii.  This study only employed the use of quantitative approach for the collection of
data by means of gaging the influence of Shared Leadership on Team
Performance and did not encompass a qualitative approach to provide deep
insights about such influence.

iili.  Structured questionnaires were used to collect data from respondents. Hence, this
study did not provide insights about the perceptions of team members towards

their responses due to lack of open-ended questions.
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Research Method

To achieve the objectives set forth by the study, a systematic literature review was carried
out. The aim of this approach is to identify and analyze the smallest possible publication
set that meet the criteria while a quantitative approach using a questionnaires was
employed to collect data from a number of project teams on on-going projects. These is a
more feasible way to reach a large number of reviewers to ensure authentic and reliable
results. The target population comprises of project management teams within the
construction partictioners. Data analysis was done with the aid of Statistical Package for

Social Scienecs (SPSS) using Kendall Tau-b Corelation Analysis.



CHAPTER TWO

2.0

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Several components of shared leadership and team performance were aptly expatiated in
this chapter. The origin, meaning and significance of shared leadership and various of its
concept were discussed. A brief and general review of literatures concerning several key
theories of leadership, practices and models were also elucidated. A closer look at the
merits and shortcomings of the several styles of leadership and their effectiveness in the

construction industry is considered.

The chapter further highlights the factors that will influence the choice of leadership
styles or behaviours in situations. An insight of the reason these leadership behaviours are
likely to have a beneficial effect on individual and team behaviour is given. An
evaluation of leadership behaviours and their potential in the context of a particular
leadership model in construction-oriented organisations working practices are listed. A
glance of exemplary leaders in the construction industry who are aware that if they like to
get commitment and achieve great standards, they must be models of the behaviour they
expect of others. It all starts with leaders who effectively model the way. Leaders set tone
through their routine actions that show they are committed to their visions. Exemplary
leaders explain values and set the example by aligning their behaviours with common

values.
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Leadership Overview

The study of leadership is dated back to the early of civilization. Religious Leaders,
Egyptian kings and Greek heroes all have (leadership) in common (Stone, Russell, &
Patterson, 2004). Other scholars defined leadership as a process whereby a single person
influences team contributors toward the realisation of organisational objectives (Yulk,
2010). Leadership includes: vision about objective, upholding principles, motivating,
managing, accomplishing a practical degree of cohesion, explaining, serving as a role

model, representing the group externally, renewing.

Leadership according to (Khan, Bhat & Hussanie, 2017) is, “the process of influencing
others to accomplish group or organizational goals” with the traits of Intelligence, Drive,
Integrity, Honesty, Knowledge of the business, Emotional stability, Cognitive ability,
Desire to lead and Self-confidence. “Strong leadership is indispensable for an
organization. Leaders create the vision, support the strategies, and are the catalysts for

enhancing the individual bench strength to take the organization forward.

Approaches to leadership research in the past half century have commonly focused on
examining the interaction between situational factors and either (1) the traits of effective
leaders, or (2) distinguishable leadership behaviors (Surji 2015). According to Surji
(2015) traits of leadership refer to leader competencies that are necessary for an
individual to emerge and function as a successful leader. These competencies include
cognitive, social, emotional, biophysical, and character traits. Much of the existing

research has focused on these competencies.
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Philosophy of leadership
The guiding philosophy of a leader is assumed to be a determinant to how a leader treats
its subordinates (Hoggets & Luthans 2000). They are two philosophic assumptions with

the term “Theory X” and “Theory Y.

Theory X
It states that some managers believe that people are basically lazy and coercion and threat
of punishment often are necessary to get them to work.
Theory Y
It states that some managers believe that under right conditions people not only will work
hard but will seek increased responsibility and challenge.
Leadership behavior and styles
Leadership behaviors according to (Hoggets & Luthans 2000:403) have been categorized
into 3 Distinctive types

i.  Authoritarian leadership

ii. Paternalistic leadership

iii. Participative leadership
Authoritarian leadership
This is a category of leader that uses work-centered behavior designed to ensure task
accomplishment. It utilized a one-way communication from leader to subordinates. It is

also widely used by theory X managers (Hoggets & Luthans 2000).

10
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Paternalistic leadership

This category of leadership uses work-centered behavior coupled with a protective
employee-centered concern. Paternalistic leaders are referred to as soft theory X leaders
because of their emphasis on employee control and concern for their welfare.
Participative leadership

This type of leadership use both works centered and people-oriented approach.
Participative leaders typically mentor and encourage their people to play active role in
assuming control of their work and authority is highly decentralized. The above listed are
the traditional form of leadership behavior in organization prior to the emergence of self-
managing teams. But participative leadership style presents a better reason for sharing
leadership among people as a new concept (Wright, 1996).

Function of a good leader

In order for leadership to be effective it must performs some basic function. These
functions as identified by (Adair 2006) include the under- listed. He categorized the
functions of leadership based on the context of team, task, and individual in a team.

a) Planning

b) Initiating

c) Controlling

d) Supporting

e) Informing

f) Evaluating

11



Planning

A good leadership seeks all available information to defined group task, purpose, or goal.
It also put a workable plan across to member for as a frame-work (Adair 2006).
Leadership must be able to set a direction on methods to achieve team purpose. This will
ensure that team members are guided and help to achieve tasks at hand.

Initiating

It also gives task to group member and explain standard on which task will be based and
why such standard will be suitable to perform a given task.

Controlling

Leadership is also saddled with the responsibility of maintaining standards among the
group member and also influences the tempo to ensure that all actions are taken towards
objectives.

. Supporting

Leader must also express fairness and accept all members and their contribution in a
team. It must also encourage group and individual to foster team spirit. It means that as a
leader active listening skill is highly important in order to be able to understand the light

of members to be able to adequately give them support when needed.

Informing

Leadership must clarify task and plan to team members. Exchange of information with
the group must be coherent and must be mutual. Effective communication usually
facilitates the healthy co-existence within a team therefore message and information must

be passed across at the right time using the right medium.
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Evaluating
Finally, a leader must also ensure feasibility of an idea, consequences of proposed
solution and also evaluate group performance against standard actions taken towards

objectives.

Supporting

Leader must also express fairness and accept all members and their contribution in a
team. It must also encourage group and individual to foster team spirit. It means that as a
leader active listening skill is highly important in order to be able to understand the light
of members to be able to adequately give them support when needed.

Informing

Leadership must clarify task and plan to team members. Exchange of information with
the group must be coherent and must be mutual. Effective communication usually
facilitates the healthy co-existence within a team therefore message and information must

be passed across at the right time using the right medium.

Evaluating

Finally, a leader must also ensure feasibility of an idea, consequences of proposed
solution and also evaluate group performance against standards (Adair, 2006). Therefore,
individuals in teams must be able to possess one of more of the characteristic functions of

a good leader in order to have an effective sharing of leadership.

Leadership Thoughts

The following are seven leadership thoughts (Lee & King, 2001), this list is by no means

exhaustive.
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Vi.

The Genetic Thought: Some people are born with leadership qualities and some
people without. Only specific people can learn to lead efficiently; they are

naturals. Nothing can be done to those who are born without leadership qualities.

The Learned Thought: When one study and practise leadership, one can learn to
become an effective leader, irrespective of who they are. This is in contrast with
genetic view, it is applicable in the military and among leadership development

professionals.

The Heroic Thought: The only successful leaders are the ones who make
audacious, intelligent and compassionate decisions that others cannot. The

opinion is that such leaders are those who bring others of us out of trouble.

The Top-Only Thought: Leadership only ensues at the top of an organisation.
Everybody takes orders. Provided you are not the leader, you are irrelevant. When
you are a leader, then you are all everybody could wish. Being the leader is the

ultimate goal.

The Social Script Thought: You will be needed to be a leader, when is your turn
and when asked, you must agree and be thankful. This technique is found in

professional associations and civic organisations.

The Position Thought: When you are in the job and have the title, you are a
leader. This notion is classical in hierarchical and highly structured organisations

and takes some validity even in the most effective structures.
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vii.  The Calling Thought: Even though not essentially a religious practise, a call to
lead can be quite convincing. This theory proposes that leaders have a sense of

mission.

Leadership is a collection of traits, qualities and behaviours acquired by the leader that
support the contribution, development, and commitment of people in the organisation
(Bolden & Gosling, 2006). In addition to interpersonal skills, it is the expectation of
leaders to show exceptional information processing, project management, customer
service and delivery skills, as well as established business and political judgement. They

form partnerships, show unbelievable energy and passion, and get things done.

The Difference between Leadership and Management

Leadership is still a very discussed and challenged theory. It is a term that is used in
several ways and senses sometimes as a noun, denoting the leader and sometimes as a
verb, indicating the process of leading (Ciulla, 2005). In the same vein (Watson, 2002)
demonstrates that the use of the word management is interchangeably meaning a function
(management), activity (managing) or an individual (manager), the same occurs with the
word leadership.

With respect to its distinction from management, leadership as understood from the new
standpoint (Bryman, 1992) is vision-driven, bring about change based on ethics, ideals,
vision, symbols, and emotional transaction. Management is achievement-driven, bring
about steadiness based on prudence, bureaucratic system, and the achievement of
contractual duties. While others view leaders and managers as separate kinds of entities
(Zaleznik, 1989), others argued that effective leadership needs effective management,

that leadership and management complement each other, that leadership is much more
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than management, and that leadership is required for results that surpass targets (Bass,
1985, 1998).

Possibly an evidence to this misperception can be found if the etymology of the term is
partially understood. The origin of the term leadership can be traced back to the term
lead, came into the English language around 800 AD from the old Anglo-Saxon word for
to travel, and then adapted, around four centuries later, meaning (to guide) (Grace, 2003).
The term leader originated approximately 1300 AD in respect of the part played by
statesmen and politicians, but was not used in organisations until the beginning of 19th
century, about the same time that the term leadership started to be applied to define the
action performed leaders. Therefore, it appears that from the history leadership has been
the concern of people of Anglo-Saxon origin (Bass, 1990), and is mainly a 20th Century
approach that is linked to the democratisation of Western Civilization (Rost, 1991) cited
in (Grace, 2003). This application is more necessary to assist Americans discover
meaning in their quest for the significance of life (Rost, 1991) cited in (Grace, 2003).
Each type of social relations is like a game in which individuals take roles. Individuals
can be more or less strongly engaged in a specific role. Achievement is possible to arise
when individuals are completely involved in a role (Goffman, 1961).

Leadership directly dealt with people. However, leadership includes actions and decisions
regarding all kinds of other things, but leadership is exceptional to any other role because
it has unique concern for people. Several abilities in life are a matter of gaining
competency and then using them in a right manner. Effective leadership requires
emotional abilities and behavioural attributes, which can draw intensely on psychological

and spiritual capabilities of a leader. The leadership role is an unavoidable reflection of
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the demands and challenges of people in the present world. Leadership is thus a
philosophical approach, with increasingly intricate outcomes, motivated by an
increasingly intricate and dynamic environment.

According to Kotter (1990), managers must learn how to lead and manage. However,
there are several debate about the application of the two terms, management is the term
employed to describe planning, organising, staffing, directing and controlling the
organisational activities to achieve specific objectives. Though, leadership is a process of
influencing people, through the capacity to influence the perception, attitudes and
behaviour of people. The key idea of contrasting between leadership and management is
to demonstrate that followers are eager agree with the demands of their leaders without
applying any form of expert or referent power. On the flip side, managers rely on formal

power to get their subordinate to perform their tasks (Kotter, 1990).

Figure 2.3: Characteristics of good leadership

Source: (CIC, 2012)

Effectiveness of Leadership in Developing Leaders with Character and Skill

During the three decades that (Wilson Learning, 2006) has studied leadership, and has
assisted its clients establish their techniques to leadership success; apparently, it is how
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leaders assess their direction which will set the tone for the performance of their
organisation. According to Wilson Learning, the vision of a leader is to employ people in
delivering their entire energy to the generation of value and success. Wilson Learning's
method to assessing and developing leaders starts with leadership character those
components of leadership that are enduring and fundamental to how people perceive the
purpose of leadership. While leadership character is the basis of effective leadership,
alone it is not enough. In order to create concrete outcomes, effective leaders require the
competency necessary to perform those values and principles.

With respect to both academics and practice, the skills necessary to achieve effective
leadership are four fundamental roles that every leader must achieve, identified as:
the visionary, the strategist, the facilitator, and the contributor (Wilson Learning, 2006).
All leaders, irrespective of level, require to achieve all four roles. Though, they do not
need to apply all four roles at the same level and to the same degree. The importance of
every role will differ, depending on the level of the leader. Wilson Learning recognised
three key levels: performance leader, development leader, and strategic leader. There are
seventy five main dimensions of worker satisfaction (Lamb & McKee, 2004). Yet, the
two most significant solutions to effective leadership based on a research conducted by
the (Hay Group, 2011), an International management consultancy, were trust and
confidence in top leadership, which are the most reliable predictors of employee
satisfaction in an organisation. Besides, effective communication by leadership in three
main areas was the key to winning organisational trust and confidence:

I Assisting employees to recognise the entire business strategy of the organisation.
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Assisting employees recognise how they contribute to accomplishing main

business objectives.

Disseminating information to employees on how the organisation is performing

and how an employee’s own division is doing relative to tactical business objectives.

Leadership Competencies

Generally, leadership competencies comprise (Wellington & Foster, 2009);

Basic attributes important criteria: minimum of one year‘s experience, one or
more good degrees, superior intelligence, evidence of high performance against
the organisation‘s leadership competencies and at least one excellent appraisal
with their current employer, highly motivated, good spoken and written language,
mobile worldwide (including mobility between countries as business needs
arise).

Basic attributes necessary criteria: ideally fluency in one or more languages, some

international experience (work/study/travel), worked in any function (experience

of more than one is an advantage).

Leadership competence displays the following:

a. Strategic vision: takes an interest in the business‘s strategy and the wider
industry context, thinks beyond daily tasks, interested in emerging
technology and consumer trends.

b. Values communication: sets a good example, understands how the values
apply to daily work, if they have direct reports, seen as a credible team

leader, good listening skills
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C. Commercial drive: high energy, committed to achieving results,
reasonably knowledgeable about specific business sector.

d. Building organisational capability: may have had some involvement in
recruitment, organises work team effectively, uses formal processes and
informal networks and gets things done.

e. Customer commitment: front-line focused, knowledgeable about
customers (internal and external), works hard to satisfy both internal and
external customers.

f. International team leadership: some understanding of the international
dimension of the business, will probably have worked, studied or travelled
in different countries, empathetic to other cultures, aptitude for working

well with others.

Facilitators of Leadership

Not all learners are effective leaders but all leaders are passionate learners (Brooks &
Normore, 2010). Leaders learn, practise, reflect and improve as a continuous cycle in
their entire career, with deliberate self-consciousness. At the same time, leaders are
categorised through their ability to lead the learning of people. Jack Welch famously said
that he spent almost half of his time developing the next cohort of leaders (Collins, 2005).
Though, it is a main attribute of leaders that they reflect how to gauge what they do, how
to form organisational capacity and thus, how can they lead the learning of people. This
is the coaching component of leadership. Good communication is also seen as a vital

leadership skill. A leader has to be in command, visionary and proactively foresighted.
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This makes a true leader. To be able to translate vision into goals and to communicate

effectively to people marks a trait of an effective leader.

The important behaviours of leadership integrity is being authentic, being trustworthy,
and being compelling stand on the shoulders of the personality traits that encourage each

of them: courage, integrity, and commitment, respectively (Hamm, 2011).

CREDIBILITY COMPETENCE CONSEQUENCE
A Matter of A Matter of A Matter of
Character Skill Values

. Dh;i;;(s‘:;n

/\

Figure 2.5: A Matter of Character, Skill and Values
Source: (Hamm, 2011)

Additional facilitator seen in leaders nowadays is emotional intelligence. Intelligent
Quotient (IQ) and technical skills are vital; but emotional intelligence is absolutely

indispensable in leadership (Goleman, 1998).

Dominance High energy Internal locus of contral Integrity Flexibility

‘\\TL/’/'
N T

Self-confidence Stability Intelligence Sensitivity to others

Figure 2.6 Traits of Effective Leaders
Source: (Lussier & Achua, 2010)
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Leadership in Construction Projects

Successful completion of every project needs a good directive and leadership. In

construction project, the project managers play a big part in the entire management of the

projects. There are thirteen leadership behaviours required to influence individuals, which

have been recognised from literature:

Vi.

Vii.

Visioning: The leader expresses the vision and assists the team to clarify its goals
(Katzenbach & Smith, 2003; Boehnke, DiStefano, DiStefano, & Bontis, 1999).
Inspiring: This behaviour is generally shown through communicating high
expectations, applying symbols to concentrate efforts, and communicate
important purposes in simple ways (Humphreys, 2003; Boehnke et al., 1999).
Stimulating: The leader assists followers to look at old problems in new ways.
Intelligence and rationality are applied to solve problems (Humphreys, 2003;
Boehnke et al., 1999).

Coaching: The leader gives close consideration to individual abilities among
followers; and he/she mentor and advises people with individual, personal
attention (Humphreys, 2003).

Rewarding: The leader offers rewards and positive comment to followers who
comply with the agreed goals (Humphreys, 2003; Boehnke et al., 1999).
Punishing: This style is characterised by providing punishment and negative
comment to followers who display unwanted and poor performance (Daft, 2003).
Delegating: The whole notion of delegation is to shift power and responsibility to

subordinate positions in the organisational pyramid (Daft, 2003) and to create
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viii.

Xi.

Xii.

Xiil.

challenging and complex tasks to subordinates to boost their development
(Boehnke et al., 1999).

Leading by example: The leader performs the same actual work and acts in the
same way as subordinates (Katzenbach & Smith, 2003; Littrell, 2002; Zimmerer
& Yasin, 1998).

Sharing and open communication: The leader disseminate every kind of
information in the entire organisation, across functional and hierarchical levels
(Daft, 2003).

Listening: The leader holds both facts and feelings to interpret a true meaning of
message, and transfers views to understanding with others (Daft, 2003;Cacioppe,
1997).

Directing: The leader commands followers on precisely what they are supposed to
do. The leader sets the goals, standards, rules, and regulations (Daft, 2003,
Littrell, 2002).

Participating: The leader meets with the followers before making decisions.
Views, comments, and contribution are welcomed in the decision making process
(Daft, 2003; Katzenbach & Smith, 2003; Littrell, 2002).

Proactive: The leader dynamically collect information from followers and

proactively identifies problems before they occur (Daft, 2003).

Appropriate Leadership Styles for Construction

After an exhaustive review of literature on leadership, (Higgs, 2003) highlighted six main

schools of leadership namely: trait school, behavioural school, contingency school,

visionary school, emotional intelligence school, and competency school. (Rees, Turner,
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& Tampoe, 1996) highlighted six traits of effective project manager, and stated that
effective manager is generally of above average intelligence and have good problem
solving skills. Such traits are identical to intellectual competencies (1Q) that (Dulewicz &
Higgs, 2005) referred to as aspect of leadership competencies. Other traits highlighted by
(Rees et al., 1996) are behavioural or motivational, such as energy, and skills oriented
traits like communication. However, they do not give proof that these traits helps directly
to improve project performance. Among leadership styles, situational leaders concentrate
on several tasks and relationship behaviours (Blanchard & Hersey, 1996), and
transformational leaders motivate followers, meet their developmental requirements, and
support new techniques and extra effort toward problem solving (Seltzer & Bass, 1990).
One may argue that the transactional leadership style, which is depended on an exchange
of reward for work, is more appropriate to organisational processes, while
transformational leadership is suitable when one is concerned with relations.
Introduction to Shared leadership

Sharing leadership isn’t an entirely new concept. It is rather a scarcely known and
acknowledged one. It is a concept in several self-managing teams. Roles and functions
are shared among members to facilitate results. In sharing leadership many factors are
very essential in order to have an optimal performance that will produce target goals and
objectives.

Shared leadership arises from traditional leadership theories that have focused on leaders’
descending persuade on their followers (Pearce & Conger, 2003), and this could have an
effect on how shared leadership is observed (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Shared

leadership can be defined as an occurrence generated from team member dependence and
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inspiration to achieve shared team goals (Carson, Tesluk & Marrone, 2007; Chiu et al.,
2016). Barnett and Weidenfeller (2016) suggest that shared leadership can be defined as
important and useful, albeit complex and sophisticated. D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) argue
that the complexity of tasks within the team related negatively to the shared leadership
and team performance relationship, yet Pearce and Manz (2005) found the opposite. Both
Boies et al. (2010) and D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) found that shared leadership, through

transformational leadership, had a negative effect on team performance.

They also suggested that shared leadership enhances the valuable outcomes of improved
team performance, effectiveness, innovation and learning. Furthermore, they stated that
shared leadership is exclusive and separate from vertical leadership, and team
performance can be improved past what actual vertical leadership can achieve (Barnett &
Weidenfeller, 2016). D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) define shared leadership through five
significant themes: origin of leadership (which is both internal or external), convention of
leadership (which is the formalisation within the organisation), distribution (which is the
extent of team member participation), temporal dynamics (which is both static or non-
static), and the numerous roles (which is the various roles and functions of the leader). A
significantly confident relationship between shared leadership and team performance was
measured, supporting the claim made by D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) of affirmative value.

However, they found that the scale of this relationship fluctuated across their study.

This dynamic process called shared leadership is proving to be particularly effective in
the increased complexity of organisation efficiencies; where a single, vertical or
traditional leader is unable to perform the many roles optimally (Grille & Kauffeld, 2015;

Small & Rentsch, 2011). The idea of multiple leaders dates back to the early 1900s where
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an individual’s knowledge for the situation at hand was sought after, and not necessarily
the leader’s expertise only (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Barnett and Weidenfeller (2016)
and Pearce and Conger (2003) suggest that shared leadership is constructed on team
decision-making, social exchange theory, self-leadership, self-managed teams,
enablement and shared knowledge over the past four decades. Shared leadership has
gained significant traction in recent years, and is potentially starkly opposite to traditional
leadership (Pearce, Manz & Sims, 2009). This has led to recently published meta-
analyses that measures the efficacy of shared leadership and its impact on team
performance (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016). The one person in charge, who is expected

to know everything, is being exchanged by a knowledgeable team (Chiu et al., 2016).

Evolution of Shared Leadership

In 1978 Kerr and Jermier proposed a theory about leadership in organization and argue
that there is less need for leadership figure in organization. This was based on two
premised points that leadership also requires guidance and responses to the actions of the
leader by the followers to signify satisfaction. It was therefore stated further that such
guidance does not necessarily have to be provided by the any other higher authority. This
therefore involved series of research, which were carried out, bring about the need for
substitute for leadership. The conclusion was that the ability, experience and knowledge
are highly required to have a good substitute for leadership within an organizational
context. Subsequently the need for substitute form of leadership brings about the need for
self-management that account for the existence of self-managing team that are common

practice today (Wright 1996).
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Definition of Shared Leadership

Gibb (1954) first suggested the idea of two forms of team leadership: distributed and
focused. Focused leadership occurs when leadership resides within a single individual,
whereas distributed leadership occurs when two or more individuals share the roles,
responsibilities, and functions of leadership. Rather than rigid either-or categories, Gronn
(2002) argued that these two concepts of focused and distributed leadership be considered

endpoints on a continuum.

To further develop the concept of how leadership is shared among team members, we
utilize Yukl’s (1989) definition of leadership as “influence processes involving
determination of the group’s or organization’s objectives, motivating task behavior in
pursuit of these objectives, and influencing group maintenance and culture.” Building on
the concept of leadership as influence and drawing on multilevel theory (Kozlowski &
Klein, 2000; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), we define shared leadership as an emergent
team property that results from the distribution of leadership influence across multiple
team members. Consistent with the notion of collective constructs (Morgeson &
Hofmann, 1999), we argue that shared leadership originates with individual team
members engaging in activities that influence the team and other team members in areas
related to direction, motivation, and support (Yukl, 1989) and through the series of
interactions that team members have with each other involving the negotiation and
sharing of leadership responsibilities. The resulting collective structure can be considered
to be a leadership network that influences and shapes both team and individual activities

and outcomes.
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Leadership can be conceptualized in relation to either the strength (i.e., quality or
effectiveness of influence provided) or the source of influence (i.e., single vs. multiple
team members providing influence.) Our definition is focused on multiple sources of
influence, and refers to widespread influence within teams rather than to specific
leadership behaviors, formal positions, specific types of influence, or the effectiveness of
the leadership that is exhibited by these sources. Building on these ideas of distributed
influence and drawing upon Gibb’s (1954) original conceptualization, we believe shared
leadership can be conceptualized along a continuum based on the number of leadership
sources (i.e., team members) garnering a high degree of influence within the team.
Anchoring the low end of the continuum are cases where team members follow the
leadership of a single individual. Although the nature of leadership exhibited by this
single individual might be quite strong, leadership here originates from only a single
source. In contrast, at the high end of the shared leadership continuum are teams where
most, if not all, team members provide influence to one another. Here, the source of
leadership influence is distributed among team members rather than concentrated or
focused in a single individual. In these teams, team members both lead and follow one
another, such that at a given point in time members are both providing leadership for
certain aspects of team functioning and also responding to the leadership provided by
others on the team in different areas. Teams with high levels of shared leadership may
also shift and/or rotate leadership across time, such that different members provide

leadership at different points in the team’s lifecycle and development.

Shared leadership is a relational phenomenon involving mutual influence between team

members as they work toward the pursuit of team objectives, and social network theory
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provides a natural theoretical and analytical approach to studying the relational influence
structure in teams (Mehra et al., 2006). The exercise of leadership influence (Yukl, 1989)
occurs in the context of team member relationships, and assumes the existence of
followers or “influences” (Bedeian & Hunt, 2006). Shared leadership creates patterns of
reciprocal influence which further develop and reinforce existing relationships among
team members. Thus, social network theory is appropriate as it examines patterns of
relationships among individuals such as advice, information, and friendship networks,
and emphasizes the relationship as the unit of analysis (Brass, 1995; Sparrowe, Liden,
Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001). Further, social network analysis allows for the study of
multiple sources of leadership influence, and the ability to model patterns of influence
within the team and preserve rich data about the actual distribution of influence (Mehra et

al., 2006).

Consistent with social network theory, we argue that the pattern of emerging mutual
influence in teams can be conceptualized as an increase in the density of the team’s
internal leadership network. A leadership network is the pattern of individuals who rely
on others for leadership of the team, and density increases as this reliance on one another
for leadership grows. Density, as used conceptually in social network research, is a
structural property representing the pattern of relationships within teams, and describes
the overall level of different types of exchanges among members of a given social
network (Sparrowe et al., 2001). Sparrowe and colleagues (2001: 317) describe this team
level construct as follows: “Density is analogous to the mean number of ties per group
member. The more ties each group member enjoys with the other group members, the

greater the density of the network.” Here, ties between team members (also referred to as
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relationships) exist when a team member perceives another as exerting leadership
influence within the team. Thus, the density of a leadership network is the mean number
of relationships (per team member) involving leadership influence. When more team
members provide leadership to their peers, density of this type of network increases.
Operationally, network density is a measure of the proportion of total possible
relationships (actual versus potential) that exists in a given network (Wasserman & Faust,
1994), and thus captures variance in the overall patterns of relationships rather than
variance in shared perceptions of a construct (as is the case with aggregated behavioral
scales). Accordingly, utilizing network density as a measure of shared leadership
appropriately reflects the extent to which leadership influence is distributed among a

relatively high or relatively low proportion of its team members.

Relationship with Similar Constructs

Having defined and described the nature of shared leadership, it is also helpful to
describe briefly its relationship to other similar constructs, such as autonomous or self-
managing teams, team empowerment, cooperation, team cognition (e.g., transactive
memory systems and team mental models), and emergent leadership. Self-managing and
autonomous teams describe particular types of team designs whereby team members have
greater degrees of responsibility for setting their own goals, monitoring their own
progress, and making their own decisions than do team members in manager-led teams
(Hackman, 1987). Although self-managing team designs may promote the development
of shared leadership through increased self-management (Manz & Sims, 1987), or
through heightened levels of trust or autonomy (Langfred, 2004), such designs

themselves do not necessarily result in leadershipinfluence being widely distributed
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within the team as other factors such as the internal team environment and external

coaching may also influence shared leadership (Wageman, 2001).

Team empowerment is a motivational construct and has been defined as the collective
experience of heightened levels of task motivation due to team members’ assessments of
their team’s tasks as providing them with high levels of meaningfulness, autonomy, sense
of impact, and potency (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997). From a temporally dynamic
perspective, team empowerment can be viewed as an emergent state that both precedes
and follows team processes depending on the stage of a team’s development and
performance cycle (cf., Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). From this perspective, team
empowerment might facilitate the development of shared leadership by motivating team
members to exercise influence. Conversely, shared leadership might also lead to greater
team empowerment by providing members with a heightened sense of meaningfulness,
autonomy, impact, and potency, depending on the stage of a team’s development.
However, a team may experience a high level of empowerment yet still have a strong
external leader providing most of the leadership influence for the team, with very little

shared leadership exhibited by team members.

Shared leadership is related to but distinct from other team processes such as cooperation
or helping, which refer to working with and/or assisting other team members with their
tasks (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). While these types of behavior relate to being an
effective team member and promote efficiency, they do not involve the active influence
that is essential to leadership. Consistent with this conceptualization, a recent study found
only a moderate correlation between shared leadership and cooperation or helping

(Ziegert, 2005).
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Shared leadership is also distinct from team cognition constructs, such as transactive
memory systems (TMSSs), or structures through which members can collectively encode,
store, Shared and retrieve information and expertise (Wegner, 1987), and team mental
models (TMMs), or shared understandings about attributes of the team or the task at hand
(Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993). Conceptually, the primary distinction
between shared leadership and these team knowledge structures is that the former
concerns collective influence, whereas the latter concerns collective cognition. This
conceptual difference may perhaps best be seen in the distinction between measurement
approaches. Shared leadership assesses the distribution of leadership among team
members. TMS measures capture team-level systems for utilizing and integrating
individually and collectively held expertise (Lewis, 2003). TMMs assess the similarity
and accuracy of individual mental models within a team (Marks, Zaccaro, & Mathieu,
2000). Although distinct concepts, shared leadership likely facilitates the development of
TMMs and TMSs through continual influence-based interactions and social exchanges
(Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994) that occur as team members share leadership
responsibilities. Reciprocally, through effective coordination ofexpertise and the
development of mutual understandings, TMS and TMM likely enable the emergence of

shared leadership.

Finally, emergent leadership refers to group members who exert significant influence
over other members of the group although no formal authority has been vested in them
(Schneier & Goktepe, 1983). Shared leadership is consistent with some of the early group
research by Bales (1953), who found that two informal leaders often tend to emerge in

leaderless groups: one focused on the task, and one concentrating on relational issues.
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This literature is similar to shared leadership in that it typically concerns whether
leadership is provided informally by a group member (known as an ‘emergent leader’) in
addition to or instead of a formally appointed leader (e.g., Wheelan & Johnston, 1996).
However, emergent leadership research differs by focusing on the characteristics of the
individual and the group that predict informal leadership emergence, as well as narrowly
considering only 1 or 2 persons as emergent leaders and ignoring the leadership influence
of others. In sum, shared leadership is distinct from emergent leadership in that the
former can take place in a team with or without a designated leader, can be either formal
or informal, and considers the distribution and sharing of leadership among all team

members in contrast to a restriction to only one or two leaders.

Antecedent Conditions: Internal and External

Researchers studying shared leadership have argued that in order for shared leadership to
emerge, two sets of activities must occur (Katz & Kahn, 1978). First, team members must
offer leadership and seek to influence the direction, motivation, and support of the group.
Second, the team as a whole must be willing to rely on leadership by multiple team
members. In order for these individual and collective behaviors to occur, team members
must believe that offering and accepting influence to and from fellow team members is
welcome and constructive. We considered key factors - both internal and external- that
are likely to impact the development of shared leadership in teams through these
mechanisms. The first condition is an internal team environment that supports the
development of shared leadership over time, and the second is the level of supportive

coaching provided by an external leader.
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We propose first that shared leadership is facilitated by an overall team environment that
consists of three dimensions — shared purpose, social support, and voice. These
dimensions have been drawn from a review of literature on shared leadership (Avolio et
al., 1996; Barry, 1991; Pearce & Conger, 2003; Seers, 1996; Yukl, 1989), and represent
distinct concepts that are also highly interrelated and mutually reinforcing, thereby
representing a higher-order construct (Edwards, 2001; Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998). We
refer to them here, collectively, as an internal team environment enabling shared
leadership because they work together to produce the kind of team context that
encourages the willingness to both offer leadership influence and rely on the leadership

of other team members (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

Shared purpose is the first dimension of an internal team environment enabling shared
leadership. Shared purpose exists when team members have a similar understanding of
the team’s primary objectives and take steps to ensure a focus on collective goals. Prior
work has theorized and demonstrated that team members who have a common sense of
purpose and agreed upon goals are more likely to feel motivated, empowered and
committed to their team and work (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; O' Leary-Kelly, Martocchio,
& Frink, 1994; Liden et al., 2000). These heightened levels of motivation, empowerment,
and commitment that individuals experience when the team possesses a shared purpose
increase the willingness of team members to share the team’s leadership responsibilities
(Avolio et al., 1996). In addition, with a commonly understood set of objectives and
direction, team members will be more likely to establish goals and take actions that

support the activities of other team members, thereby facilitating both goal-oriented and
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work-directive leadership behaviors by team members (Seers, 1996), as well as a

collective direction to team activities (Yukl, 1989).

The second dimension of an internal team environment that supports shared leadership is
social support, which is defined as team members’ efforts to provide emotional and
psychological strength to one another. Team members support one another through
encouraging and recognizing individual and team contributions and accomplishments
(Marks et al., 2001). This helps to create an environment where team members feel that
their input is valued and appreciated. By actively participating in the team and feeling
supported team members are more likely to work cooperatively and develop a sense of
shared responsibility for team outcomes (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Social support is
associated with group maintenance and culture (Yukl, 1989), leader support/supportive
behaviors (Seers, 1996), relational leadership (Barnard, 1938), and developing and
maintaining the team by providing “interpersonal glue” that helps build a strong internal

social network within the team (Barry, 1991).

The third dimension of this internal team environment is voice. There is not a standard
definition of voice in the literature, as it has been used in a variety of research areas to
describe constructive change-oriented communication, participation in decision making,
involvement, certain extra-role work behaviors, due process, and employee grievance
procedures (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998); however, at its core it connotes participation and
input. We define it here as the degree to which team members have participation and
input into how the team carries out its purpose. Voice is associated with interaction
facilitation/participative behaviors in teams (Seers, 1996), and these types of behaviors

can result in higher levels of social influence among team members through increased
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engagement and involvement. In addition, voice has been associated with participation in
decision making and constructive discussion and debate around alternative approaches to
team goals, tasks and procedures (De Dreu & West, 2001; Simons, Pelled, & Smith,
1999), which can improve the amount of collective influence, involvement, and
commitment relative to important team decisions. Thus, the presence of high levels of
voice in a team should create an environment where people engage in mutual leadership
by being committed to and becoming proactively involved in helping the team achieve its

goals and objectives and constructively challenging each other in pursuit of group goals.

These three dimensions are mutually reinforcing and complementary. When team
members are able to speak up and get involved (voice), the likelihood that many of them
will exercise leadership increases greatly. The opportunity for voice also facilitates
shared leadership by strengthening both a common sense of direction and the potential
for positive interpersonal support within the team. When teams are focused on collective
goals (shared purpose), there is a greater sense of meaning and increased motivation for
team members to both speak up and invest themselves in providing leadership to the team
and to respond to the leadership of others. The motivation to participate and provide input
towards common goals and purpose can also be reinforced by an encouraging and
supportive climate. When team members feel recognized and supported within the team
(social support) they are more willing to share responsibility, cooperate, and commit to
the team’s collective goals. Thus, these three dimensions work together to create an
internal team environment that is characterized by a shared understanding about purpose
and goals, a sense of recognition and importance, and high levels of involvement,

challenge, and cooperation.
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Therefore, we predict: Hypothesis 1. An internal team environment consisting of shared
purpose, social support, and voice will be positively related to the level of shared

leadership within the team.

External Team Coaching

Scholars studying shared leadership and leadership in self-managing teams have noted
the critical role of external team leaders in the development of team members’ motivation
and capabilities to lead themselves and become self-directed (Kozlowski et al., 1996;
Manz & Sims, 1987). When discussing this role, researchers frequently stress the
importance of coaching behaviors, which Hackman and Wageman define as external
team leaders’ “...direct interaction with a team intended to help team members make
coordinated and task-appropriate use of their collective resources in accomplishing the
team’s task” (2005). Researchers have identified different types of team coaching,
distinguishing between forms that are more supportive and reinforcing of the team’s self-
leadership as compared to those that focus on identifying team problems and engaging in
active task interventions which interfere with the team’s autonomy and self-management
(Morgeson, 2005; Wageman, 2001). Here, we specifically refer to the former, which has
been called “supportive coaching” (Morgeson, 2005) because it is more closely
connected with the development of team self-management, initiative, and autonomy,
whereas active coaching is more likely to undermine these team characteristics and
possibly inhibit the development of shared leadership. Supportive coaching can also be
distinguished from other external team leadership functions such as designing the
teamand its task (Wageman, 2001) and facilitating boundary management (Druskat &

Wheeler, 2003).
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Through supportive coaching external team managers can contribute to the development
of shared leadership in a variety of ways. First, by engaging in behaviors such as
encouraging, reinforcing, and rewarding instances where team members demonstrate
leadership, supportive coaching fosters among team members a sense of self-competence
and team independence (Manz & Sims, 1987). When team members believe that they
have significant autonomy and are confident in their skills to self-manage the work of
their team they should be more likely to demonstrate leadership. Supporting this
assertion, supportive coaching by a team manager has been found to be positively
associated with the degree to which team members demonstrate self-management
(Wageman, 2001). Second, by providing their teams with encouragement and support,
external coaching can help build a shared commitment to the team and its objectives
which can reduce free riding behavior and increase the likelihood that team members will
demonstrate personal initiative (Hackman & Wageman, 2005). Third, by giving their
teams suggestions about appropriate task strategies that will ensure that their activities are
well aligned with work requirements and demands (Hackman & Wageman, 2005), team
members will have greater clarity on how to best manage their workand processes and
thereby be more likely to influence each other because this understanding will be shared
across team members (Kozlowski et al., 1996). Therefore, we predict: Hypothesis 2.
External team coaching will be positively related to the level of shared leadership within

the team.

The second — and more indirect — way in which external coaching may influence shared
leadership is based on a functional approach to team leadership which states that the role

of the external team leader is to do whatever is not being adequately managed by the
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team itself (Hackman & Walton, 1986). When teams have a supportive internal
environment, team coaching by an external team leader is likely to be largely redundant
with this internal environment and therefore less critical to the emergence of shared

leadership among team members.

However, for teams that lack a strong shared purpose, do not promote full engagement
and participation, and where team members are unable to provide each other with social
support, a functional leadership perspective suggests that the external leader’s coaching
may be particularly important in helping teams overcome these liabilities and facilitate
the development of shared internal leadership. Specifically, effective team coaching by
an external leader - focused on building collective commitment to the team and its work,
assisting the team with aligning their activities with task requirements, and fostering
independence - can help provide the motivational and consultative functions (Hackman &
Wageman, 2005) that enable shared leadership but have not been adequately developed
by the team internally. External team leaders can also help team members understand the
different skills and capabilities of team members and how they can be integrated to
address the demands of the task. This understanding can motivate individual team
members to initiate and engage in internal leadership activities and do so in a coordinated
fashion resulting in an emergent pattern of shared leadership. In this fashion, an external
team leader through supportive coaching can provide the means by which shared
leadership may emerge when a team has yet to develop a high level of social support,

shared purpose, and voice.

Based on the foregoing nature of the relationships between the internal team environment

and an external leader’s team coaching, we therefore make the following prediction:

39



2.13

Hypothesis 3. Team coaching by an external leader interacts with the internal team
environment in predicting shared leadership such that coaching will be found to be more
strongly related to shared leadership when the internal team environment is

unsupportive.

Outcomes of Shared Leadership

Four outcomes have been measured and documented on the relationship between shared
leadership and team performance (D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Nicolaides et al., 2014),
namely Team Success (Pearce & Sims, 2002), Innovation (Hoch, 2013), Team Proactivity
(Erkutlu, 2012) and New Venture Team Performance (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016;
Ensley et al., 2006). This positive relationship between shared leadership and the above-
mentioned outcomes provides evidence that the positive correlation supports the validity

of shared leadership (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016).

Morgeson et al. (2010) identified fifteen important team leadership functions and
recorded them into two phases. Firstly, the conversion phase which includes the team
composition, mission definition, goal establishment, planning, educating the team
members, understanding team occurrences and offering feedback. Secondly, the
achievement phase includes monitoring team performance, actioning the team’s work,

problem solving, resource provision, and encouraging self-management within the team.

These leadership attributes suggest the process by which shared leadership outcomes can
be reached. However, these functions may not necessarily be equally distributed at a
given time; and some of these functions may require vertical leadership, as well as shared

leadership, to have effective outcomes (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016).
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External leaders from a team within the organisation, team sponsors or coaches can
effectively help teams facing unique, difficult or disruptive circumstances to improve
outcomes (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016; Morgeson, 2005). Specific individual qualities
like trust, intelligence, innovation, openness to experience and emotional stability which
positively affects team performance outcomes (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016; Hoch,
2013; Seers, Keller & Wilkerson, 2003). D’Innocenzo et al. (2014) suggest that
individuals who can accept leadership from peers, and who had effective self-leadership,
may be good candidates for shared leadership teams — resulting in improved team

performance outcomes.

Barnett and Weidenfeller (2016) advocate that shared leadership takes time to learn and
expound as the team goes through different stages, different roles and different functions,
which may also be important on different levels, to eventually provide desirable
outcomes. Bergman, Rentsch, Small, Davenport and Bergman (2012) found that as
shared leadership behaviour increased in the members of the team, and shared leadership
teams experienced less clashes, greater agreement, increased team trust and unity

compared to those without shared leadership.

Methodological moderators and mediators get closer to the difficulties of shared
leadership, which usually strengthened the relationship with team performance outcomes
(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014). Shared leadership outcomes are
numerous, and various moderators and mediators’ impact these either positively or

negatively on team performance.
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Shared Leadership versus Traditional Leadership

Traditional leadership has been seen as a top-down procedure where a single leader is
isolated which is opposite to shared leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Shared
leadership is significant and unique in that it emerges from traditional leaders willing to
give leadership authority to team members, and follow their colleagues (Chiu et al., 2016;
DeRue, 2011). Shared leadership causes the emergence of official and unofficial leaders
in teams (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). It moves beyond the top-down, traditional-type
leadership to an energetic give-and-take relationship (Pearce et al., 2009; Pearce et al,
2014). Shared leadership is a better forecaster of team performance than traditional
leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Ensley et al., 2006) or typical traditional
hierarchical leadership structures (Carson et al., 2007). Pearce et al. (2014) suggest that
traditional leaders can inspire or expire the development of shared leadership within
organisations, therefore the traditional leader must know their roles and goals. Shared
leadership is significant as it is not intending to replace traditional leadership (Pearce &
Sims, 2002), but rather to enhance team performance. Pearce et al. (2014) intimate that
shared leadership and traditional leadership work in tandem depending on what is
needed.

Barnett and Weidenfeller (2016) suggest that good traditional leadership can accelerate
shared leadership. However, they caution that dictatorial leadership may suppress shared
leadership and they continue to propose that developed shared leadership can
complement the impact of good traditional leadership (Barnett & Weidenfeller,
2016).Hoegl and Muethel (2016) expanded on why leaders are blinded to shared

leadership.
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Firstly, they deem leadership as an assumed position that cannot be shared; secondly,
they are overconfident in their leadership role and see themselves as superior; and thirdly,
they fear becoming dispensable. Leaders are often intimidated by shared leadership.
However, Grille and Kauffeld (2015) and Mclintyre and Foti (2013) found that when team
members were asked to nominate leaders within the team, the number who were
nominated showed a high degree of shared leadership. This would be achieved by
accepting the new rules of the game, respecting team members’ capabilities, encouraging
leadership behaviour, loosening the leadership reins, avoiding responsibility traps and

becoming a true team member (Hoegl & Muethel, 2016).

There are benefits and challenges to shared leadership, as has been measured.
Organisations would need to know and understand these to know when to allow,
implement or disallow shared leadership in regards to optimal managerial team

performance.

Figure 2.7 Traditional Leadership Vs Shared Leadership
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2.16

Performance Defined

Performance according to oxford advance learner’s dictionary defines performance to be
ability to operate efficiently and react quickly. However, Campbell (1990) in Armstrong
(1999) it defines performance in relation to outcome or accomplishment to be about
doing the work as well as being about the result achieved. Therefore, performance could
be regarded as behavior —the way in which organization, teams, and individual get work
done. Various researchers and writers have defined performance management in different

perspectives.

Performance Measures

According to Armstrong 1999, performance measures are agreed when setting an
objective, which aims to define not only what is to be achieved but also how those will
know that has been achieved. Performance measures shows evidence of whether or not
result has been achieved but shows the extent of achievement as well.

Measuring performance can be simply done by finding an easy way to measure factors
that seem to relate directly to the abstract quality such as work outcome. As this may be
an easiest way to quantify and immeasurable factor to prevent a subjective performance

review process (Alden 2006).

Also, according to (Denton 2006), there is a wide range of potentially relevant
performance measure that organization could use. Some of these are financial most
related to cost; other useful measures include labor, productivity, efficiency, and
employee turnover, inventory, and percentage increase in inventory turns. However, these

are measures at organizational level.
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2.17.1

Team Performance

Team performance can be defined based on various indicators, such as productivity,
quality of decision-making, financial performance (Chudoba et al 2006). There are
several works, which has been carried out on team performance, but | have found the

work of (Chudoba et al 2006) to be relevant and suit this research work.

In their research paper, they have Identify four key aspect of performance, which are
essential to team performance (Chudoba et al 2006), (Grabowski and Roberts1999),
(Jarvenpaa and Leidner 1999), (Ajaya 2010) these includes team participation, overall
outcome, communication and trust. Moreover, because the primary aims of measuring the
team performance was to examine the internal cohesion with the team and the resulting
outcome. Thus, two performance variables were used to capture the performance aspect
in the team. Both performance criteria are important to measure the overall effectiveness
of the teams. They are as follows;

i.  Team participation and coordination

ii. Work outcomes.

Team Participations and Coordination

A team can consist of several members whose tasks and responsibility are different
according to team role division. Therefore, coordination becomes highly important to
ensure members perform actively. Task undertaken by members must be assigned and
sequenced to accomplish the goals and objectives of the team (Chudoba et al 2006). Also,
the fact that team leader is often the key to the process of coordinating team activities.
However, some team such as self-managed teams lack a designated leader thus may be

less efficient in team development that could make the team performance at the end
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2.18

2.18.1

(Chudoba et al 2006). A member of a self-managed team tends to be feeling apathy due
to lack of authority figure. Therefore, we examined the level of commitment and

participation of the members to measure effectiveness in the team.

Work Outcome
An additional important factor in assessing performance of team is the teamwork
outcomes. It simply means that the result of work done will be examined if it aligns with

goals and objectives that were aimed from the start.

Team Defined
Several authors have defined team in different perspective. Generally, a team is defined
as ‘a group of two or more individuals who must interact cooperatively and adaptively in
pursuit of shared valued objectives (Kanawattanachai and Yoo 2002). In another
perspective Katzenbach and smith 1993 defined team as a small number of people with
complementary skill who are committed to common purpose, performance goals and
approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable. Teams have been
generally formed for purpose either in an organization or schools. In school undergo team
formation for assignment, project, which are smaller work group and likewise in
organization as well. Meanwhile, the task design might however be more demanding in
the organization level than school setting; both are born to engage on a mission.
Characteristics of a Team
I.  Teams are basic unit of every organization.
ii.  Teams outperform individuals acting alone especially when performance
iii.  requires multiple skills.

Iv.  Teams are created and energized by significant performance challenges.
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v.  Teams usually consist of individuals that are united or created for a
vi.  common purpose and objectives.
(Armstrong, 1999).

Self-Managed Team Defined
This is type of team, which consists of individuals who learn all the tasks of all group
members, which allows them to share responsibilities. These teams also take over
supervisory duties because there is no direct supervision. Recently, SMT have become
more popular and will apparently be even more useful in the future (Hodgetts and Luthan
2000).
Meanwhile Armstrong 1999 described SMT as an autonomous work group that has
allocated tasks and were given discretion on the way the work is done. They sole control
their own work, which will include feedback information. Self-managed teams are
mainly characterized by having members sharing the leadership functions such as
decision -making. The was conceptualized due to the reason that having only one leader
in a team may slow decision making which are crucial to the progress and subsequently

the success of the team.

Evolution of Self Managing Team

Self — Management is important area of study to many researchers. It is a new form of
idea that became popular in 1950s. It was developed based on the assumptions that
participative leadership is the best approach to leading and also that people have a need
for autonomy and self-direction (Wright, 1996). Therefore, there have been a demand and
use of self-managing teams in organization (Wright, 1996) of which schools are not left

out in a recent time.
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In organization context there was job design that aims to promote self -management for
employees to increase the amount of control that people could have over their job. The
aim was also to provide autonomy that will provide motivation, job satisfaction and
hence improve performance overtime. The concept of self-managing team was an
offshoot of social technical theory that is mainly concerned with ensures the best
connection between social and technical system within organization. As the interest in
this approach to job design grows, there was need to develop people to manage their
work and as well their behaviors to facilitate responsible work outcome. Also, the
interchangeability of task and development of skill that can facilitate continuity in
performance is another tenet for the development of self-managing team. Consequently,

the concept of self-managing team was borne (Wright, 1996)

2.19.2 Characteristics of a Self-Managed Team
i. It consists of individual with different skills and sometime diverse background
(cross culture teams.
ii.  The team decides on methods and approach to planning, sharing, scheduling and
control of work.
iii.  They have substantial degree of autonomy on decision-making and control of
their activities related to task on day-to-day basis.
Iv.  Sometimes, team can select their internal leader that neutralizes the need for
external supervisory control (Wright, 1996)
2.20 Team Processes
Team processes are central to most, team effectiveness models (Guzzo & Shea, 1992,

Gist, Locke & Taylor, 1987; Hackman, 1983). McGrath’s (1964) Input-Process-Outcome

49



(IPO) model has served as a model for organisational studies for several decades. Inputs
refer the antecedent factors that drive and inhibit team member interaction. These
antecedents may comprise individual team member characteristics (e.g., knowledge,
personalities), team-level factors (e.g., interdependencies, external leader influences), and
organisational and contextual factors (e.g., HRM systems, environmental dynamism;
Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, &Gilson, 2008). Outcomes refer to a result that is valued by
constituents. For example, in the context of project teams, an outcome may involve
timely completion, prudent use of resources, or quality of the product. The linking points
that enable the conversion of inputs to outputs are team processes. Team processes refer
to how team members interact toward project goal. Traditionally, team processes were
considered as either “taskwork” or “teamwork” (Mclntyre & Salas, 1995; Oser,
McCallum, Salas, & Morgan, 1989; Stout, Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Milanovich, 1999).
In essence, task work explains roles that individuals must do to achieve the team’s task,
while teamwork describes the interaction among team members (Mcintyre & Salas,
1995). Based upon this, Marks, Mathieu & Zaccaro (2001) proposed a nomenclature of
processes that comprised three classification: transition, action, and interpersonal. In the
transition stages, team members concentrate on endeavours such as mission analysis,
planning, goal specification, and formulating strategies. In the action stages, members
focus on task achievements, monitoring progress and systems, coordinating team
members, and monitoring and supporting themselves. Finally, the interpersonal stages
comprise conflict management, motivation and confidence building, and affect

management and perhaps oblivious through periodic stages.
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2.20.2

Transition Processes

Marks et al (2001) theorised team processes as occurring periodically with transition
processes setting the stage for later actions. There is little empirical research on transition
processes. Janicik & Bartel (2003) posit that planning contributed to establishment of
norms regarding how teams would control time. In turn, those time-based norms were
found to associate positively to performance. Hiller, Day & Vance (2006) found that
shared leadership display such as planning and organising, significantly predicted
supervisor-rated team performance. Teams that involve in transition processes tend to do
better than those who do not. Specifically, teams that do involve in transition processes
are more likely to concentrate on coordination issues, a tactic that ultimately contributes
to better performance (Weldon, Jehn, & Pradhan, 1991). In their examination of project
Mathieu &Schulze (2006) used an episodic model of team processes and argued that
dynamic planning (i.e., contingency and reactive planning) was significantly related to
performance. Besides, Mathieu & Rapp (2008) demonstrated how initial team activities,
such as the quality of deliberate performance plans and team charters, associated

positively to the forms of team performance displayed over time.

Action Processes

While transition processes have received little research concentrations, action processes
are often involved in team researches. Given this, there are abundant research that
establishes the key role that processes such as communication and coordination play in
team performance (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008). For example,
Tesluk & Mathieu (1999) argued that team communication and coordination affected

problem management actions. Particularly, communication, cooperation, and
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coordination within teams have been linked to work group effectiveness (Campion,
Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; Campion, Papper, & Medsker, 1996; Gladstein, 1984).
Communication is the way in which team members exchange information and can vary

greatly between teams in terms of the quality of exchange.

For instance, frequency of exchanges (i.e., time spent communicating), formalization
(i.e., spontaneous or planned), and the communication structure (i.e., direct or indirect)
can all influence the quality of action processes in terms of communication among team
members (Hoegl &Gemuenden, 2001). Particularly, Katz and Allen (1984) found that
high levels of within-team communication positively influenced project success. In their
study of cross-functional project teams, Hauptman and Hirji (1996) found that frequently
used communication structures involving two-way communication led to better

performing teams.

Another component of action processes, coordination, enables teams to effectively
respond to problems that arise during task progression. Coordination is often cited as a
critical component for project success (Baker, Murphy, & Fisher, 1983; Chiocchio,
Grenier, O’Neill, Savaria, & Willms, 2012; Cleland & King, 1983; Jha & lyer, 2006). For
example, Tesluk and Mathieu (1999) examined 88 maintenance and construction road
crews in a state department of transportation. They found that team coordination affected
problem management actions; specifically, those teams that engaged in higher levels of
coordination were able to manage problems and identify solutions, which led to higher
levels of performance. De Dreu & West (2001) argued the importance of team member
participation. Particularly, in two distinct samples, it was concluded that participation

interacts with minority opposition to increase team creativity. Similarly, Johnson,
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Hollenbeck, Humphrey, llgen, Jundt & Meyer (2006) indicated that a team’s reward
system can affect their level of information sharing and as a result shape, speed, and
accuracy of their decision making. Besides, Porter (2005) indicated that backup

behaviours is significantly related with decision-making performance.

Interpersonal Processes

The interpersonal process component comprises conflict, motivation, confidence
building, and affect. However, studies have been carried out on all the components,
studies on conflict received most attention. In a meta-analysis De Dreu & Weingart
(2003) that both relationship and task conflict have positive, negative correlations with
team performance and member satisfaction. Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale (1999) studied
task conflict and indicated that informational diversity significantly influenced
performance. Raver & Gelfand (2005) investigated relationship conflict and found that it
mediated the relationship between ambient sexual hostility and team financial

performance.

Studies have considered interpersonal processes apart from conflict. For instance, study
have demonstrated that feedback has a significant impact on motivation, interpersonal
trust, and overall performance in virtual teams (Geister, Konradt, & Hertel, 2006).
Moreover, Mathieu & Schulze (2006) considered a combined metric of interpersonal
processes and indicated a significant, positive association with performance. Similarly,
Maynard, Mathieu, Marsh, & Ruddy (2007) noted that such a combined metric of
interpersonal processes provided the cross-level mechanism by which team-level
resistance to empowerment climate linked to individual-level satisfaction. Lastly,

Bradley, White, & Mennecke (2003) posit that temporal components of team and task are
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crucial to the effect of interpersonal mediations on team performance. They argued that
past researches were carried out with teams that briefly completed contrived tasks and
were then disbanded. In a meta-analysis, Bradley et al. (2003) noted that there is rich
encouragement for the controversy that interpersonal processes relate significantly to
team performance when teams involve in longer term tasks. More recently, De Wit,
Greer, & Jehn (2012) carried out a meta-analysis on team conflict by examining its
relationships using a number of distal and proximal outcomes. Distal outcomes of conflict
represent constructs such as team performance, whereas proximal outcomes involve
emergent states or team viability. Emergent states are mediating mechanisms (i.e.,
between inputs and outcomes) that involve cognitive, motivational, or affective states
(Marks et al., 2001). Team feasibility represents the probability that a particular team will
remain together. While De Wit et al. (2012) meta-analysis applied a variety of team
types, the findings are applicable to the project team context because interpersonal

processes, particularly conflict, perform a key role in project success.

Results generally support previous findings but also argued that task conflicts (1) can
occur without relationship conflicts also occurring, (2) are less likely to be emotional
(Yang & Mossholder, 2004), (3) are less likely to escalate (Greer, Jehn, & Mannix,
2008), and (4) are less likely to impair group performance (Peterson & Behfar, 2003;
Shaw et al., 2011; Simons & Peterson, 2000). Most interesting, however, relationship
conflict was less negatively linked to group performance among studies in which groups
worked on project tasks. Said differently, project team performance was less affected by
relationship conflict than other organisational teams. This finding is surprising and

suggests an interesting area for future research. Why is project team performance not as
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affected by relationship conflict? Is it due to the short duration of some projects such that
relationship conflicts do not have time to fester? Additionally, as mentioned earlier, the
definition of project performance or project team performance should be considered. De
Wit et al.’s (2012) meta-analysis used performance as a collapsed measure, which
considered performance measurements as homogeneous. Flushing out different types of
performance metrics (e.g., scheduling, budget, and team effectiveness), as well as
affective versus objective measures, may uncover unique effects and may help to explain
the influence of conflict on project performance.

Other Processes

Though the work of Marks et al. (2001) gives an appropriate nomenclature, however, not
all team processes fall nicely under one of the three established components. For
example, team creative processes have been explained as “members working together in
such a way that they relate ideas from several sources, examine into unidentified areas to
find better solutions to a problem, or seek out new ways of doing a task (Gilson &
Shalley, 2004). It has long been established that creativity is an important driver of team
effectiveness (Hackman & Morris, 1975; Stein, 1974; Taggar, 2002; Tesluk, Farr, &
Klein, 1997),and another study have found that team creative processes have a significant
positive relationship on performance (Gilson, Mathieu, Shalley & Ruddy,2005). Besides,
while Gilson et al. (2005) indicated no direct relationship between creativity and
customer satisfaction, they did find that creativity interacted with standardization such
that high standardization and creativity led to high levels of customer satisfaction. It is

interesting to note that the brainstorming literature has constantly indicated that groups
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who brainstorm are more satisfied and pleased with the ideas they generate (Paulus,

2000).

Situational Attributes

Attitude
Attitude assess individual statements either about objects, people, or events. They reflect
how people perceive their environment. When someone says “I like my job,” He is

expressing his attitude about his work.

Components of Attitudes
Generally, studies have found that attitudes have three dimensions: cognition, affect, and
behaviour (Breckler, 1984). Cognitive part is an explanation of the manner things are. For

example, “My pay is low”. It sets the stage for the more key aspect of an attitude.

Affective part is the feeling component of an attitude and is revealed in the statement “I
am angry over how little I'm paid.” Finally, affect can lead to behavioural outputs.
Behavioural dimension of an attitude explains an intention to behave in a specific manner
toward something. For example, “I’'m going to look for another job that pays better.”
Previous study on attitudes argued they were positively related to behaviour that is, the
attitudes of people determine what they do. However, in the late 1960s, a review of
literature criticised this assumed effect of attitudes on behaviour (Wicker, 1969).
Researches have mostly established that people do seek consistency among their attitudes
and between their attitudes and their behaviour (Fabrigar, Petty, Smith, & Crites,2006).
They either change the attitudes or the behaviour, or they create a rationalisation for the

discrepancy.
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The most powerful moderators of the attitude’s relationship are the significance of the
attitude, its correspondence to behaviour, its accessibility, the presence of social
pressures, and whether a person has direct experience with the attitude. Important
attitudes reflect our fundamental values, self-interest, or identification with individuals or
groups we value. These attitudes tend to show a strong association to our behaviour.
Particularly attitudes tend to predict specific behaviours, whereas general attitudes tend to
best predict general behaviours. For instance, asking someone about her intention to stay
with an organisation for the next 6 months is likely to better predict turnover for that
person than asking her how satisfied she is with her job overall. On the other hand,
overall job satisfaction would better predict a general behaviour, such as whether the
individual was engaged in his/her work or motivated to contribute to her organisation
(Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006). Attitudes that our memories can easily access are
more likely to predict our behaviour. Discrepancies between attitudes and behaviour tend
to happen when social pressures to behave in specific manner hold exceptional power, as
in most situations. Lastly, the attitude behaviour relationship is likely to be much stronger
if an attitude refers to something with which we have direct personal experience.
Perception

Perception is a process by which individuals form and interpret their sensory impressions
in order to give meaning to their surroundings. However, what we perceive can be
considerably different from objective reality. For example, all employees in a firm may
view it as a great place to work favourable working conditions, interesting job
assignments, good pay, excellent benefits, understanding and responsible management

but it’s very unusual to find such agreement.
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Individuals may look at the same thing yet perceive it differently. A number of factors
operate to shape and sometimes change perception. These factors can reside in the
perceiver; in the object, or target, being perceived; or in the context of the situation in
which the perception is made. When you look at a target and attempt to interpret what
you see, interpretation is deeply influenced by your personal characteristics your
attitudes, personality, motives, interests, past experiences, and expectations.
Characteristics of the target also affect what we perceive. Loud people are more likely to
be noticed in a group than quiet ones. So, too, are extremely attractive or unattractive
individuals. Because people don’t look at targets in isolation, the relationship of a target
to its background also influences perception. People often perceive women, men, Whites,
African Americans, Asians, or members of any other group that has clearly
distinguishable characteristics as alike in other, unrelated ways as well. Context matters
too. The time at which people see an object or event can influence their attention, as can

location, light, heat, or any number of situational factors.

Attribution theory explain the manner in which people are judge differently, depending
on the meaning of attribute to given behaviour (Martinko, 2011). It argued that when an
individual’s behaviour was observed, there is an attempt to determine whether it was
internally or externally caused. That determination, however, depends largely on three
factors: (1) distinctiveness, (2) consensus, and (3) consistency. Internally caused
behaviours are those believed to be under the personal control of the individual.
Externally caused behaviour is what we imagine the situation forced the individual to do.
Distinctiveness refers to whether an individual display different behaviours in different

situations. Is the employee who arrives late today also one who regularly. What is to be
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known is whether this behaviour is unusual. If it is, is likely to give it an external

attribution. If it’s not, we will probably judge the behaviour to be internal.

If everyone who faces a similar situation responds in similar manner, then behaviour
shows consensus. The behaviour of a tardy employee meets this criterion if all employees
who took the same route were also late. From an attribution perspective, if consensus is
high, you would probably give an external attribution to the employee’s tardiness,
whereas if other employees who took the same route made it to work on time, you would

attribute his lateness to an internal cause.

Finally, an observer looks for consistency in a person’s actions. Does the person respond
the same way over time? Coming in 10 minutes late for work is not perceived in the same
way for an employee who hasn’t been late for several months as it is for an employee
who is late two or three times a week. The more consistent the behaviour, the more we
are inclined to attribute it to internal causes. One of the most interesting findings from
attribution theory research is that errors or biases distort attributions. When judgments are
made about the behaviour of other people, we tend to underestimate the influence of
external factors and overestimate the influence of internal or personal factors (Ross,

1977).

Halo Effect: When we draw a general impression about an individual on the basis of a
single characteristic, such as intelligence, sociability, or appearance, a halo effect is
operating (Rosenzweig, 2007). If you’re a critic of someone, try listing 10 things you
admire about him. If you’re an admirer, try listing 10 things you dislike about him. No
matter which group describes you, odds are you won’t find this an easy exercise! That’s

the halo effect: our general views contaminate our specific ones.
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The reality of the halo effect was confirmed in a classic study in which subjects were
given a list of traits such as intelligent, skillful, practical, industrious, determined, and
warm and asked to evaluate the person to whom those traits applied (Asch, 1946).
Subjects judged the person to be wise, humorous, popular, and imaginative. When the
same list was modified to include “cold” instead of “warm,” a completely different
picture emerged. Clearly, the subjects were allowing a single trait to influence their

overall impression of the person they were judging.

People love children so much that one would look bad in comparison with them. This
example demonstrates how a contrast effect can distort perceptions. We don’t evaluate a
person in isolation. Our reaction is influenced by other persons we have recently
encountered. In a series of job interviews, for instance, interviewers can make distortions
in any given candidate’s evaluation as a result of his or her place in the interview
schedule. A candidate is likely to receive a more favourable evaluation if preceded by
mediocre applicants and a less favourable evaluation if preceded by strong applicants.

Stereotyping: When we judge someone on the basis of our perception of the group to

which he or she belongs, we are using the shortcut called stereotyping (Hilton, 1996).

We rely on generalizations every day because they help us make decisions quickly; they
are a means of simplifying a complex world. It’s less difficult to deal with an
unmanageable number of stimuli if we use heuristics or stereotypes. For example, it does
make sense to assume that someone from accounting, is going to know something about
budgeting, or someone from finance will be able to help you figure out a forecasting

problem. The problem occurs, of course, when we generalize inaccurately or too much.
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In organisations, we frequently hear comments that represent stereotypes based on

gender, age, race, religion, ethnicity, and even weight (Ostroff and Atwater, 2003).

“Men aren’t interested in child care,” “Older workers can’t learn new skills,” “Asian
immigrants are hardworking and conscientious.” A growing body of research suggests
stereotypes operate emotionally and often below the level of conscious awareness,
making them particularly hard to challenge and change (Dasgupta, DeSteno, Williams &
Hunsinger, 2009).

Stereotypes can be deeply ingrained and powerful enough to influence life-and-death
decisions. One study, controlling for a wide array of factors (such as aggravating or
mitigating circumstances), showed that the degree to which black defendants in murder
trials looked “stereotypically black™ essentially doubled their odds of receiving a death
sentence if convicted (Eberhardt, Davies, Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson, 2006).

Motivation

The study of motivation is focused, basically, with why people behave in a certain way.
The basic underlying question is “Why do people do what they do?’ In general terms,
motivation can be described as the direction and persistence of action. It is concerned
with why people choose a particular course of action in preference to others, and why
they continue with a chosen action, often over a long period and in the face of difficulties
and problems (Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey, 1962). From a review of motivation
theory, Mitchell identifies four common characteristics which underlie the definition of

motivation (Mitchell, 1982).

Motivation is typified as an individual phenomenon. Every person is unique and all the

major theories of motivation allow for this uniqueness to be demonstrated in one way or
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another. Motivation is described, usually, as intentional. Motivation is assumed to be
under the worker’s control, and behaviours that are influenced by motivation, such as
effort expended, are seen as choices of action. Motivation is multifaceted. The two
factors of greatest importance are: (i) what gets people activated (arousal); and (ii) the
force of an individual to engage in desired behaviour (direction or choice of behaviour).
The purpose of motivational theories is to predict behaviour. Motivation is not the
behaviour itself and it is not performance. Motivation concerns action and the internal
and external forces which influence a person’s choice of action. On the basis of these
characteristics, Mitchell defines motivation as ‘the degree to which an individual want

and chooses to engage in certain specified behaviours.

Shared Leadership and Team Performance

In literature about shared leadership the terms ‘team performance’ and ‘team
effectiveness’ are used interchangeably. In this research team performance will be used,
because the most important findings that were used to design the knowledge test are
based on literature which used team performance to measure the outcome of shared

leadership.

For example, Cohen, Ledford, and Spreitzer (1996) related self-managing work team
effectiveness to performance. They concluded team effectiveness to be a combination of
employee ratings of performance (quality, productivity, costs and safety), managerial
ratings of performance (quality, efficiency and overall performance) and quality of work
life (job satisfaction, growth needs satisfaction, group satisfaction, organizational

commitment and trust).

62



Recent findings have reported the confident relationship between shared leadership and
team performance. However, researchers also caution that their understanding of how
shared leadership is formed could negatively impact the team performance (Chiu et al.,
2016). The positive relationship between shared leadership and team performance is
confirmed by D’Innocenzo et al. (2016), as they measured a meta-analytical approach on

two main task-related boundary conditions of task complexity and task independence.

They then tested for task and team satisfaction to find both empirically positive in
relation to team performance. They claim that inconsistencies measured in literature put
doubt to the validity of the relationship between shared leadership and team performance,
however, these negativities are minimal. What D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) did determine
was that the team task challenges related negatively to the scale of shared leadership and
team performance, suggesting that the more complexity decreases the effect of shared

leadership on team performance.

Shared leadership can be developed so that team performance is enhanced (Barnett &
Weidenfeller, 2016). Zaccaro, Rittman and Marks (2001); LaFasto and Larson (2001) and
Morgeson, DeRue and Karam (2010) establish that training in elements of shared
leadership such as clear goal setting, reward behaviour, team confidence, prioritising,
task cognition, trust, handling conflict, motivation and processes were recommended,
which positively affected team performance (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016). Managers
would need knowledge and insight to be able know when to implement shared leadership

and when not to for optimal team performance.
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Influence of Shared Leadership on Team Performance

There has been a growing support for the benefits of shared leadership to increase team
performance (D'Innocenzo et al., 2014; Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016). Overall, studies
find a positive relationship between shared leadership and team performance (e.g. Wang
et al., 2014; D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Carson et al., 2007; Pearce & Sims, 2002). For
example, according Katz and Kahn (1978), team members bring more resources to the
task, share more information, experience higher commitment to the team, and receive

influence of others or are open to it.

This leads to higher levels of team functioning, due to respect and trust (in D'Innocenzo
et al., 2014). Furthermore, Wang and colleagues (2014) have studied the influence of
shared leadership on different aspects of team effectiveness. They divided team
effectiveness in to attitudinal outcomes, behavioural processes, emergent states, and
subjective and objective outcomes. They found shared leadership more related to the
attitudinal outcomes, behavioural processes, and emergent states, compared to subjective
and objective outcomes. Attitudinal outcomes of teams are for example; overall
satisfaction, commitment to the team, identification with the team, and emotional
conflicts within the team. Wang et al. (2014) mentioned that behavioural processes and

emergent states ‘include team cohesion and coordination, helping, and so forth’.

However, shared leadership cannot be applied in all situations and to every team. Several
critical conditions are required to enable shared leadership and enhance team
performance, some of which will be explained below. These five conditions are used to
make statements to measure the knowledge overlap of people in practice, via the

knowledge test.
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The first condition is the shared purpose within a team. Carson et al. (2007) and Daspit,
Tillman, Boyd, and McKee (2013) speak of the presence of a shared purpose as a
dimension of an internal team environment to enable shared leadership. Shared purpose
consists of people who have the same idea about the primary objectives of the team and
the way to reach the common goal (Carson et al., 2007). This shared purpose makes team
members ‘feel motivated, empowered, and committed to their team and work’ (Kirkman
& Rosen, 1999; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000; O’Leary-Kelly, Martocchio, & Frink,
1994 in Carson et al., 2007). These feelings make team members more willing to share

the leadership and responsibilities in a team.

Task interdependence is the second dimension which is strongly positively related to
shared leadership (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016; Pearce,2004; Burke et al., 2006;
Fausing, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2015; Nicolaides, LaPort, Chen, Tomassetti,
Weis, Zaccaro, & Cortina, 2014). Task interdependence can be explained as the extent to
which members of a team are dependent on each other to accomplish tasks and reach
goals (Burke et al., 2006). More task interdependence means more need for coordination

to be able to perform as a team.

Third, Hoch, Pearce, and Welzel (2010) found a positive influence of low age diversity
on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance. In age
homogeneous teams, members are more likely to share leadership and treat each other

similarly than in teams with a higher age diversity.

The fourth condition concerns the tenure of a team. Team tenure was found to have a
negative impact on the relationship between shared leadership and team performance

(Nicolaides et al., 2014). The sharing and balance of power becomes harder to control
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over time. Thus, the longer a team is working together, the less useful shared leadership

will be.

The last condition to enable shared leadership used in this study is work complexity.
Pearce (2004) defined complex work as knowledge work, where input from various
individuals is needed. This does not count for routine tasks. Multiple researchers found a
strong relationship between shared leadership and team performance when the work
complexity increases. The other way around, when the work is routine-based and
straightforward, shared leadership has little or no impact on team performance (Wang et
al., 2014; O’Toole et al., 2002; Pearce, 2004; Day, Gronn, & Salas, 2004; Fausing,

Jeppesen, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2013).
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Table 2.0: Shared Leadership Statement table

Literature findings

References

The more complex the task, the better shared
leadership will fit to the team.

Shared leadership has little to no impact on team
performance when team’s work is routine-based
and fairly straightforward.

O’Toole et al. (2002)
Day et al. (2004)
Fausing et al. (2013)
Wang et al. (2014)

Shared leadership is more strongly related to team
performance when task interdependence is high.

Seers (1996)

Mathieu et al. (2001)
Cox et al. (2003)
Carson et al. (2007)
Yukl (2010)

Burke et al. (2014)
Nicolaides et al. (2014)
Fausing et al. (2015)
Barnet & Weidenfeller
(2016)

When age diversity among team members and
team coordination were low, shared leadership is
positively related to team performance.

Hoch et al. (2010)
Barnet & Weidenfeller
(2016)

Over time the relationship between shared
leadership and team performance becomes weaker
as team tenure increases.

Nicolaides et al. (2014)
Barnet & Weidenfeller
(2016)

Shared purpose (similar understandings of team’s
primary objectives and take steps to ensure a focus
on collective goal), social support (interpersonal
support whereby team members feel recognized
and encouraged), and voice (involvement within
the team) are the dimensions of an internal team
environment needed to enable shared leadership,
which has a positive effect on team effectiveness.

Carson et al. (2007)
Daspit et al. (2013)
Barnet & Weidenfeller
(2016)

Based on the knowledge test, conclusions are drawn about the knowledge overlap with

scientific findings.

For each statement multiple (meta-analysis) studies are used to

support these findings to represent an overall view of scientific research about shared

leadership.

67



2.24  Shared Leadership Moderators and Mediators on Team Performance

Regardless of the increased focus on shared leadership, there are a number of unanswered
questions (Nicolaides et al., 2014), particularly with regards to the shared leadership
mediators and moderators in relation to team performance. Chiu et al. (2016) also found
that even though the relationship between shared leadership and team performance has

been researched, there are still large amounts of unsolved inconsistencies.

Nicolaides et al. (2014) found interesting results on the meta-analysis measured. Firstly,
they found that shared leadership had a significant effect on team performance, more so
than that of traditional leadership on team performance. In a team context, traditional
leadership may lack the full range of resources to help their teams accomplish their goals,
therefore indicating that shared leadership can enhance traditional leadership, which will
positively affect the organisation (Nicolaides et al., 2014; Perry, Pearce & Sims, 1999).
Secondly, Nicolaides et al. (2014) found team confidence to be a partial mediator
illuminating the how and why shared leadership positively impacted team performance.
Both Bandura (1977) and Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp and Gilson (2008) suggest that team
confidence is the umbrella term for emerging self-efficacy and collective belief, which

covers the investigation into the psychology of team performance.

Furthermore, team confidence mediates the effect of team performance on a traditional
leader’s leadership (Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003; Nicolaides et al., 2014); and
shared leadership behaviours, which satisfy team needs, increases team confidence —like
setting goals, finding solutions, giving voice and team success. These multiple
transmitters support the team confidence partial mediator of shared leadership on team

performance so that organisational goals can be attained. Thirdly, Nicolaides et al. (2014)

68



found that the high interdependence moderator, which includes working closely together,

coordinating and integrating actions, positively affects team performance.

D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) recognised interdependence in task-driven interaction, goal
setting and outcomes. Interdependence demands high levels of distributed expertise,
coordination, interaction and guidance (Wageman, 1995), and requires an increase of
leadership behaviour, which augments the impact of team performance on the
organisation (Nicolaides et al., 2014; Zaccaro et al., 2001). Fourthly, Nicolaides et al.
(2014), supported by (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016), found that team size was not a
significant overall moderator. Statistically, researchers have measured team size to be a
nuisance variable (Pearce & Conger, 2003) as both large and small teams have benefits
depending on the circumstances. Finally, Nicolaides et al. (2014) found that as the team
tenure moderator increased so shared leadership validities decreased, and reasons for this
were potential power struggles, rigidity, conflict and team member change. Team tenure

has the ability to negatively distress the organisation.

Shared leadership influences team performance indirectly through the positive affective
tone moderator, which positively impacts team performance (Hmieleski, Cole & Baron,
2012; Nicolaides et al., 2014). D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) examined shared resolution,
common purpose and opinion moderators within the team. They found that collective
goals were achieved through shared purpose; emotional and psychological support
through encouragement (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999); recognition and accomplishments
through common purposes; and finally, increased communication through voice

positively influencing the accomplishment of organisational goals.
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D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) also found that as theory and measurement embrace difficulties
of shared leadership, the relationship between shared leadership and team performance
strengthened — particularly, social network density relationships within the team. Team
members with certain characteristics like self-leadership, integrity, a trusting disposition,
required skill and experience may make shared leadership easier and team performance

stronger (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016), thereby benefitting the organisation.

Drescher et al. (2014) found that the mediating result of trust behaviour, developed over
time, affected team performance positively — trust fully mediated the impact of shared
leadership (Barnett & Weidenfeller, 2016). Houghton, Pearce, Manz, Courtright and
Stewart (2014) found that surrendering personal power and engaging mutual trust
motivates collaboration with team members and mediates the impact of shared leadership
on the organisation, which in turn supports the concept of “sharing is caring” (Houghton
et al., 2014). The assumption can be made that this type of “sharing is caring”

environment will positively impact team performance.

Shared leadership moderator and mediator research in relationship to team performance
has only begun, therefore an opportunity for further research will add value to what has

already been proven.

Self-Leadership and Shared Leadership

Silver bullets for a new epoch of leadership in the twenty-first century are self-leadership
and shared leadership (Pearce & Manz, 2005), no longer the top-down pressure, but a less
restrictive bottom-up pressure of a well-educated employees who do not just want to
work for a pay cheque. Leadership is changing in today’s fast-paced, globalised

environment from traditional leadership to empowering highly educated and motivating
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employees to develop self-leadership and shared leadership (Houghton et al., 2012;

Pearce & Manz, 2005).

The globe is plagued by a leadership disease (Pearce & Manz, 2014), which is a
centralized hierarchal model of leadership, and the suggested solution is to turn the
leadership model upside down. This upside-down model supports team performance.
Pearce and Manz (2014) focus on two solutions: self-leadership, which encourages
sheep-like followers (Neck & Manz, 2010), and shared leadership, which shows how
every team member can play an valuable role in an interactive leadership development

that positively impacts team performance (Bligh et al., 2006; Pearce & Conger, 2003).

Self-leadership can assist in decentralised executive leadership, however shared
leadership can assist in putting checks and balances in the overall leadership system
(Pearce & Manz, 2014), therefore being more dynamic, flexible and robust. Teams are
recognised as extremely interdependent and flexible. A learning platform needs to be
created so that leadership change can be implemented (Pearce & Manz, 2014) including a
learning philosophy, learning methods and skills and leadership processes; so that the
new leadership way can be established. Some self-leadership skills and strategies to be
learnt include personal evaluation, setting of goals, self-observation, self-goal-setting,
practise, management and perceptual imagery (Pearce & Manz, 2005). Some shared
leadership concepts to be learnt include simultaneous, ongoing and mutual influential
processes within a team (Pearce & Manz, 2005). There are five factors that influence the
appropriateness of self-leadership and shared leadership (Pearce & Manz, 2005), which
includes perseverance, employee commitment, innovation value, independence and

complexity. These five factors, developed along with the harnessing of the potential of
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knowledge workers, position teams for high team performance to positively impact

management.

Manz et al. (2015) suggest that both well-developed self-leadership and shared leadership
will positively impact team, organisation, team performance and service. Together they
can foster psychological engagement in the service process, continuous improvement and
sustainability for customers. Self-leadership meets the needs of the person being served,
and shared leadership meets the experience of the service process, resulting in current

clients enticing future clients (Manz et al., 2015).

This study will be done in the context of private schools in Pretoria, South Africa to
determine how self-leadership and shared leadership relate to team performance on
various levels within the schools, including teaching, administration, management and

executive staff.
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CHAPTER THREE

3.1

3.2

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This Chapter focuses on the type of research method employed during this survey; there
will be emphasis on the questionnaire design, pilot test conducted and finally, the method
used for data collection and data analysis. But it begins with showing the description and

analysis of the research approach, followed by the research strategy, research design.

Research Approach

As reported by Bryman & Bell (2015), research approach is basically concerned with
how the researcher intend to treat theory and data. From literatures, three basic types of
research approaches exist that research can adopt: abductive approach, which is often
adopted by researchers especially in the field of social science (Mingers, 2012), inductive
approach and deductive approach (Burns & Burns, 2009; Saunders, Lewiz, & Thornhill,
2012). Deductive approach is a scientific approach often used for proposing and testing
theories in the field of natural science (Saunders et al., 2012). Hence, further hypotheses
can be developed with a concrete basis in a particular field of research (Saunders et al.,
2012). Deductive research approach is basically a five steps process: hypotheses are
developed to assess the relationships among two or more variables with respect to an
existing theory; to establish the relationships among constructs; the hypotheses can either
be accepted or rejected after it has been tested and the original theory is changed if
required on the results of the study (Saunders et al., 2012). In general, the quantitative

research design works well with deductive approach, where quantitative data is collected
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and analyzed using statistics (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Although the deductive approach
allows logical analysis at the highest level for accurate evaluation of information (Burns
& Burns, 2009), overlooking alternative justifications is its major drawback despite novel
concepts might be proposed when using deductive approach, these would be controlled

by the structure of research design (Saunders et al., 2012).

On the other, the inductive approach is concerned with creating new theories with respect
to the gathered and analysed data (Burns & Burns, 2009). Inductive approach aids in the
discovery of social phenomena through observation and analysis of data (Burns & Burns,
2009). Following the data analysis, Inductive approach can be used to develop theory
which will integrate the meanings which social science researchers attach to the
phenomena in a study domain (Saunders et al., 2012). Inductive research approach goes
well with qualitative research design, it allows researchers to select reasonably samples
of population and analyse it using different qualitative methods, taking into account a
context where social phenomena take place (Saunders et al., 2012). The inductive
approach can be employed if there is limited literature in a research area on phenomenon
and there is need for more in-depth investigation of a problem (Saunders et al., 2012).

The distinction between approaches at some point overlap (Bryman & Bell, 2015), for
example, findings and results of deductive approach can be applied to a larger domain of
the current literature, which shows the inductive approach, meanwhile the theory
developed using inductive approach could further be tested with additional data

collection as well as analysis.

Thus, abductive approach is the hybrid of the two approaches both deductive and

inductive used in social science research (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders et al., 2012).
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Abductive approach can be used to discover and explain the phenomena that is different
from the existing theories through creativity and imagination (Mingers, 2012). Abductive
approach assists researchers to generate creative and innovative thoughts aims at

innovating and generating new ideas in a research (Mingers, 2012).

Deductive approach is the most appropriate approach for this study. This choice was due
the nature of the research objectives. In line with the deductive approach, the study is
rooted in the existing theory of shared leadership, team performance and metric for
measuring team performance and shared leadership. The concepts of shared leadership
have gained quite a significant attention from the researchers in most recent years but

very little in the construction industry.

Research Design

Research design can be said to be a structured process that logically connects the outlined
objectives of the study to data gathering and analysis (O’Gorman & Macintosh, 2014).
There are three dimensions to research design namely; exploratory, descriptive, and
explanatory (O’Gorman & Macintosh, 2014; Saunders et al., 2012). Exploratory research
is used to conduct an in-depth investigation into a problem that has not been studied more
clearly. It is employed to develop theory and propose hypothesis about new research
questions where there are deficiencies in the existing knowledge (O’Gorman &
Macintosh, 2014). Explanatory research is used in an attempt to connect different ideas
and to understand the different reasons, cause and their effects (O’Gorman & Macintosh,
2014; Saunders et al., 2012). The notion of a descriptive design is to create an exhaustive
and detail picture of context, phenomena, individuals or events. It can also be combined

with either exploratory or explanatory research design to yield more comprehensive
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picture of a particular phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2012). Descriptive research design
can be used to determine the relationship between two or more phenomena (Williams,

2011).

Considering the nature of research objectives of this study, descriptive research design
was employed. This research focuses on shared leadership in project teams with respect
to comprehensive review of literature on shared leadership in the context of construction
industry, project team performance and metrics (Key Performance Indicators) for
measuring team performance. It is channeled through assessing the relationships between
the independent variable (shared leadership) and dependent variable (project team
performance) through the measuring metrics. Alternatively, (Bryman & Bell, 2015)
outlined two types of research design based on time dimension namely, cross-sectional
and longitudinal research design. Due the quantitative nature of the current research, a
cross-sectional research design was adopted. It enables qualitative or quantitative data of
two or more variables to be collected at a particular time to measure the nature of
relationships (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The cross-sectional research design enables a
researcher to find out patterns of relationship. This is suitable for this study as we will
evaluate the relationships between variables (shared leadership and team members). This
is applied to outline patterns of relationships between the variables. It also allows the
researcher to meet the research objectives of testing the association between the

independent and dependent variables using the several metrics identified.

Data Collection
Data collection is important for research study. The three major methods of data

collection are: quantitative, qualitative and qua-quan/mixed (triangulation). Quantitative
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method deals with numbers, qualitative method deals with words and triangulation is a
mix of both methods (Saunders et al., 2012). Both qualitative and quantitative methods
are distinct in terms of philosophy and approach and are used to gather data and make
conclusions about a specific sample, (Bryman & Bell, 2015). When dealing with
countable and quantifiable data quantitative method should be employed, and in situation
whereby a detail information is of essence qualitative method is more appropriate
(Saunders et al., 2012). The whole notion of quantitative research is to test hypotheses
developed from constructs used in prior studies. Contrary to quantitative research,
qualitative research is aimed at understanding the motivation of research issues, reasons
for social complex phenomena and discovery of trends of opinions (Bryman & Bell,
2015). Quantitative research is incline to reason and facts, result centered, follow
analytical approach and has a structured measurement procedure, while qualitative
studies are process oriented, mostly focus on observation, perceptions of respondents, and

assessment usually done in natural setting.

Primary data for this study was collected in the form of quantitative questionnaires in
order to gain an understanding of the extent to which shared leadership
influences/enhances team processes via the metrics effect identified. And also that this
research aims to explore the knowledge and extend of practice of shared leadership
within construction project teams. Quantitative research have four main features namely:
they usually measure a relationship or hypothesis developed by researchers; structured
and linear path; they operate on positivist philosophies; tangible data delivered in the
form of numbers (O’Gorman & MaclIntosh, 2014). The numeric data collected are used to

conduct statistical analysis to examine relationship between the variables. This study
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3.5

3.6

starts with a literature review that created a basis for the proposition of hypotheses and
establishing a conceptual causal research model. This deductive research approach
implies the application of the quantitative method (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Moreover,
statistical procedures were carried out to measure the constructs for the results to be
generalisable.

Literature Review

Developing a strategy to search for literature by defining the databases and search bases,
keywords and terms, search parameters, and criteria to state sound and relevant sources
of literature has been suggested by (Saunders et al., 2012). To search for the related
literature, it is deemed important to define concept and keywords (O’Gorman &
Maclntosh, 2014). Thorough literature search in particular area may not necessarily

captured all the existing literature in the area.

Questionnaire Design

Questionnaire is almost always used in a management research for descriptive and
explanatory research, where sometimes the main purpose will be to describe the
characteristics of a population at a series of time or at a fixed time to enable further
comparison during analysis. Hence, the sample to be used must be actual representative
and be accurate as possible and might require a researcher to create a linkage to earlier
research. Explanatory research is known to need data to test a theory or theories which
mean therefore that in relation description of the research questionnaire design should
include questions which aims to address the theory under test to identify the variables that

involved (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2007).
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The questionnaire for this study was divided into three segments. The first segment
focused on general information about the respondent. The second segment focused
mainly on exploring the team members understanding of shared leadership. Questions
that revolves round the ideas of shared leadership, the assignment of roles within the
teams, decision-making, sharing of task. These variables include opinion and behavioral
variable. The five-point Likert-type scales were fixed on the extremes of 1 (not
important) to 5 (extremely important) to measure the importance of shared leadership

dimension and 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

The third segment was about the measure of performance within the teams. This was
based on the two identified performance variables namely; Team
participation/coordination and work outcome. Questions were designed to ascertain the
team performance based on outcomes of assigned task, timeline for completion of task,
member contribution, and commitment to team task, external impact of project manager
on performance. These variables also represent the opinion and behavioral variable of
the questionnaire design. The questions are 9 in total, and they are also in likert scale
form of 1 (not important) to 5 (extremely important) to measure the importance of shared

leadership dimension and 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

3.6.1 Validity of Research Instruments
The validity of a research instrument is when it truly measures what it is supposed to
measure and when data is gathered via it precisely represents the opinion of the
participants as (Creswell, 2012). Validity determines whether the research accurately
measures what it was planned to measure or how accurately the research results are.

Validity of research tools was confirmed by means of pilot study to help fine-tuned the
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3.7

instruments. This ensured that the directions are clear and all potential answers to a

question were recorded.

Pilot Testing

Pilot testing was conducted to examine and refine questionnaire so that respondents will
have no problem in answering and understanding the questions in order to avoid
discrepancies and confusion. Therefore, pilot testing of the questionnaire prior to data
collection was conducted (Saunders, Lewis &Thornhill 2007). Pilot testing was done by
initially giving copies of the questionnaire to some project team members. The team

members were purposively selected.
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3.9

Population

Research population refers to the collective term used to describe the total quantity of a
thing (or cases) which are the subject of a study (Williams, 2011). So, population consist
of certain types of objects, organisations, people or even events. The main objective of a
study population is to define the scope of the proposed study (Olufemi, 2007).
Construction industry practitioners were the targeted population for this study particularly
the Project Managers, Architects, Builders, Engineers and Quantity Surveyors (QS) for
the main survey to address objectives iii & iv. According to Architects Registration
Council of Nigeria (ARCON) report 2017, there are about 3,651 registered architects in
the country. Council of Registered Builders of Nigeria (CORBON) in there 2018 report
has 2,259 registered members. Also, Council for the Regulation of Engineering in
Nigeria (COREN) there are 42,835 registered engineers in the country. The Quantity
Surveyors Registration Board of Nigeria as at 2019 has 3,591 registered members. The
construction professionals were drawn from both consulting firms, construction

organisations firms.

Sample, Sampling Frame, & Sample Size

A sample is a portion of the population that is a part of a whole (population) while the
method used in determining or selecting the sample is called sampling. Due to the fact
that it is not possible to survey an entire population for practical and cost reasons, a

subset or sample of the population is usually considered.

Study sampling is used in a situation when it is not completely feasible to collect and

analyse data from an entire chosen population in a research used (Saunders et al., 2012).
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This usually arises in the case of schedule and budget constraints. Sampling techniques
are of two types: probability sampling and non-probability sampling. In probability
sampling, a sample is selected randomly to represent the total population, while in non-
probability sampling one includes a sample with specific features related to the study but
conclusions about the overall population cannot be drawn (O’Gorman & Maclntosh,
2014). Due to cross sectional nature of this research non-probability sampling techniques
was employed. To this end, purposive as well as snowball samplings are more suitable
for data collection for this study. Purposive sampling allows the researcher to judge and
choose respondents that were working in construction project teams and thus were most
likely to answer the research questions and to satisfy the objectives of the research
(Saunders et al., 2012). Snowball sampling was also applied in a situation whereby only
one or two people were known from construction project team and they were asked to
administer the survey to other members. Bias will be a limitation to snowball sampling as
the participants have the tendency to go for other respondents who share similar
characteristics with them (Saunders et al.,2012). For the purpose of data collection, there
are two procedure of administering questionnaires: self-administered or researcher-
administered (O’Gorman & Maclntosh, 2014). Self-administered questionnaires are
usually answered by the participants themselves, while researcher-administered
questionnaires answers were recorded by the researcher (Saunders et al., 2012). Self-
administered questionnaires were adopted for this research because it does not allow the

researcher to influence the respondent to cause bias (O’Gorman & Maclntosh, 2014).

According to Kumar (2014) sampling frame is a list or other device used to define a

researcher’s population of interest. The sampling frame defines a set of elements from
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3.10

which a researcher can select a sample of the target population. This is usually relevant in
order to ensure an optimum sample size is obtained, which will adequately represent the
whole population from which the sample will be drawn. The relevant regulatory bodies
indicated that some of the professionals may have moved to other countries, may be dead
or may have become professionally inactive; and may thus not be reachable. The

sampling frame of active professionals were further obtained and are shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Population and Sampling Frame

SIN Professional Population  Sampling Frame
01  Architects 3,651 3,286
02  Builders 2,259 2,033
03  Engineers 42,835 38,597
04  Quantity Surveyors 3,591 3,232
Total 52,336 47,148
Sample Size

The sample size of each research seeks to reduce the target population to a manageable
and meaningful size without losing the traits and characteristics of the whole population.
The sample of a study may be the same as the population under investigation in situations
where members of the population are very rare. However, in situations where members of
the population under investigation are common, it becomes imperative to compute a
sample of the population to be included in the survey without biasing the study’s findings
(Mathers, Fox and Hunn, 2009).

For the survey involving project team members, it was clear from the survey population

stated earlier that the project team members (practitioners) are known, except of course
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that of the project manager. Hence, there was need to determine a sample that was

representative of their populations.
The sample size for this research was deduced by using Yamane (1986)’s formula for

calculating sample size i.e.;

N
1+M(e)?

Where: n = required sample size, N = the population size, e = level of precision (0.18).

Israel (1992) indicated that for every confidence level selected, a precision level of 3-
20% is sufficient enough to determine its sample size. Muth (2006) corroborated that
precision level of 20% be used for large populations. The precision levels of 18% was
adopted for the four population groups (Architects, Builders, Engineers and Quantity
Surveyors). The sampling frame of active professionals and computed sample sizes are

shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Sample Frame and Sample Size

S/IN Professional Sampling Frame Sampling Size
01  Architects 3,286 31
02  Builders 2,033 31
03  Engineers 38,597 31
04  Quantity Surveyors 3,232 31
Total 47,148 124
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Therefore, the total sample size required is 124. However, because Salkind (1997)
recommended that “when mailing out surveys or questionnaires, it is pertinent to increase
the sample by 20% - 50% to account for lost mail and uncooperative subjects”. Thus, a
total of 149 questionnaires were issued out to survey respondents instead of 124
computed as the sample size and to also cater for the number of Project Managers that

were snowballed.

Data Analysis Technique

Sampling technique is a process that enables one to select elements within the said
population (Saunders et al., 2012). According to Saunders et al. (2012) except during
census, total coverage of the population for research purposes is not only difficult and
expensive but also unnecessary. The objective of sampling is to provide a practical means
of enabling the data collection and processing components of research to be carried out
whilst ensuring that the sample provide a good representation of the population
(Abdulahi, & Owusu-Ansah, 2014). There are different methods of sampling; O’Gorman

& Maclntosh (2014) noted them thus:

1. Random/Probability Sampling: In random sampling, each element in the study
population has an equal and independent chance of being selected in the sample.
Therefore, the choice of each element in the sample is not influenced by other
considerations such as personal preferences. According to Rugg & Petre (2007)
random sampling is usually employed where the total number of populations are
known to the researcher. He added that, the technique is divided into three: simple

random sampling (SRS), stratified random sampling and cluster sampling.
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2. Non-Random Sampling: is a technique where the units that are investigated are
based on the judgment of the researcher. The main goal of this sampling is to focus
on a particular characteristic of a population that are of interest, which will best
enable you to answer your research questions. This sampling technique does not
follow probability theory. It is used when the number of elements in a population is
unknown or where the elements cannot be identified individually. In such
circumstance, the selection of each element is dependent upon other considerations.
There are several non-random sampling techniques, namely: accidental, quota,

purposive, convenience, judgmental, expert and snowball sampling.

3. Mixed Sampling: This is also known as systematic sampling. It uses the
characteristics of both random and non-random sampling technigue. In this technique,
a sample frame is first divided into a number of segments called intervals. Then,

using SRS technique, an element is selected from the first interval.

In the light of the above discussion, purposive sampling was adopted in selecting the
relevant project team members, taking into considerations the likelihood that not all the
practitioners will be experienced enough to provide reliable answers to the questions

raised in the questionnaire.
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Data Analysis Technique Used
Data obtained are analysed and presented using descriptive statistics which comprises the
use of frequencies, percentages, and mean. The software used was the statistical package

for social sciences (SPSS).

However, the analysis was split into two parts basically to be able to address the research
objectives which are about shared leadership and team performance based on the
responses of the individual within the teams. Therefore, this implies that the analysis was
done based on the perception about shared leadership and the purported team
performance impact. Kendall tau B Correlation was used to examine the associational

relationship of share leadership with performance.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4.0

4.1

4.2

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Introduction

This chapter represents the outcome of the study, on the foundation of the methodology
already elaborately discussed in chapter three. The chapter opens up with a clear
description of participants, data analysis and discussions of findings. Data have been
analysed and presented first in the form of descriptive statistics followed by inferential
with interpretation of correlation of the constructs. This section is presented with respect

to the objectives of the research work.

Questionnaire Response Rate

Table 4.1 shows that out of 124 questionnaires distributed to various respondence
(professionals), 87 representing 73.73% of the total questionnaires were returned and
found appropriate for analysis. Moser & Kalton (2017) assert that result of a survey could
be considered significant if the response rate is not lower than 30-40%. In view of this,

the 73.73% response was considered adequate.

Table 4.1: Questionnaire Response Rate

Questionnaires Frequency Percentage
Returned 87 70.16
Not-Returned 37 29.84
Total 124 100

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)
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4.3

43.1

Profile of the Participant

The questionnaire was categorised in three sections. Section A (General Information)
considered the profiles of the respondents’ and that of their various organisations in terms
of type of organisations, year of experience, number of team work they have participated

in, size and nature of the project, and status of the project. These are presented as follows:

Profession of Team Members

Table 4.2: Profession and Service rendered by Team Member

Profession Frequency  Percentage Total Percentage
Project Manager 7 8.05 8.05
Engineers 9 10.34 18.39
Architect 23 26.44 44.83
Builders 17 19.54 64.37
Quantity Surveyor 31 35.63 100
Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

The results of the study as presented in Table 4.2 depicts that five (5) portfolios in
construction project team members were recognised in the study. These includes
Architect, Builders, Engineers, Project Manager, and Quantity Surveyor. The results,
however, show that only (7) 8.05 percent of the team members were Project Managers.
The highest proportion of the (31) 35.63 percent were Quantity Surveyors followed by
Architects who were 23, representing 26.44%, Builders who were 17 representing 19.54

percent and Engineers were 9 representing 10.34% of the overall respondents.

89



4.3.2 Distribution of respondents’ years of Experience

Table 4.3: Distribution of respondents’ years of Experience

Experience Frequency Percent Cllir:rlg:rtlive
Below 5 years 33 37.9 37.9
6-10 years 33 37.9 75.9
11-16 years 10 115 87.4
Above 20 years 11 12.6 100.0
Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

Respondents were asked common questions concerning their experience while working
in teams and recent work situations. When enquired about total team experience, some
respondents reported to have below and between 6 to 10 years of experience working in
design teams respectively, representing both 37.9 percent on each category, followed by
11.5 percent who work between 11-16 years in such settings (as shown in table 4.5).

Also, 12.6 percent of the respondents have above 20 years of experience working in team
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4.3.4

Number of Team Work Participation

Table 4.4: Distribution of Number of Team Work Participation

Number of Team  Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
1-2 19 21.8 21.8

3-4 21 24.1 46.0

Above 4 47 54.0 100.0

Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

The number of team participation categories included in the study and the questionnaire
ranged from “1” to “Above 4”. As it can be seen from table 4.3, the majority, 54.0
percent, of the respondents participated in team above 4. In addition, a total of 24.1
percent is represented respondent with participation in a team of between 3-4 members.

21.8 percent of the respondents participated in team numbering between 1-2.

Sizes of Project Team

Table 4.5: Distribution of Size of Project Team

Sizes Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
1-2 10 11.5 11.5
3-4 25 28.7 40.2
5-6 18 20.7 60.9
Above 6 34 39.1 100.0
Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)
Table 4.4 depicts the respondents’ size of team, (34) 39.1 percent of the respondents have
been in team above 6 members, (25) 28.7 percent were in team between 3-4 members

size, (18) 20.7 and (10) 11.5 percent in team between 5-6 and 1-2 respectively.
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4.3.5

4.3.5

Project Size of Respondents

Table 4.6: Distribution of respondents’ Project Size

Size of Project Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Small 10 11.5 11.5
Medium 37 42.5 54.0
Large 32 36.8 90.8
Very Large 8 9.2 100.0
Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

The results of the study as presented in Table 4.5 show the size of project the respondents
worked in. The results show that only (10) 11.5% of the respondents worked in small
projects. (37) 42.5% of the respondents worked in medium project, (32) 36.8 percent
worked on large projects and (8) 9.2 percent of the respondents worked in very large
projects.

Ownership of Project

Table 4.7: Distribution of Respondents’ Ownership of Project

Ownership Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Public 53 60.9 60.9

Private 34 39.1 100.0

Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

The results of the study as presented in Table 4.6 show the two distinct ownership of
projects generally. The results showed that only (53) 60.9 percent of the project which the
respondents participated in are public owned while (34) 39.1 percent are privately owned.
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4.3.6

4.3.7

Nature of Projects

Table 4.8: Distribution of The Nature of Projects

Nature of Project Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Building 84 96.6 96.6
Engineering 3 3.4 100.0

Total 87 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

Table 4.7 show that (84) representing 96.6 percent of the respondents have engaged in
Building projects and just about (3) representing 3.4 percent of the respondents have
engaged in Engineering projects.

Status of Respondent’s Project

Table 4.9: Distribution of respondents’ Project Status

Project Status Frequency Percentage Total Percentage
Completed 55 63.2 63.2
On-going 29 33.3 96.6
Suspended 3 34 100

Total 141 100.0

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

Table 4.10 show the respondents’ project status, (55) 63.2 percent of the overall
respondents participated in projects which were completed and (29) 33.3 percent of the
respondents participated in project which were still on-going and (3) 3.4 percent of the

respondents participated in project that were suspended.
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4.4

Analysis of Team’s Members Perceptions on Shared Leadership

The descriptive statistics of the responses on the perspective of shared leadership within
teams (by team members) in section B of the questionnaire, were obtained from the 87
team members who have worked and/or are still working in construction project teams.
Frequency and percentage breakdown of the responses on each statement pertaining to
shared leadership was conducted to determine whether the 87 project team members
agreed or disagreed with the importance of each statement in the survey constructs. Prior
to the frequency and percentage breakdown, the responses of the “Strongly Disagree” and
“Disagree” scales were combined as one category of “Not Important” while the responses
of “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” scales were combined as one category of “Important”.
Converting the responses in this way will make it easier to analyse if the proportion of

important is statistically different from the proportion of not important.

The questions under this segment were Ten altogether, which critically examine the team
members knowledge of shared leadership and the way it is being practiced within the
team. There was conflicting results from team members to team members. However, the
outcome of the variation was interesting in course of the analysis. Analysis of question
from this section was answered based on 5 point likert scale as earlier explained from
which have the options of Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The scale can be seen in

the questionnaire as an appendix.
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4.4.1 Team Members Perceptions on Shared Leadership

Table 4.10: Respondents’ Perception of Shared Leadership

Shared Leadership Frequency Percentage Cumulative Percentage

Strongly Disagree 98 11.26 11.26

Disagree 196 22.53 33.79

Averagely Agree 0 0.00 33.79

Agree 265 30.46 64.25

Strongly Agree 311 35.75 100.00
TOTAL 870 100.00

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)

From table 4.10, it was observed that the responding team members have a good
comprehension of shared leadership and its workings within their teams. One of the
reasons (I believe) for this was due to the definition of shared leadership given to the

respondents. This served as a basis for their succinct comprehension and perspective of it.

311 representing the major junk of the shared leadership constructs with 35.75 percent
strongly showed the positive affirmation to the practice of shared leadership within the
project team(s). 265 representing yet another major junk of the shared leadership
constructs with 30.46 percent agreed to the affirmation of the practice of shared
leadership within the project team(s). 196 of the shared leadership constructs representing
22.53 percent disagree to the practice of shared leadership within the project team(s)
while 98 of the shared leadership constructs representing 11.26 percent strongly disagree

to the practice of shared leadership within the project team(s).
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4.2

The above analysis particularly answers the second research objective that was to
ascertain the team member’s knowledge of shared leadership. Therefore, it can be
inferred that project Team members have practiced and understand Shared leadership.
The reason of which may be that practitioners may have been involved in more team

works in the past.

Extent of Practice of Shared leadership with Teams

In order to get answers to the third research objective, several questions were asked the
respondents to examine the extent to which shared leadership in being practice within
teams. In that vein, Ten (10) variables were used to examine the practice within the
teams. These questions were along the lines of; Individual roles within the teams, the
leadership role within the teams, task sharing, decision-making, level of collaboration,
member’s opinion, problem-solving, help to members, members’ perception. However,
the questions were phrased and simplified to depicts scenarios to aid in clear

comprehension on shared leadership and the extend of practice within the team.
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Table 4.11: Extent of Practice of Shared leadership with Teams

. Std.
Items (Variables) N Mean Deviation
Tas_k are efficiently carried out by team members (Task 87 414 942
Efficiency)
Leadership responsibilities is shared among team members 87 371 1130
when necessary
L_eadershlp responsibilities is sometimes vested in only a 87 351 1956
single member of the team
When members leading the team leaves, the team's progress is 87 3.99 1160

unaffected

Ea_ch team merr_lber_ls called upon at some point to provide 87 3.15 1995
guidance and directive to the team
Every member of the team has the ability to build confidence

in others (Collaborating Influence) 87 4.03 982

Every m(_emt_)er is given thg privilege to enforce team norms 87 3.99 800
and facilitating team learning
The team leader is selected based on the peculiarity of task the

team is handling at any moment 86 3.94 1.022

Clear expectation of new responsibilities is communicated to
team members in other to regulate members behavior 87 4.29 834
(Communication)

The leadership roles available in my group result from the

needs arising from our goals (Goal Oriented) 87 4.16 1.066

Valid N (listwise) 87

Source: (Field Survey, 2019)
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Table 4.12 show the result of the descriptive analysis of shared leadership practice
within the team members. However, it can be observed that there is higher value for
communication and task effeciency on the opinion of the team members with mean value
of 4.29 and 4.14 respectively. Meanwhile the problematic area in the practice of shared
leadership within the teams are provision of guidiance by team members, the absence of

team leadership which have the mean values of 3.15 and 3.51 respectively
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Table 4.12: Descriptive Analysis of Team Performance

Description N Mean Std. Deviation
Team_members take personal responsibility for the 87 3.97 637
effectiveness of our team
Team members appreciate one another's unique g7 384 937

capabilities

When an individual's role changes, an intentional
effort is made to clarify it for everyone on the team 87 4.25 750
(Clarity of Roles)

Our team has a meaningful shared purpose (Shared

87 4.18 971
Purpose)
We always ask ourselves, "How can we do better
tomorrow what we did today?" 87 3.97 813
We consistently produce strong measurable results
(Strong Measurable Result) 87 4.31 867
Everyone values what each member contributes to 87 416 847

the team (Contribution)

Team members frequently go beyond what is
required and do not hesitate to take initiative 87 4.18 971
(Proactiveness)

Team members take personal responsibility for the

effectiveness of our team 87 3.97 637
Team me_mbers seek and give each other 87 418 971
constructive feedback

Valid N (listwise) 87
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The Table 4.11 above show the result of the descriptive analysis of Team Performance
within the team members. However, it can be observed that there is higher value for
Strong Measurable result (4.31) showing that team performance is heightneed when there
are strong measurable result. Strong measurable results are essential for evaluting
progress in any situation. When a goal is specific and measurable, it is more likely to be

achieved.

Clarity of Roles also comes high at 4.28 indicating that a clear and supported vision is
important, but if the roles of team members are not clear, it leads to conflict in the team
(Gladstein, 1984), and it can confuse and frustrate team members. Research on roles in
organizations has primarily focused on three role perceptions: role clarity, role conflict,
and role ambiguity (Esper et al., 2008). Role ambiguity refers to a lack of clear
information about a particular role, whereas role conflict has been defined as
incongruence in role expectations between a role incumbent and role senders (Kahn,
Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal, 1964). Role clarity has simply been referred to as a
lack of role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman, 1970), meaning that an individual
team member has a clear understanding of his or her task and has clear information
associated with a particular role in the team (Bray and Brawley, 2002). As with vision,
within the team, each team member should have a clear understanding of his/her role and
how that role interacts with other team roles. The understanding of each other’s roles will
affect the attitudes of team members towards the team. This increases cohesiveness and
collective orientation, promotes autonomy, ownership, job satisfaction, self-
accountability and commitment towards the project, organization and team success

(Braun and Avital, 2007).
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From the above table, it was also seen that Shared Purpose, Proactiveness and Giving of

constructive feedback has equal effect on team performance (4.18).

Based on the respondents practice of shared leadership in teams (refer to Table 4.12) and
that of Team Performance, Kendall’s tau-b correlation was used to examine the
associational relationship between the four (highest mean valued) shared leadership

variables and all the team performance variables.
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Table 4.13

: Correlations of Shared Leadership and Team Performance

Team Team
Team members members
members When an We always frequently take
take Team individual's Our ask Everyone go beyond personal
personal members role changes, team ourselves, We values what is responsi Team
responsibil  appreciate  an intentional has a "How can consistentl  whateach  requiredand  bility for members seek
ity for the one effortismade meanin  we do better  y produce member do not the and give each
effectivene another's to clarify if gful tomorrow strong contribute hesitate to effective other
ss of our unique for everyone shared  what we did  measurabl sto the take ness of constructive
team capabilities on the team purpose today?" e results team initiative our team feedback
Kendall's Task are efficiently Correlation .393™ .063 .264™ .389™ 4737 .209" .288"™ .389™ .393™ .389™
tau_b carried out by team Coefficient
members
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 497 .006 .000 .000 .030 .002 .000 .000 .000
N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87
Leadership Correlation 151 142 -.148 118 .045 .085 -.025 118 151 118
responsibilities is shared Coefficient
among team members Sig. (2-tailed) 111 119 118 204 628 .366 .785 204 111 204
when necessary
N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87
Every member of the Correlation 249" .104 387 .300™ .280™ .198" .353™ .300™ 249" .300™
team has the ability to Coefficient
build confidence in others
Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .262 .000 .002 .003 .038 .000 .002 .010 .002
N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87
Clear expectation of new  Correlation 235" 0.000 .406™ 445™ 4377 4017 .259™ 445™ 235" 445™
responsibilities is Coefficient
communicated to team
:Esmgteersn:gngmgto Sig. (2-tailed) 017 1.000 000 000 000 000 007 000 017 000
behaviour N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87
The leadership roles Correlation .300™ .082 .006 .330™ .351™ 162 261" .330™ .300™ .330™
available in my group Coefficient
;?’?;Ir:gfrfc;?n?;eu?z%isls Sig. (2-tailed) 002 379 954 001 000 089 006 001 002 001
N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87
N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4.13.1: Correlations of Shared Leadership and Team Performance

! c b= ® )

& 3 S s = = 8 25 x

eg 3= g3 BY g5s fZ£ 22 5§ =

22 =& &5 £5 85 23 EE 8% 2

Kendall's Task Efficiency*** Correlation .393™ .063 .264™ 389" A737 209" .288™  .389™  .389™
tau_b Coefficient *

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 497 .006 .000 .000 .030 .002 .000 .000

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

Shared Leadership responsibilities  Correlation 151 142 -148 118 .045 .085 -.025 118 118

Coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed) A11 119 118 .204 .628 .366 785 204 204

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

Collaborating Influence** Correlation 249" .104 3877 300"  .280™ .198" .353™ 300" .300™
Coefficient *

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .262 .000 .002 .003 .038 .000 .002 .002

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

Communication* Correlation 235" 0.000 406" 4457 4377 4017 .259™ 445 445
Coefficient *

Sig. (2-tailed) .017 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .007 .000 .000

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

Goal oriented Leadership**** Correlation .300™ .082 006 330" 351" 162 .261™ .330™ .330™
Coefficient *

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 379 954  .001 .000 .089 .006 .001 .001

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

N 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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From the table above, it can be observed that;

Task Efficiency has a positive influence on the entire team performance. With the highest

influence on Team Improvement (.473) and the least influence on Team members unique

capabilities (.063). This goes to explain that, how well members of a team efficiently

carry out tasks have a positive influence on the team performance. Task efficiency relates

to performance regardless of characteristics of the team or task at hand. This can be

achieved in some ways;

Team Task Autonomy. This is the degree to which the team is allowed or expected
to do its own work and to manage the work of the team (Strubler & York, 2007).
Task autonomy motivates effective team performance by increasing a sense of
responsibility within team members (Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Spreitzer et.al,

1999).

Team Task Feedback. Team task feedback is the extend to which a team is
corresponded back on the quality of its work performed (Strubler & York, 2007).
Task feedback could build internal work motivation by providing the results of
work activities (Cohen et.al., Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Through efficient and
effective task feedback, team members could monitor their own activities and
make improvements by responding to performance situation (Cohen et.al., 1996;

Spreitzer et.al, 1999)

Shared Leadership Responsibilities has the highest influence on team effectiveness

(.151), followed by team members appreciating each other’s unique capabilities (.142),
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similar influence on Team sharing meaningful purpose, team performance exceeding
expectation and feedback (.118) respectively, some significance level of influence on
team improvement (.045) but has negative influence on role clarification (-.148) and
member contribution (-.025). The big picture takeaway is, the more complex a team’s
work is, the stronger the effects of shared leadership will be. In other words, if a team is
working on an incredibly difficult task, the shared leadership style will have a more
significant impact on their performance and effectiveness in tackling such task. A meta-
analysis found that one reason why shared leadership responsibility relates to
performance is through increasing team confidence which is caused when team members
feel empowered through the perceived responsibility and self-control in the context of

shared leadership.

Collaborating Influence has the greatest influence on role clarification (.387) and
member contribution (.358) respectively and the same level of influence on; Feedback,
exceed expectation and team shared purpose (.300). Unique capabilities appear to be the
least influence by shared leadership. Collaborating Influence is associated with effective
coordination and communication that come forward from a shared understanding of the
context and assumptions inherent to an innovation project (Chiocchio et al., 2011). For
firms, it is important to understand what motivates employees to effectively collaborate

in project teams.

I.  Collaborating Influence amongst team members was found to increase member’s
productivity, motivation and determination to persevere with and/or in the face of

challenges whilst working together on a given task. Work-induced tiredness
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decreased, and team members showed much more of an interest in the challenges

posed to them.

The results also show that, even if member was “technically” working alone, the
smallest perception that they were involved in a collaborative process increased
their motivation levels substantially. From correspondences, team members who
felt the effects of teamwork persevered on tasks 64 percent longer, compared to

those who had no sense of collaboration at all.

Further observation showed that, projects that encourages collaborative
working were an incredible five times more likely to be high-performing. Clearly,

of course, there may be large incentive to encourage teamwork and collaboration.

Communication has the highest influence across board in team performance with the

greatest influence on Shared Purpose (0.445) respectively but with absolutely no

influence on Unique Capabilities (0.00).

Result shows that, communication is important to any work team, and it is
paramount to create an effective teamwork environment. Good communication
can spur employee improvement, increase retention and foster better overall

performance.

From correspondences with respondents, 74% said the best-performing teams
often experience effective and efficient communication in form of constructive
feedback. That constructive feedback then further help teams execute more

effectively.
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iii.  Result also shows that, projects that have better communication, feedback and
goal-setting processes have higher team members retention, hence improving

team performance than those without it.

Goal Oriented Leadership has a greater influence on Team Improvement (.351) and
Shared purpose, feedback and exceeding expectation having the same level of influence
(.330). Role clarification having the least influence (0.006). This is a state where team
members perceived their team to have learning goals, mutual support mechanism and

challenging task.
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CHAPTER FIVE

5.0

5.1

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Findings

The primary objectives of this research were to investigate how sharing leadership
influence on the performance of the self-managed project team. In addition, this research
aims to give recommendations on how to improve the interaction within team work in

project.

Empirical result reveals the extent of shared leadership in influencing teams is more with
effective communication (4.29), goal orientation, task efficiency, and collaborating
influence with each other. Based on this, four observed areas of shared leadership were
used to examine performance using the severity of their impact. Communication showed
a higher and positive correlation for all the performance except when Team members
appreciate each other’s unique capabilities. This implies that with better and effective

communication in a team, performance will be enhanced.

From the results, an offshoot effect shows that communication embellishes team

performance and can also be heightened by the following;

i.  Developing Communication skills. This includes active listening, self-awareness
of communication style and acknowledgement of personal barriers (including

inherent attitudes, values and beliefs).

ii.  Learning to ask the right questions. The more (right) questions are ask, the more

information are being drawn from, hence, mitigating the chances of
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5.2

miscommunication. Asking questions is also a good way to not only clarify

information but also to practice active listening.

iii.  Create Engaging Conversations. When team members need to partake in the
discussion, rather being told to do something, the team members will be enabled

to refine and retain information.

iv.  Practice Self-Reflection. Understanding not only your own communication style
but also other’s communication styles will minimise miscommunication. Take
time to particularly understand your non-verbal reactive cues and how they might
be interpreted by others.

Goal Oriented also showed a high and positive correlation for all team performance. This
implies that with better and effective communication in a team, performance will be
enhanced.
From a practical viewpoint, sharing leadership in a self-managed project team was
observed to have a better potential on their performance (Carte et al (2006), Kocolowski
2010). Although, there is a generic need for adequate sensitization on the concept of team
and shared leadership. The result from this research suggested that the project team share
leadership functions such as supporting, planning etc. to a moderate extent but influence
impact on performance is less. It was observed that there is more of individual feeling
that is unhealthy for performance rather than team feeling.
Recommendations

1. Given that this is the first study that established the relationship between shared

leadership and team performance in Nigeria’s construction projects but covering
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just Kaduna state, it is strongly recommended further studies be carried out
covering other states and geopolitical zone in the country.

Other aspects of team performance can be explored like the Input and Processes,
as this research only focused on Team performance outcomes within Construction
projects in Nigeria.

A model or framework can be established in furtherance to this research showing
how the moderating and/or mediator factors can make to interact between shared
leadership and team performance in Construction projects in Nigeria.

. Also, it was observed that majority of the respondents were Quantity Surveyors
and Architects, therefore, other professional’s influence on shared leadership will
be interesting to be investigated so as to get a balanced perspective on task
sharing and benefits of team work.

It was observed that shared leadership in self-managed team is much negatively
affected by individual feeling than any other factors. Therefore, feeling factors
such as emotion, trust, motivation of team members and expectation of team
members need to be investigated amongst project team members to sharing
leadership.

This research has poised a high need for team work supervision which is not
uncommon in self-managed teams. Opinions suggested that there is need to
ensure that team members are motivated positively towards team tasks. This
suggests that there is high need to create leadership functions within teams in the

area of motivation that will encourage active participation by team members.
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5.3

7. Also, it can be recommended that, team building activities are very essential to
create dynamics in teams in order to neutralized individual feeling that usually

characterize premature team performance.

Contributions to Knowledge

The current study adds to the project management body of knowledge by incorporating
shared leadership and team performance concept, especially as it pertains to Nigeria’s
construction industry. The findings of this study demonstrated that change in team
performance as a result of shared leadership is positive. This add to the insight of shared

leadership and team performance in construction projects.
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QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY
Department of Quantity Surveying,

Faculty of Environmental Design,
Ahmadu Bello University,

Zaria.

November, 20109.

Dear Respondent,
REQUEST FOR PARTICIPATION IN A QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY

| am a research student in the Department of Quantity Surveying, Faculty of Environmental
Design, Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria, conducting a research on an Assessment of Shared
Leadership and Team Performance in Construction project in Nigeria. | solicit your participation

in filling out the attached questionnaire.

The following questionnaire will require about 15 minutes to complete, please respond based on
a project you worked on. All information gathered shall be used purely for research purpose and

shall be treated with confidentiality.

Thank you for taking your time to participate in the research, if you require more information or

have questions please contact me via the email address or phone number below.
The questionnaire consists of Three sections:

e Section A: General information
e Section B: Information on Respondent Understanding of Shared Leadership

e Section C: Measuring Project Team Performance
Carefully read the instructions just above each section of the Questionnaire before filling it.
Thank you for participating
Sincerely,

Victor Onoja AGADA
agadaonline@gmail.com;
07039147884

132


mailto:agadaonline@gmail.com

Section A — General Information (Please tick only one Option for each)

Service Provided: Architecture [ ] Building [ ] Engineering [ ] Project Management [ ] Quantity
Surveying [ ] Any Other [ ]

Years of Working Experience: Less than 5 years[ 16 - 10 years[ ]11-16years[ ]17 - 20 years[ ]
Greater than 20 years [ ]

How many team work have you participated in? 1-2 [ 13-4 [ ] Above 4: [ ]

Size of Project Team: 1-2[ 13-4[ ]5-6[ ] Above 6] ]

Size of Project: Small [ ] Medium [ ] Large [ ] Very Large[ ]

Ownership of Project: Public [ ] Private [ ]

Nature of Project: Building [ ] Engineering [ ]

Status of Project: Completed [ ] On-going [ ] Suspended [ ] Abandoned [ ] Terminated [ ]

Section B —Shared Leadership within Teams

“To each of the statement below, indicate the extent you disagree/agree as it describe the team for which
you are providing information on. Circle the option that best describes your choice. Please select the
option that best describes your choice using the following scale; “Strongly Disagree=SD, Disagree=DA, ,

Agree =AG, Strongly Agree=SA”.

Shared Leadership Descriptors Description

Task are efficiently carried out by team members SD DA AG SA
Leadership responsibilities is shared among team members when necessary SD DA AG SA
Leadership responsibilities is sometimes vested in only a single member of sSD DA AG SA
the team

When member leading the team leaves, the team’s progress is unaffected SD DA AG SA
Each team member is called upon at some point to provide guidance and sSD DA AG SA
directive to the team

Every member of the team has the ability to build confidence in others SD DA AG SA
Every member Is given the privilege to enforce team norms and facilitating sSD DA AG SA
team learning

The team leader is selected based on the peculiarity of task the team is sSD DA AG SA
handling at any moment.

Clear expectation of new responsibilities is communicated to team members | gp DA AG SA

in other to regulate members behavior
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The leadership roles available in my group result from the needs arising SD DA AG SA
from our goals

Section C — Team Performance

To each of the statement below, please indicate the extent you disagree/agree as it describe the
performance of your team. Please select the option that best describes your choice using the following
scale; “Strongly Disagree=SD, Disagree=DA, Agree =AG, Strongly Agree=SA”.

Project Team Performance Description

Team members take personal responsibility for the effectiveness of our

team. SD | DA | AG |SA

Team members appreciate one another's unique capabilities. SD DA | AG | SA

When an individual's role changes, an intentional effort is made toclarify | sp | DA | AG | SA
it for everyone on the team.

Our team has a meaningful, shared purpose. SD | DA | AG | SA

We always ask ourselves, "How can we do better tomorrow what we did SD | DA | AG | SA
today?

Team members take initiative to resolve issues between themselves SD | DA | AG |SA
without involving the team leader.

Everyone values what each member contributes to the team. SD DA | AG | SA

Team members frequently go beyond what is required and do not hesitate | sp | DA | AG | SA
to take initiative.

Team’s vision, mission, goals and objective are clarified amongst team SD | DA | AG | SA
members.

We view everything, even mistakes, as opportunities for learning and SD | DA | AG | SA
growth.

We consistently produce strong, measurable Results. SD DA | AG |SA
Team members avoid duplication of effort and make sure they are clear SD | DA | AG | SA
about who is doing what.

Team members seek and give each other constructive feedback. SD DA | AG |SA
Communication in our team is open, honest and effective with other SD | DA | AG | SA
teams

We use various forms of training to keep our skills up-to-date. SD DA | AG |SA
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Our team works with a great deal of flexibility so that we can adapt to

3 SD DA | AG | SA
changing needs.
Overlapping or shared tasks and responsibilities do not create problems SD DA | AG |SA
for team members.
Team members consider how their actions will impact others when sSD DA | AG | SA

deciding what to do.
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