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Abstract 

Shared is central to the increasing use of intra-organisational teams in the 

workplace and, although a significant body of literature demonstrates the 

substantive utility of shared leadership for work team effectiveness, few studies 

have examined its antecedents, how it is enacted and the boundary conditions 

for its effectiveness, especially within an extreme performance environment like 

sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). Based on prior research on social network and team 

leadership research, it is proposed that shared leadership mediates the 

relationships of internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, internal team 

environment, and team psychological empowerment) and contextual factors 

(i.e., task, social, and omnibus context) with team innovation and team 

resilience. These relationships were examined using a convergent multilevel 

mixed methods research design, involving 47 work teams and 31 external team 

leaders across four financial services organisations in Ghana, who completed a 

survey, and attended semi-structured interviews and provided company 

documents, respectively. Convergent results support the existence and viability 

of distributed (but not shared) leadership in in SSA work teams, and yield 

confirming associations of internal team and contextual factors with team 

innovation and team resilience as might be expected, based on prior research. 

Based on these findings, it appears that vertical and external team leaders do act 

as institutional gatekeepers and, through a process of emergent leadership 

legitimation, determine whether and what form of collectivistic leadership is 

tenable in work teams. Also, it appears that the confirming predictor and 

criterion variable associations observed may be masking the countervailing 

effects of direct social influence and lack of alternative job opportunities in the 

labour market, both by products of the institutional voids in the SSA context.       
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

1.1 Purpose and Rationale 

As organisations continue to adopt team-based designs in order to 

flexibly respond to changing and challenging environmental contexts, there has 

been a focus in understanding the sources of team leadership and how they 

combine to guide a team in achieving team effectiveness (Denis et al., 2012; 

Marks et al., 2001; Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010; Morgeson & 

DeRue, 2006). In particular, there has been a growing interest in understanding 

the internal leadership of work teams – i.e., about the distinctive leadership 

configurations that can exist, how these leadership configurations emerge and 

evolve over time, and how they differentially shape team effectiveness 

(Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Contractor et al., 2012; 

Day, 2000; Day et al., 2004, 2006, 2014; Denis et al., 2012; DeRue, 2011; DeRue & 

Ashford, 2010; Gronn, 2002, 2015; Mayo et al., 2003; Mehra et al., 2006); this 

interest is predicated on the premise that having multiple leaders in a work 

team, rather than just the vertical leader, will enhance team effectiveness by 

increasing the cognitive and structural leadership resources available to the 

work team. 

Prior research evidence supports this “the more leaders, the better” 

proposition (Denis et al., 2012; Ensley et al., 2003, 2006; Mehra et al., 2006; Craig 

L. Pearce et al., 2008; Craig L. Pearce & Sims, 2002). However, the explication in 

the extant literature of the possible multi-leader leadership configurations – to 

which (Yammarino et al., 2012) assigned the umbrella term collectivistic 

leadership – has tended to create conceptual-definitional confusion (see Bolden, 

2011, for a review). Studies (Denis et al., 2012; Eva et al., 2019; Shuffler et al., 

2012; Yammarino et al., 2012) have attempted to reconcile and integrate both 
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theoretical and empirical contributions on the theme of collectivistic leadership. 

Prior research has also sought to explain how collectivistic leadership emerges 

in a work team, including through collective leadership (i.e., leadership 

provided by the constellation of vertical and external team leaders; (Friedrich et 

al., 2009, 2016), ascription versus achievement processes (Paunova, 2015), and 

leadership social identity construction (DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010).    

Yet, there is still a lack of clarity about how collectivistic leadership of 

any form is actually enacted and the boundary conditions for when it is 

effective, ineffective or inappropriate (Denis et al., 2012; Shuffler et al., 2012; 

Yammarino et al., 2012). Boundary conditions address themselves to the 

questions of who, where and when (Whetten, 1989); thus, they are the 

contextual factors that set the limits of generalisability or range for the 

nomological network of any form of collectivistic leadership (Johns, 2006; Porter 

& McLaughlin, 2006).  

Context is not just a passive variable to be controlled for in studies of 

variables of interest but is, instead, a critical variable affecting behaviour in 

work teams and organisations (Johns, 2006; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006). Thus, 

leadership in work teams is contextual leadership – an emergent social 

construction embedded in a context (DeRue, 2011; Dust & Ziegert, 2012; Oc, 

2018; Osborn et al., 2002). However, the literature on collectivistic leadership, 

and indeed the general leadership literature, is largely Western-centric (Bolden, 

2011; Xiaojun Zhang et al., 2012). Western perspectives and instruments often 

fail to account for the perspectives and practices of leadership in non-Western 

contexts (Xiaojun Zhang et al., 2012). Therefore, perspectives on collectivistic 

leadership developed from an under-researched non-Western context, like sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA), which is considered to be an extreme environment 

because of the persisting and well known problems of underdeveloped market 

institutions and missing infrastructure (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016), 

would help to advance a contextual theory of collectivistic leadership. 
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Shared leadership is one of collectivistic leadership that is considered to 

be the most functional to work team effectiveness and, therefore, a viable target 

for intervention programmes (Carson et al., 2007; Gronn, 2002; Mehra et al., 

2006). Shared leadership is defined here as the process and emergent property 

of a work team whereby the vertical and emergent leaders in a work team 

recognise, coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous acts of leadership 

through reciprocal influence. Shared leadership has attracted considerable 

research attention. However, most studies of shared leadership in work teams 

have focused on establishing its substantive utility for work team effectiveness 

(Zhu et al., 2018).  

Four meta-analyses of shared leadership in teams provide substantive 

evidence of its positive effects on aggregate team performance and team 

affective reactions (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et 

al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). Primary, team-level studies of shared leadership have 

also reported positive effects for facet-specific team outcomes, such as 

innovation (Ali et al., 2020; Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001; Hoch, 2013; Hunter 

et al., 2012, 2017; Mihalache et al., 2014), team learning (L. Wang et al., 2017), 

resilience (including resilience resources; (Carmeli et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2014; 

McIntyre & Foti, 2013; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Solansky, 2008) and team 

satisfaction (Mehra et al., 2006; Wood & Fields, 2007). Yet, the lines of specific 

literature on shared leadership in work teams share the same criticisms noted 

above for collectivistic leadership studies in general (Zhu et al., 2018). 

There is a lack of understanding about the antecedents of shared 

leadership in work teams, how it is enacted and the boundary conditions for its 

effectiveness (Zhu et al., 2018). Most of the shared leadership studies have been 

undertaken in Western work settings and, therefore, might suffer from a 

potential crisis of relevance when their findings are applied in non-Western 

work settings (Bolden, 2011; Xiaojun Zhang et al., 2012), like SSA, with extreme 

environments (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016; Nzinga et al., 2018). Yet, 
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businesses in SSA may stand to benefit from a contextual theory of shared 

leadership. 

Responding to the extreme conditions created by the institutional voids 

and missing infrastructure in SSA inevitably leads businesses to prioritise 

strategic flexibility (i.e., through informal governance modes and organisational 

designs; Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016), thus remaining in start-up (i.e., 

entrepreneurial) mode throughout their lives. In performance environments, 

such as pertains in an SSA country like Ghana, team innovation and team 

resilience will be central to the viability and performance of work teams, as they 

constantly learn to navigate institutional voids. In other words, what 

determines whether a work team succeeds or fails is not task performance, but, 

rather, innovation (i.e., the “added value” of the team’s work effort; Alagidede 

et al., 2013; Barnard et al., 2017; Geiger et al., 2019). Team resilience provides 

timely information about the preparedness of work teams for future 

performance episodes (Bell & Marentette, 2011; Stoverink et al., 2020).  

Shared leadership may be a potential solution to the problem 

maintaining strategic flexibility and an entrepreneurial orientation in work 

teams in an SSA context like Ghana. Specifically, shared leadership may 

increase the cognitive and structural resources available to fill any leadership 

holes in the work team in order to achieve success in the team innovation 

process (i.e., through contextual ambidexterity; Bledow et al., 2009)  and the 

resilience to be able to proactively to forecast and effectively address the 

extreme conditions they face (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 

2007; Stoverink et al., 2020). However, there is a paucity of shared leadership 

studies that adopt SSA as a context (Iwowo, 2015; Nzinga et al., 2018), while the 

dominant methodological and empirical paradigms used in existing African 

leadership and management research have been criticised as being reductionist 

in nature (Bolden & Kirk, 2009; de Herdt & de Sardan, 2015; de Sardan, 2008).  
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A study of the nomological network of shared leadership within a SSA 

context, like Ghana, will, therefore, advance the literature by responding prior 

research calls for more research to better understand how shared leadership in 

work teams is enacted in practice and the boundary conditions for its 

differential effectiveness (i.e., advance contextual shared leadership; 

Yammarino et al., 2012; Zhu et al., 2018). In response, the problem I address in 

this thesis is as follows: Is shared leadership a tenable construct in an SSA context, 

like Ghana and, if so, how does it emerge and shape the innovativeness and resilience of 

Ghanaian financial services work teams?  

The aim of the thesis is to understand whether and how shared 

leadership emerges in financial services work teams in Ghana and how it 

shapes team innovation and team resilience. The specific objectives of the 

research are to: identify and map evidence of shared leadership; identify the 

internal team and contextual factors that shape shared leadership emergence; 

and evidence whether and how shared leadership influences team innovation 

and team resilience. 

To address the research objectives, I integrate the two dominant 

approaches to shared leadership, namely the functional leadership and social 

network approaches, to conceptualise and operationalise shared leadership in 

work teams. The functional leadership approach focuses on the content of team 

leadership from internal (i.e., vertical, and emergent leaders) and external (i.e., 

external team leaders and team mentors) and how the sources might interact, 

evolve and  influence team effectiveness (Contractor et al., 2012; Hiller et al., 

2006; Marks et al., 2001; Morgeson et al., 2010; Zaccaro et al., 2001).       

The social network approach, on the other hand, focuses on how patterns 

of leader-follower relations emerge, evolve and become dispersed within the 

work team in the course of ongoing interactions in connection with the joint 

execution of team (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Day et al., 2004; DeRue, 2011; 

DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Mehra et al., 2006). Studies within the social network 
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approach tend to conceptualise leadership as a phenomenological construct 

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

The lines of literature on the functional leadership and social network 

approaches have developed mainly in parallel to each other, both theoretically 

and methodologically, with the functional leadership studies adopting, in the 

main, referent-shift aggregate measures (i.e., consensus model approach;  Chan, 

1998) and sociometric leadership studies, social network analysis (SNA) metrics 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 

2018). However, the two approaches are not mutually exclusive and can 

complement each other (e.g. a sociometric leadership study can adopt a 

functional/role approach (Contractor et al., 2012; Morgeson et al., 2010; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018). 

I integrate the tenets of the functional leadership and social network 

approaches to conceptualise shared leadership, defining it as the process and 

emergent property of a work team whereby the vertical and emergent leaders 

recognise, coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous acts of (functional) 

leadership in the work team, across time, through reciprocal influence. Thus, in 

this regard, external sources of leadership influence on the work team (external 

team leader, team mentor) constitute context (Johns, 2006; Porter & 

McLaughlin, 2006).    

Through a review of the lines of literature on team leadership, contextual 

leadership and social network-based leadership, this research theoretically 

positions three internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, Morgeson et al., 

2010); internal team environment, (Carson et al., 2007); and team psychological 

empowerment, Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) and team context (i.e., omnibus, and 

discrete context; (Johns, 2006) as proximal antecedents of team innovation and 

team resilience, acting through shared leadership.  
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1.2 Outline of Research Methodology and Methods 

To investigate the relationships among the key variables in this research, 

I used the multilevel triangulation mixed methods design, following an 

abductive approach which conforms to the critical-realist philosophical 

paradigm (Reichertz, 2007). In this convergent mixed methods research design, 

the quantitative and qualitative methods are deployed concurrently and 

address different levels within the participating organisations (Creswell et al., 

2007). Both the quantitative and qualitative studies addressed the research 

objectives concurrently. 

The quantitative study focused on the effects of the internal team factors 

on team innovation and team resilience, acting through shared leadership. The 

quantitative study utilised a survey of functional teams in four financial service 

companies in Ghana. I conceptualised shared leadership as a phenomenological 

construct and elicited data using the roster method (Contractor et al., 2012; 

Mehra et al., 2006). The roster method requires team members to rate each of 

their peers on the degree to which they have been a source of (i.e., relied upon 

for) team leadership (Contractor et al., 2012).  

The quantitative study yielded an analysis data sample of 211 cases 

nested in 47 functional teams. I operationalised shared leadership using 

network reciprocity and network centralisation. The quantitative data was 

analysed using multiple linear regression (MR) to statistically test, for 

corroboration, a series of hypotheses connecting shared leadership to the 

internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, internal team environment and 

team psychological empowerment), team innovation and team resilience.    

The qualitative study examined, broadly, whether and how the 

contextual factors (i.e., omnibus and discrete context) shape the internal team 

factors, shared leadership, team innovation and team resilience. Building on 

strong theoretical antecedents, I conceptualised a team’s discrete context (i.e., 

task and social context) as external team leadership (Johns, 2006; Oc, 2018); in 
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other words, external team leaders enact the team’s task and social context.    

The qualitative study utilised archival reviews and semi-structured interviews 

with external team leaders as data collection techniques.  

The qualitative study yielded 476 pages of text data from the archival 

reviews (i.e., webpages in PDF, document files) and semi-structured interviews 

with external team leaders (N = 31) in three of the four companies that 

participated in the quantitative study. The qualitative data was thematically 

coded in NVivo software (Jackson & Bazeley, 2019) and analysed using the 

directed qualitative content analysis approach. This approach allows for the 

systematic identification and mapping of patterns in text data and is 

appropriate for studies, like the present, that seek to validate or extend existing 

theory or conceptual frameworks (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).      

 

1.3 Research Contributions 

This research makes several substantive contributions. First, my research 

is the first to provide insights into the enactment of and boundary conditions 

for shared leadership in financial services work teams in an SSA context. The 

findings from the quantitative and qualitative studies combine to show that, 

within an SSA context, shared leadership is not a tenable construct, whereas 

distributed leadership is tenable, but is legitimated only on the basis of a 

leadership void. I explain this finding as follows.  

The qualitative study findings show that the tendency is for leadership to 

be centralised in the vertical leader. Thus, whereas the quantitative study 

results resulted in 15 of the 47 work teams being coded as having a shared 

leadership structure, this may be an artefact of the approach used to measure 

network centralisation (Mehra et al., 2006), which does not account for the 

temporal dynamics of leadership dispersion within the team. The qualitative 

study findings show that, although there exists reciprocal leadership influence 

between the vertical and emergent leaders, their leadership actions are 
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sequential, rather than concurrent, which is consistent with a distributed 

leadership structure (DeRue, 2011).    

Second, my research findings show that the correlates of leadership 

emergence and team effectiveness are similar to those reported in prior studies 

in Western settings, but this only because of the countervailing effects of direct 

socio-political influence (i.e., political clientelism, nepotism, CEO/board 

changes), which cancel each other out to maintain what is a precarious 

equilibrium. These direct socio-political influences and the lack of good quality 

skilled jobs are themselves by products of the institutional voids that SSA 

businesses have to navigate in the first place and, together, present as a perfect 

scenario for the operation of a vicious circle of social polarisation (Clementi et 

al., 2018; Honorati & de Silva, 2016).  Thus, whereas on the surface, my research 

findings might suggest transferability of findings between SSA and Western 

contexts, on introspection, they suggest a need to exercise caution when making 

inferences about transferability of findings between contexts.  

Third, this research is one of only a handful of studies, and the first 

within an SSA context, to provide a systematic examination of the impact of 

context on leadership in work teams. In doing so, it demonstrates an 

application of a convergent mixed methods design in response to calls for more 

qualitative studies in leadership research (e.g. Parry, Mumford, Bower, & 

Watts, 2014), and underscores the benefits of heeding this call.  

Fourth, my research contributes to the collective effort to advance 

knowledge by using operationalisations of shared leadership (i.e., network 

reciprocity and network centralisation) and team innovation (i.e., as the 

behaviour per se – not its outcome) that are consistent with their theoretical 

conceptualisations, and by providing insight into the previously underexplored 

relationship between shared leadership and team resilience (Hartmann et al., 

2019).  
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Finally, my research findings underscore the critical role collective 

leadership (Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016) in the enactment of collectivistic 

leadership within a SSA context. As work team and institutional gate keepers, 

vertical and external team leaders are responsible for legitimating emergent 

leadership and harmonising it within the social milieu – that is, determining 

whether and what form of collectivistic leadership is tenable. My research 

findings suggest that, within an SSA context, collectivistic leadership has to be 

granted by collective leadership.   

 

1.4 Structure of Thesis 

The rest of the thesis is structured as follows: In Chapter 2, I critically 

review and integrate pertinent lines of literature on collectivistic leadership in 

work teams and develop an analytical framework for investigating the factors 

that shape its emergence, as well as its effects on team effectiveness. In Chapter 

3, I present and justify the methodological approach adopted in this research (as 

summarised in §1.2 above). I also discuss the research context and data 

collection sites, as well as the ethical implications of my research. 

In Chapter 4, I present the data collection and analysis techniques and 

procedures and in Chapter 5, the data analysis, results, and discussion of the 

findings for the quantitative study. Similarly, in Chapters 6 and 7, respectively, 

I present the data collection techniques and procedures, data analysis, results 

and discussion of the findings for the qualitative study. 

In Chapter 8, I present a general discussion and integration of the 

findings from the quantitative and qualitative studies, their relation to previous 

research and their implications for research and practice. Finally, In Chapter 9, I 

present the conclusions, limitations, and theoretical and practical contributions 

of my research.   
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review  

2.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to critically review and integrate pertinent 

lines of literature on shared leadership in intra-organisational work teams and 

develop an integrative conceptual framework connecting shared leadership to 

its antecedents and team effectiveness outcomes (indexed via team innovation 

and team resilience). Shared leadership is defined as the process and emergent 

property of a work team whereby the vertical and emergent leaders recognise, 

coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous acts of leadership in the work 

team through reciprocal influence.  

The discussion is structured as follows. First, I discuss the typology of 

team leadership and locate shared leadership within the dominant approaches 

to team leadership, namely the functional leadership approach, and the social 

network approach. I then integrate the key tenets of the two theoretical 

approaches, as they relate to the internal leadership of teams, to conceptualise 

shared leadership. This is followed by a discussion about the operationalisation 

of shared leadership in this research. Next, I summarise the research gaps and 

the theoretical contributions of my research. I then present and discuss the 

integrative conceptual framework for this research and propose a set of testable 

hypotheses. I end with a chapter summary.  

   

2.2 Leadership in Work Teams 

Leadership is a highly researched, yet contested notion in management 

research (Denis et al., 2012; Yammarino et al., 2012). It is variously defined; 

however, many definitions reference leadership to the effective functioning of a 

social collective (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016; Contractor et al., 2012; Hiller et al., 
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2006; Mathieu et al., 2008; Yammarino et al., 2012; Yukl, 1989). For example, 

Yukl (1989: 5) defined leadership as “influence processes involving 

determination of the group’s or organisation’s objectives, motivating task 

behaviour in pursuit of these objectives, and influencing group maintenance 

and culture”. Similarly, Chrobot-Mason et al. (2016: 299) defined leadership as 

“a social process for generating the direction, alignment, and commitment 

needed by a group to accomplish collective goals”.  

Work teams are considered to be central to organisational success and 

have become a very popular way of organising in permanent organisations 

(Mathieu et al., 2008).  Work teams have been defined as “collectives who exist 

to perform organisationally relevant tasks, share one or more common goals, 

interact socially, exhibit task interdependencies, maintain and manage 

boundaries, and are embedded in an organisational context that sets 

boundaries, constrains the team, and influences exchanges with other units in 

the broader entity” (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003: 334).  

The leadership of work teams is usually referenced to enabling the work 

team to fulfil its purpose and goals. For example, Morgeson et al. (2010: 8) 

defined team leadership as the “process of team need satisfaction in the service 

of enhancing team effectiveness”. Each work team will usually have one person 

inside the team (i.e., vertical leader) and one or more people who are outside the 

team and at higher levels of the organisation (i.e., external team leaders) who 

are formally appointed to lead the team (Morgeson et al., 2010; Zaccaro et al., 

2001). However, leaders can – and do – emerge, for a variety of reasons, both 

inside the team (i.e., emergent leaders) and from hierarchically placed 

individuals inside the organisation (i.e., team mentors/champions) and provide 

informal leadership to the team (cf. Paunova, 2015). Table 2.1, adapted from 

Morgeson et al. (2010), shows the four sources of leadership influence on teams, 

based on the bifurcation between the locus (i.e., interval vs. external) and the 

formality (i.e., formal vs. informal) of leadership.   
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As noted in the previous paragraph, multiple individuals – internal and 

external to the work team – can be a source of leadership influence to the work 

team. Because of this, there has been a shift in focus from leader to leadership of 

the team (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2004; DeRue, 2011; Gronn, 2002). This shift in 

focus from team leader to team leadership has brought with it an attendant 

focus on leadership effectiveness; that is, leadership is viewed as an outcome at 

the team-level (Day et al., 2004; DeRue, 2011). This leadership-as-outcome 

perspective is important for two reasons. 

   

Table 2.1: Sources of Leadership in Work Teams 

   Formality of Leadership 

   Formal  Informal 

Lo
cu

s 
of

 L
ea

de
rs

hi
p 

Internal  Vertical leader  Emergent leader 

External  External team leader  Team mentor (or champion) 

Source: Adapted from Morgeson et al. (2010) 

 

The first reason why a leadership-as-outcome perspective is important is 

that it separates leadership from the attributes that a role-incumbent brings to 

the work team (e.g., vertical or emergent leader). This makes it possible to 

explain why a work team can have (formal or informal) leaders and yet lack 

leadership (i.e., have a leadership void; DeRue, 2011). A leadership void can 

exist when individuals within the team are failing to provide or accept 

leadership influence (DeRue, 2011).  A leader may fail to lead when his or her 

emergence is through ascription (i.e., mere perception or categorisation 

colleagues) rather than achievement (i.e., behaviour that satisfies team needs) 

(Paunova, 2015). 
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The second reason why a leadership-as-outcome perspective is 

important is that allows consideration of the possibility that leadership can 

emerge within a team from the ongoing interactions among team members 

during the joint execution of team tasks (i.e., as a function of team processes; 

Day et al., 2004). Therefore, leadership in the work team can be both an input 

into the team and an outcome of team processes (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2004). 

This idea that leadership can take many forms has led to an interest in 

understanding the relative utility and boundary conditions for its distinctive 

forms (Yammarino et al., 2012).         

There are two dominant approaches to the study of leadership in work 

teams. The first approach, called the functional leadership approach, places 

emphasis on the content of leadership in work teams – that is on the functions 

or roles that team leadership serves. Thus, the lines of literature on the 

functional leadership approach focus on the team leadership roles that are 

critical to team effectiveness (Contractor et al., 2012; Hiller et al., 2006; 

Morgeson, DeRue, & Karam, 2010). 

The second approach, called the social network approach, places 

emphasis on the embedded relations within a work team from which 

leadership emerges and the structural patterning of the leadership relations. 

Thus, the lines of literature on the social network approach focus on the 

structural form, distribution and intensity of the leadership influence in work 

teams (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Mayo et al., 2003).  

The functional leadership and social network approaches to team 

leadership are distinct, yet complementary (Contractor et al., 2012). In the 

subsections that follow, I discuss the fundamental tenets of the two team 

leadership approaches. Later (in § 2.3 and §2.4), I integrate them to 

conceptualise and operationalise shared leadership in work teams.   

 



   
 

15 
 

2.2.1 The Functional Approach to Team Leadership 

The functional leadership approach focuses on the leadership roles 

considered critical to team effectiveness. There is general agreement in the 

literature in terms of what these leadership roles are (Contractor et al., 2012; 

Hiller et al., 2006; Morgeson et al., 2010). For example, Hiller et al. (2006) 

outlined four key leadership roles in teams: planning and organising; problem-

solving; support and consideration; and developing and mentoring. Similarly, 

Contractor et al. (2012) identified four leadership roles: establishing and 

maintaining a clear purpose and direction (the Navigator role), planning and 

organising (the Engineer role), maintaining healthy and productive social 

relationships (the Social Integrator role), and boundary spanning (the Liaison 

role).  

The most influential functional leadership framework is, perhaps, that 

developed by Morgeson et al. (2010). Morgeson et al. (2010) identified four 

sources of team leadership based on a bifurcation of the locus and formality of 

leadership, which is shown in Table 2.1 above. It is within the prescribed roles 

of vertical leaders and external team leaders to provide leadership to the work 

team (Morgeson et al., 2010). In contrast, the leadership provided by emergent 

leaders and team mentors or champions are discretionary (Morgeson et al., 

2010). 

 Morgeson et al. (2010) proposed a taxonomy of fifteen critical team 

leadership functions and their associated processes: team composition, defining 

the team’s mission, establishing expectations and goals, structuring and 

planning, training and development, sensemaking, sensegiving and feedback, 

team monitoring, managing team boundaries, challenging the team, team task 

performance, team problem solving, team resourcing, encouraging team self-

management; and supporting the social climate. They posited that the four 

sources of team leadership (see Table 2.1) were differentially best suited to 

undertake the 15 critical leadership functions.  
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According to Morgeson (2010), external team leaders are best placed to 

undertake 10 of the 15 critical leadership functions. Of the remaining five 

leadership functions that are not best suited to external team leaders, four are 

best suited to vertical leaders; these are: structuring and planning the team’s 

work, performing the team task, solving team problems, and supporting the 

social climate. Thus, the only critical leadership function not best suited to 

either vertical leaders or external team leaders, is training and developing the 

team. The leadership functions best suited to both vertical, and external team 

leader are defining the team’s mission and providing feedback to the team.  

Further, the Morgeson et al. (2010) functional leadership framework 

suggests that emergent leaders are best positioned to perform the critical 

leadership functions relating to structuring and planning the team’s work, 

providing feedback, performing the team task, solving problems, and 

supporting the social climate. Thus, defining the team’s mission is the only 

critical leadership function that is better suited to vertical than emergent 

leaders. Team mentors or champions are shown in the framework to be best 

suited to defining the team’s mission, training and developing the team, 

sensemaking, and providing feedback.   

Situating the present research within the functional leadership approach, 

while the focus of the functional leadership approach, as espoused by 

Morgeson et al. (2010), is on overall leadership of the work team from all 

sources, that is, “[…] taking a broad view of team leadership and explaining 

how the sources might interact and evolve […]” (p.9), the present research 

focuses on a particular form of team leadership – shared leadership in the work 

team (i.e., shared internal team leadership). Thus, the focus of the present 

research on whether and to what extent the vertical leader and emergent 

leaders are able to recognise, coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous 

enactment of different critical leadership functions. Given this research focus, 

all leadership influences from outside of the team (i.e., external formal and 
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informal leadership) constitute context (Johns, 2006; Morgeson et al., 2010; Oc, 

2018; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006).     

         

2.2.2 The Social Network Approach to Leadership  

 The social network approach to team leadership has as its theoretical 

antecedents the works of authors, such as Blau (1970), Tompkins and Cheney 

(1985), and Weber (1947). The division of labour in formal organisations creates 

sources of authority (i.e., influence) based on hierarchy (i.e., formalised 

supervisory roles) and expertise (Blau 1970; Weber, 1947) and, as a 

consequence, evolving forms of role interdependencies and coordination 

requirements. The ongoing negotiations necessary to respond to the role 

interdependencies and need for coordination may lead to a dynamic consensus 

on a set of core values that shape and regulate behaviour within an organisation 

(Barker, 1993); a notion Tompkins and Cheney (1985) referred to as “concertive 

control”.  

Early research building on this tradition focused more on characterising 

how leadership in the workplace is a collective effort, in contrast to the 

traditional, contemporary conception of leadership that places focus on the 

actions, inactions and influence of a single – vertical or external – team leader 

(Gronn, 2002; Spillane, 2005; Timperley, 2005). Subsequent social network based 

leadership studies focused on understanding the structural patterns of 

leadership relations in work teams and their consequences for team 

effectiveness (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Contractor et al., 2012; Mehra et al., 

2006). 

Studies within the social network approach tend to conceptualise team 

leadership as a phenomenological construct. That is, a leader is defined as one 

who is perceived as such by other members of his/her work team, as is reflected 

through formal and informal leadership influence ties (Balkundi & Kilduff, 
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2006; Carson et al., 2007; Mehra et al., 2006). This approach, thus, relies on team 

members’ own native theories of leadership (Mehra et al., 2006).  

The social network approach to leadership in work teams has four main 

tenets (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006): interactions between team members, 

embeddedness of their behaviour within the social milieu (i.e., team and 

organisational context), structural patterning of influence relations within the 

team, and the social capital associated with the patterns of influence. Team 

interactions constitute a basic criterion of shared leadership in teams (Bolden, 

2011; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). The enactment of leadership is based on the 

advancement of the communication and cooperation that takes place during 

team interactions (Day et al., 2014) and the dynamic consensus negotiated on a 

set of core values that shape and regulate behaviour within the team (Barker, 

1993).  

The principle of embeddedness reflects the context-dependent nature of 

shared leadership; that is, the tools, techniques, routines and structures of a 

work team and the employing organisation as a whole shape leadership 

practice within the work team and are in turn shaped by it (Spillane, 2005). 

Osborn, Hunt and  Jauch (2002: 798) concluded thus: “[L]eadership is 

embedded in the context. It is socially constructed in and from a context where 

patterns over time must be considered and where history matters”. The situated 

nature of shared leadership in work teams, thus, implies a clear distinction 

between the policies, procedures and norms of a work team (the ostensive 

aspects) and their behavioural enactments (the performative aspects; Osborn et al., 

2002; Spillane, 2005). This notion of shared leadership as being embedded in the 

patterns of interactions among work team members reflects an emphasis on 

shared leadership as a system of practice (Osborn et al., 2002; Schyns et al., 

2013; Spillane, 2005; Timperley, 2005; Yammarino et al., 2012).  

The third tenet of shared leadership in work teams, structural patterning, 

refers to the patterns of connectivity, the socio-structural positions of 
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individuals in the leadership network of the work team (Balkundi & Kilduff, 

2006; DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010). According to leadership social 

identity construction theory (DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010), through 

the ongoing interactions among team members in the course of them working 

together and influencing one another in order to accomplish team tasks and 

solve team problems, team members come to internalise their role identities as 

leaders in certain situations and followers in other situations.  

These leader and follower identities ultimately become widely 

reciprocated (i.e., for emergent leaders, when other team members assume a 

follower identity) and widely endorsed within the work team and recognised in 

the wider organisation. As functional expertise is widely dispersed in 

professional, knowledge-based work teams (Contractor et al., 2012; Friedrich et 

al., 2009, 2016), over time, multiple team members will be simultaneously 

engaging in leadership and followership behaviours (i.e., enacting shared 

leadership; DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010).  

Leadership social identity construction theory has strong theoretical 

roots in field theory in social science (M. Gold, 1999), which posits that 

behaviour is a function of the individual and his or her environment. It also 

builds on role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978). According to role theory, role-

making in the workplace (i.e., role-sending and role-receiving) occurs in an 

episodic manner and, over time, through ongoing interactions, roles become 

socialised (i.e., embedded, routinised and stable, across situations and time). 

Advancements in social network analysis (SNA) methods and analytical 

techniques make it possible to investigate the structural patterns of leadership 

relations in work teams and to test various hypotheses about the structural 

tendencies of leadership networks (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Contractor et al., 

2006, 2012).  

The final tenet of the social network approach holds that work team 

network connections constitute social capital that can be appropriated to service 
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ostensible work team goals (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006), an argument that I 

develop later (see §2.6). Working from the four fundamental tenets of the social 

network approach, researchers have dedicated considerable effort to identifying 

and elaborating archetypical work team leadership network structures 

(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; DeRue, 2011; Mehra et al., 2006).  

Mehra et al. (2006) conceptually distinguished between four archetypical 

leadership structural configurations in work teams. One central and crucial 

point in the Mehra et al. (2006) typology is whether or not the vertical and 

emergent leaders recognise one another’s leadership. Another central point is 

the recognition of the usual tendency in the workplace for leadership in work 

teams to be centralised, with only a small proportion of members emerging as 

leaders at any one point in time (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Mehra et al., 2006).  

Figure 2.1 below shows the four work team leadership structures in the Mehra 

et al. (2006) typology.  

Figure 2.1(a) is the vertical leadership structure and represents the 

situation where leadership in the work team is centralised in the vertical leader. 

Figure 2.1(b) is the distributed leadership structure, and represents the situation 

where the vertical and emergent leaders do not recognise one another’s 

leadership (Mehra et al., 2006).   

The sociogram in Figure 2.1(c), which Mehra et al. (2006) called the 

“team leadership” structure, represents the situation whereby every member of 

the work team is equally a leader and a follower; that is, every team member 

exerts leadership influence on, and accepts leadership influence from every 

other team member. This leadership structure is a special case of shared 

leadership, whereby every team member leads and follows the lead of other 

work team members; thus, it represents the maximum decentralisation of 

leadership influence in a work team (Mehra et al., 2006). Studies have observed 

the notable absence of radically decentralised leadership in work teams, 

institutions and organisations (Grint, 2010; Mehra et al., 2006; Washington et al., 
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2008). Thus, from a shared leadership emergence perspective, the leadership 

network structure in Figure 2.1(c) represents a valid theoretical ideal that is 

practically beyond the reach of most work teams (Mehra et al., 2006).  

  

 

Figure 2.1: Typology of Internal Team Leadership Structures  

Source: Adopted from Mehra et al. (2006) 

 

The sociogram in Figure 2.1(d) is the shared team leadership structure, 

and represents the situation where leadership is decentralised within the work 

  
(a) Vertical leadership (b) Distributed leadership 

  
(d) Shared leadership (c) Team leadership 

Note: The diamond-shaped node represents the formally appointed team leader; the 
triangular node represents an emergent leader; all other nodes are team members. A directed 
line from one node to another means that the person represented by the first node perceived 
the second as a leader. 
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team and the vertical and emergent leaders recognise one another’s leadership 

(Mehra et al., 2006). It is the leadership structure referred to by Gronn (2002) as 

conjoint agency. Gronn (2002: 431) defined conjoint agency as the situation 

where “agents synchronise their actions by having regard to their own plans, 

those of their peers, and their sense of unit membership”. Thus, shared 

leadership is the situation where informal leaders emerge within a work team 

and together with the vertical leader are able to coordinate and harmonise their 

simultaneous leadership behaviours and actions through reciprocal influence 

(Day et al., 2014; Gronn, 2002; Osborn et al., 2002; Spillane, 2005; Timperley, 

2005; Zhu et al., 2018). The leadership structure in Figure 2.1 (c) is, thus, a 

special case of the shared leadership structure. 

The sociograms depicted in Figure 2.1 above provide a cross-sectional 

perspective on leader-follower relationships within a work team; they do not 

take account of the temporal dispersion of leadership within a work team. 

Subsequent research (Contractor et al., 2012; DeRue, 2011) extended Mehra et 

al.’s (2006) work by taking into account the temporal dimension of leadership 

dispersion in the work team. Incorporating this temporal aspect of leadership 

dispersion has implications for the distributed leadership structure but not for 

the vertical and shared leadership structures (DeRue, 2011). A vertical 

leadership structure (i.e., Figure 2.1(a)) implies that the locus of leadership in 

the work team remains with the vertical leader across time. Similarly, a shared 

leadership structure implies that the vertical and emergent leaders (i.e., Figure 

2.1(d) and, by extension, Figure 2.1(c)) are simultaneously enacting leadership 

behaviours across time. However, a distributed leadership structure can 

manifest in two ways.  

First, as is depicted in Figure 2.1(b), a distributed leadership structure 

can manifest where leaders emerge within the work team across time but the 

emergent leaders and the vertical leader do not recognise one another’s 

leadership (Mehra et al., 2006). Second, a distributed leadership structure can 
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result from a situation where the vertical and emergent leaders take turns in 

leading the work team, such that, across time, leadership is centralised in one 

person (i.e., the vertical leader or a different emergent leader; DeRue, 2011). In 

other words, the acts of leadership by the vertical and emergent leaders are 

sequential/substitutive – rather than simultaneous/concurrent – across time. This 

manifestation of distributed leadership is typified in work teams with 

leadership rotation (Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011; Erez et al., 2002) or dynamic 

delegation (Klein et al., 2006). The implication of this is that the leadership 

sociogram in Figure 2.1(d) can depict a shared or distributed leadership 

structure: it is distributed if the leadership enactments of the vertical and 

emergent leaders are sequential across time and shared, if they are 

simultaneous across time. In the next subsection, I summarise and integrate the 

functional leadership and social network approaches to team leadership. 

 

2.2.3 Summary and Integration 

The functional leadership approach focuses on the content of team 

leadership from all four sources (i.e., vertical leaders, emergent leaders, external 

team leaders, and team mentors) and how the sources might interact and evolve 

(Morgeson et al., 2010). Yet, one of the criticisms of the functional leadership 

approach has been that studies within this approach either do not or under 

explore the mutual interactions and dynamic leadership influence processes 

associated with multiple team leaders (DeRue, 2011).  

The social network approach, on the other hand, focuses on how patterns 

of leader-follower relations emerge and evolve within the work team in the 

course of ongoing interactions in connection with the joint execution of team 

tasks (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Mehra et al., 2006). The tendency for social 

network studies to conceptualise team leadership as a phenomenological 

construct has been criticised, as this has resulted in a limited focus on the 

content of team leadership (Zhu et al., 2018).      
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The functional leadership and social network approaches are not 

mutually exclusive, and their criticisms, as has been noted above, are not 

inherent weaknesses of either approach. The two approaches can be used in a 

complementary manner to understand the structural patterns associated with 

specific leadership functions within a work team. Thus, although mostly 

elaborated in relation to the vertical or external team leader (i.e., person-centred 

leadership), the functional leadership approach can be applied in social 

network research designs to address collectivistic patterns of functional 

leadership within work teams (Contractor et al., 2012; Morgeson et al., 2010; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014).  

The explication of the possible team leadership configurations in the 

literature has tended to create conceptual-definitional confusion (see Bolden, 

2011, for a review). One manifestation of this conceptual-definitional confusion 

is the conflation of terminology. For example, Bolden’s (2011) review suggests 

that shared leadership and distributed leadership refer to the same 

phenomenon, with shared leadership being US-centric and the preferred term 

in nursing and medicine and distributed leadership, being UK-centric and the 

term of choice in the business and the social science disciplines. As another 

example, researchers have used collective leadership to refer to the team 

leadership provided by the constellation of vertical and external team leaders 

(e.g. Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016) and also as an umbrella term to refer to both 

shared and distributed leadership (Contractor et al., 2012; Paunova, 2015). 

Studies (e.g., Denis et al., 2012; Eva et al., 2019; Shuffler et al., 2012; Yammarino 

et al., 2012) have attempted to integrate both theoretical and empirical 

contributions on the theme of collectivistic leadership, a preferred umbrella 

term used to refer to both shared and distributed forms of leadership 

(Yammarino et al., 2012). Yammarino et al. (2012: 382) defined collectivistic 

leadership as a phenomenon that “involves multiple individuals assuming (and 

perhaps divesting themselves) of leadership roles over time in both formal and 
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informal relationships”. After Friedrich and colleagues’ (Friedrich et al., 2009, 

2016), collective leadership is understood here to refer to the team leadership 

provided by the coalition of vertical and external team leaders.  

Eva et al. (2019) identified and integrated five perspectives on 

collectivistic leadership: person-centred, social network, socio-relational, socio-

material, and institutional. The person-centred perspective reflects a focus on 

the role of the vertical or external team leader (i.e., collective leadership) in 

distributing leadership in the team. The social network and socio-relational 

perspectives, although presented by Eva et al. (2019) as separate perspectives, 

reflect the social network approach discussed above; social networks are 

necessarily relational (Nicolaides et al., 2014). The socio-material and 

institutional perspectives reflect the influence of context and, therefore, are not 

theoretical perspectives in the truest sense. Eva et al. (2019) categorise 

perspective-driven interventions for collectivistic leadership development 

across two axes (context-centric vs. consultant-centric; normative vs. critical), 

which, reflect the role of context, broadly defined (Johns, 2006; Porter & 

McLaughlin, 2006). 

Denis et al. (2012) provided a comprehensive scoping study of research 

on collectivistic leadership. Denis et al. (2012) identified four streams of 

collectivistic leadership research in their review, preferring to use the phrase 

“leadership in the plural” in order to avoid having to use any of the existing 

labels that have been the source of much confusion. The four streams of 

collectivistic leadership research that Denis et al. (2012) scoped are: “sharing 

leadership for team effectiveness”, “pooling leadership at the top to direct 

others”, “spreading leadership across levels and over time”, and “producing 

leadership through interactions”. According to Denis et al. (2012), the “sharing 

leadership” research stream emphasises mutual leadership influence within 

work teams.  
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The “pooling leadership” stream of research focuses on leadership 

provided by constellations of external team leaders, and emphasises role 

differentiation, specialisation and complementarity in the external leadership 

coalition (Denis et al., 2012). The “spreading leadership” research stream 

focuses on the distribution of leadership across hierarchical levels and 

organisational boundaries (Denis et al., 2012). The final stream of research 

identified by Denis et al. (2012), the “producing leadership” stream, views 

leadership as an emergent property of relations, a product of team interactions 

(i.e., as situated activity), as an emergent state of the team. Denis et al. (2012) 

note that the four streams of collectivistic leadership research are not mutually 

exclusive, and recommended cross-fertilisation among them.  

The “pooling leadership” stream of research is associated with the 

collaborative leadership of work teams by a constellation of external team 

leaders (Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016). The “spreading leadership” stream of 

research is represented by studies of leadership in interprofessional, inter-

organisational public service contexts like health and social care (Fitzgerald et 

al., 2013; Nzinga et al., 2018; White et al., 2014, 2016).  

The “sharing leadership” and “producing leadership” streams of 

research are closely associated with shared leadership, the focus of the present 

research. These streams of research emphasise mutuality and recognise the 

importance of structure (Gibb, 1950; Hackman, 1987; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; 

Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008; Pearce, 2004), and view leadership as 

a system of practice that shapes and is shaped by work team interactions 

(Alvesson, 2003; Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011;  Pearce & Conger, 2003; Uhl-Bien, 

2006; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). For 

professional, knowledge-based work teams, power, authority, and expertise 

may already be dispersed (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003;  Pearce, 2004) and, so, the 

concern may not be one of pluralising leadership but, rather, mobilising the 

coalition of plural leaders that already exist (i.e., channelling pluralism) in order 
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to achieve coherence towards the achievement of work team effectiveness 

(Denis et al., 2012; Friedrich et al., 2009). Below, I draw on the functional 

leadership and social network perspectives and the integration studies to 

conceptualise shared leadership in intra-organisational work teams. 

2.3 Conceptualisation of Shared Leadership in Work Teams 

The focus of the present research is on shared leadership in intra-

organisational work teams. Shared leadership is defined in this research as the 

process and emergent property of a work team whereby the vertical and 

emergent leaders recognise, coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous acts 

of leadership in the work team through reciprocal influence. Thus, leadership 

interdependence (manifested through reciprocity) and coordination (manifested 

through synergy) are central and defining attributes of shared leadership 

(Carson et al., 2007; Pearce, 2004; Pearce et al., 2008).  

This research also adopts a social network approach. I conceptualise 

shared leadership as a socio-relational and phenomenological construct 

(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Day et al., 2014; Eva et al., 2019). This approach 

recognises that shared leadership is embedded in the patterns of interactions 

among work team members. Shared leadership entails not just the distribution 

of leadership functions in a work team but also the existence of patterns of 

reciprocal leadership influence that are shaped by existing, ongoing 

relationships (Cullen-Lester & Yammarino, 2016; Mathieu & Taylor, 2006; 

Morgeson et al., 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007; D. Wang et al., 2014; Yammarino et 

al., 2012). thus, shared leadership is an emergent property of a work team 

(Denis et al., 2012; Mehra et al., 2006; Zhu et al., 2018). Table 2.2 compares 

shared leadership with other leadership concepts at the work team level. 
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Shared leadership is a practically viable target of workplace team 

interventions to foster concertive action, as it is referenced to team effectiveness. 

Many previous studies have devoted attention to establishing the substantive 

utility of shared leadership in work teams, especially relative to vertical 

leadership. Indeed, according to Denis et al.'s (2012) review, studies in the 

“sharing leadership” stream have tended to be quantitative and cross-sectional, 

focused on establishing the utility of shared leadership in predicting team 

performance and other attitudinal outcomes. Four recent meta-analyses provide 

support for the substantive utility of shared leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 

2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020).  

The present research straddles the “sharing leadership” and “producing 

leadership” streams of collectivistic leadership research scoped out by Denis et 

al. (2012). It is also cross-sectional in nature. This is because of an inability to 

secure access for a longitudinal study (see Chapter 3). Thus, the 

conceptualisation of shared in the present research static, and it is represented 

by the leadership network structure depicted in panel “d” of Figure 2.1 above. 

This shared leadership structure is both an appropriate theoretical construct 

and a practically viable target of workplace interventions designed to foster 

conjoint agency (Carson et al., 2007; Mehra et al., 2006). As discussed earlier, the 

design of a sociometric study (i.e., cross-sectional vs. longitudinal) can affect the 

accuracy of the leadership network sociograms obtained (DeRue, 2011). 

Therefore, the static conceptualisation of shared leadership in this research 

incurs the risk that some or all of the leadership network structures in the 

quantitative study (see Chapters 4 and 5) that are classified as shared may in 

fact be distributed.  

In part, to address this possibility of empirically confounding shared and 

distributed internal team leadership structures in the quantitative study, the 

qualitative study component of what is a multilevel mixed methods research 
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design sought information from external team leaders with which to 

characterise the interplay across time between vertical and emergent leadership 

within the work teams they exercise oversight over (see Chapters 6 and 7). 

Because the focus of this research is on the internal leadership of the work team 

by the vertical and emergent leaders, the external leadership of the work team 

constitutes a contextual factor (see Table 2.1; Morgeson et al., 2010). As it 

happened, the qualitative study findings showed that the internal team 

leadership sociograms in the quantitative study that were classified as shared 

were, in fact, distributed (see Chapters 7 and 8). I discuss this point later as an 

advantage of the multilevel mixed methods research design implemented, but 

now, I discuss the measurement of shared leadership. 

 

2.4 Operationalisation of Shared Leadership in Work Teams  

The way that a construct is operationalised needs to be in close keeping 

with the way that it is conceptualised; this is important for construct, predictive, 

and criterion-related validity purposes (Aguinis & Edwards, 2014). Meta-

analytic studies show that two main approaches have been used in the 

measurement of shared leadership, namely the consensus model, and SNA 

approach (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014). 

The consensus model approach uses an aggregated referent-shift (i.e., team 

referent) measure based on leadership behaviour questionnaire (Chan, 1998). In 

this approach, individuals respond to items from a traditional leadership 

questionnaire (e.g. the multifactor leadership questionnaire for 

transformational, transactional, and empowering leadership styles) or 

functional leadership behaviour questionnaire (e.g. using the framework by 

Morgeson et al., 2010), with item wordings changed to reflect a team referent 

(i.e., ‘my/our team’; referent-shift approach), rather than a person-centred 

referent (i.e., ‘my supervisor’; Chan, 1998; Nicolaides et al., 2014). The team 

member responses are then subsequently aggregated, subject to satisfactory 



   
 

31 
 

interrater reliability and agreement coefficients, to form the team-level variable 

(Chan, 1998). 

Previous research present mixed findings on the predictive validities of 

referent-shift consensus measures relative to direct consensus measures (Klein 

et al., 2001; Wallace et al., 2016; D. Wang et al., 2014). However, there is 

consistent evidence to suggest that relationships are stronger if independent 

and outcome variables are composed using the same referent and at the same 

level of analysis than otherwise (Klein et al., 2001; Wallace et al., 2016). 

Most of the shared leadership studies adopting the consensus model 

approach have investigated a specific leadership function or style (D’Innocenzo 

et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018), with a few 

studies investigating multiple leadership functions or styles (Drescher et al., 

2014; Hiller et al., 2006; Hoch, 2013; Pearce & Sims, 2002). Empirical studies 

using aggregate referent-shift measures have demonstrated the substantive 

utility of shared leadership, both as an input to and outcome of team processes 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014). However, 

aggregate referent-shift measures of shared leadership have their limitations. 

They capture only the overall amount of leadership in the team and are unable 

to inform on the distribution and structural patterning of leadership relations 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2018).  

Going by the conceptualisation of shared leadership in this research, 

aggregate referent-shift measures of shared leadership lack construct validity. 

Similarly, the appropriateness of the measures based on leadership behavioural 

styles, with theoretical foundations deeply rooted in hierarchical systems of 

leadership has also been questioned (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Research 

suggests that, being a socio-relational phenomenon, shared leadership is best 

measured using the SNA approach (Denis et al., 2012; DeRue, 2011; D. Wang et 

al., 2014). Supporting this position, the results of meta-analytic studies show 

that SNA measures of shared leadership yield consistently higher validities 
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when compared to aggregate referent-shift measures (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). 

The SNA approach has gained much popularity recently (Balkundi & 

Harrison, 2006; Carson et al., 2007; Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016; Mehra et al., 

2006; White et al., 2016). The two basic concepts in the SNA approach to the 

measurement of shared leadership are the structure of the network and the 

number of dyadic ties (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Contractor et al., 2012). In 

the context of team leadership networks, the structure of the network refers to 

the distribution of leadership in the team, and the dyadic ties refer to the 

amount of leadership in the team (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Leadership ties are 

conceptualised as instrumental ties in the network, that is, as pathways of 

work-related advice (Ibarra, 1993). Work-related advice here refers to the 

exchange of information resources or knowledge that is relevant to an 

individual’s job performance (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006).  

The SNA approach to the measurement of shared leadership uses the 

roster method which is used to elicit information about the leadership structure 

of and dyadic leadership ties in a network (Contractor et al., 2012; Mehra et al., 

2006). The use of the roster method can follow one of two approaches. In the 

first approach, every team member is asked to rate each of her/his peers on the 

degree to which she/he has been a source of (i.e., relied on for) leadership to the 

team. This information elicitation approach is consistent with the 

conceptualisation of leadership as a phenomenological construct, that is, a 

leader is one who is perceived as such by his or her peers based on their own 

native theories of leadership (Carson et al., 2007; Mehra et al., 2006). The second 

approach to information elicitation in the roster method is the role approach 

(Contractor et al., 2012). In this approach, the same leadership 

nominations/ratings are elicited but for each of a set of key leadership functions 

or roles as informed by a particular functional leadership paradigm (e.g. 

planning and organising, problem-solving, support and consideration, and 
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developing and mentoring – Hiller et al., 2006). In cross-sectional research 

designs, such as in the present research, the roster method is implemented 

during a one time period only. 

The use of the roster method yields data with which to describe the 

structural patterning of leadership relations in the whole team network 

(Contractor et al., 2012). Using the data elicited with the roster method, network 

indices can be computed to answer different questions about forms of shared 

leadership and test various hypotheses about the structural tendencies of team 

leadership networks (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Contractor et al., 2006;  

Contractor et al., 2012). The two SNA network metrics that are commonly used 

to describe the structure of a team leadership network are centralisation and 

density (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006;  Contractor et al., 2006).  

Centralisation shows the spread of leadership in the team network; low 

centralisation (i.e., decentralisation) occurs when leadership influence is fairly 

dispersed among all members of a team. The relevant measure of centralisation 

at the team leadership network level is in-degree centralisation (Contractor et 

al., 2012). A high in-degree network centralisation suggests that one or a few 

team members are identified as leaders across roles and time periods 

(Contractor et al., 2012). A low in-degree centralisation implies that there is no 

one clear leader in the team (Contractor et al., 2012), although this does not 

provide sufficient proof of the distribution of leadership within the team. This is 

because an absence of leadership in a team will also result in low centralisation 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Mehra et al., 2006).  

The second commonly used network SNA metric, density, shows the 

amount of leadership in the team network, and is computed as the proportion 

of actual to potential leadership ties in a network (Carson et al., 2007; 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Network density is an aggregate measure, in the 

sense that it takes no account the structural patterning of the leadership 

relations (i.e., forms of leadership) in the team leadership network (Contractor 
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et al., 2012; Mayo et al., 2003). A range of additional network SNA indices are 

available with the role approach (Contractor et al., 2012); these include diversity 

indices, such as entropy and the Blau index. However, the role approach is very 

cumbersome to undertake and may not be a practically feasible option for many 

research studies (Contractor et al., 2012); and it was not a feasible option for the 

present research. 

In addition to the network-level indices discussed above, there are SNA 

metrics for characterising dyadic and extra-dyadic leadership relations 

(Contractor et al., 2012;  Contractor et al., 2006). However, crucially, in keeping 

with its conceptualisation, the measurement of shared leadership requires a 

focus on both the structure of the leadership network (i.e., centralisation) and 

the intensity of leadership relationships (i.e., density; Contractor et al., 2012). 

Yet, despite repeated calls for this (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Mayo et al., 2003; 

Zhu et al., 2018), most SNA-based studies of work teams have used density 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Sparrowe et al., 2001; Z. Zhang et al., 2012; W. Zhou et 

al., 2017) and a few studies have used concentration (Mehra et al., 2006; Small & 

Rentsch, 2011). There is a paucity of empirical studies of shared leadership in 

work teams that have included SNA metrics that capture both centralisation 

and density (Mendez et al., 2015; White et al., 2014, 2016). 

 

2.5 Research Gap and Contribution 

Despite considerable progress in the conceptualisation of shared 

leadership in teams, a series of critical reviews still point to important issues 

needing the attention of future research. Key among the criticisms of the shared 

leadership literature is a lack of understanding about how shared leadership 

emerges, how it is enacted and the boundary conditions for when it is effective, 

ineffective or inappropriate (Shuffler et al., 2012; Yammarino et al., 2012; Zhu et 

al., 2018). Boundary conditions for the antecedents and outcomes of shared 

leadership relate to questions of who, where and when; they are the contextual 
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factors that set the boundaries of generalisability (i.e., range) for the 

nomological network of shared leadership (Johns, 2006; Porter & McLaughlin, 

2006; Whetten, 1989).    

The literature on shared leadership in work teams, and indeed on 

leadership in general, is Western-centric (Bolden, 2011). Contingency theories of 

leadership suggest that the viability and effectiveness of leadership is context-

dependent (DeRue, 2011). Previous research suggests that Western perspectives 

and instruments often fail to account for the perspectives and practices of 

leadership in non-Western contexts (Xiaojun Zhang et al., 2012). One context in 

which there is little known and written about shared leadership is the sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA) context. Research suggests that the SSA presents 

contextual peculiarities not encountered in Western contexts (Barnard et al., 

2017; de Sardan, 2008; George et al., 2016; Iwowo, 2015; Kuada, 2010). 

 

2.5.1 The African Conundrum  

Businesses in SSA are faced with many challenges. However, the greatest 

challenge to SSA businesses is posed by the absence of or underdeveloped 

institutions. Institutions are understood to be the formal rules, norms and 

frameworks that both enable and constrain purposive social action (North, 

1991). Institutional theory posits that organisations conform to the formal rules, 

norms and frameworks in order to gain support and legitimacy (DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1991). In economics, institutions are the laws, regulations, 

norms, specialised intermediaries and critical infrastructure systems (e.g., 

transportation, energy, communications, health, water and sanitation) that 

support the operation of markets (Khanna & Palepu, 2010; North, 1991). These 

institutions reduce uncertainty, information and transaction costs in business 

(North, 1991). In Western contexts, these market-supporting institutions exist, 

are stable and almost taken-for-granted. The term institutional voids is used to 
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refer to the situation where market-supporting institutions are absent or less 

developed (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016; Khanna & Palepu, 2010).  

The SSA context is characterised by institutional voids (Barnard et al., 

2017; George et al., 2016). These institutional voids mean that market regulation, 

transparency/accounting standards and intellectual property rights in SSA are 

weak and unreliable. Therefore, SSA businesses have to prioritise informal 

governance modes and organisational designs in order to afford them the 

strategic flexibility to be able to constantly learn to navigate the institutional 

voids while at the same time also promoting managerial capacity, leadership, 

and ethical values (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). In prioritising 

strategic flexibility, many SSA businesses are forced to remain in start-up (or 

entrepreneurial) mode throughout their lives (Barnard et al., 2017). Operating in 

an entrepreneurial mode allows SSA businesses to be creative, improvise and 

employ “any means necessary” to service corporate goals; and, the available 

research evidence suggests that many SSA businesses that remain in start-up 

mode are able to thrive and grow (Barnard et al., 2017). However, because of 

this, corporate governance is also weak within SSA contexts, and this makes 

SSA businesses less able to fend off direct socio-political influence (Puplampu, 

2010).     

The institutional voids in SSA and the increased informality of SSA 

businesses create extreme conditions for the operation of markets (Barnard et 

al., 2017). Yet, there is a paucity of research that examines how SSA businesses 

navigate institutional voids, leading to recent calls for researchers to adopt SSA 

businesses as laboratories for challenging, refining and extending existing 

leadership and management theories, as well as for developing new theories 

(Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). For example, (Barnard et al., 2017) 

argued that, in order to advance institutional theory, researchers need to 

identify new informal institutional mechanisms within the SSA context and 

their effect on firm behaviour. This perspective recognises the role of active 
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agency in organisation-environment relations and the viability of a variety of 

strategic responses to institutional processes (Oliver, 1991). In relation to 

leadership research, institutions have been studied mainly as an omnibus 

context of leadership (i.e., the where? dimension of context), with studies either 

drawing from the empirical findings of national cultural dimensions studies 

(e.g., Hofstede, 1993; House et al., 2004) or from institutional theory (Oc, 2018).    

On the specific subject of leadership research in SSA, Nzinga et al. (2018), for 

example, argued that the SSA context constrains the way in which leadership is 

practised, and this has implications for the conceptualisation of leadership as 

well as for leadership development. However, there is a paucity of research that 

examines the contextualisation of leadership within a SSA context (Bolden & 

Kirk, 2009; de Herdt & de Sardan, 2015; Iwowo, 2015; Puplampu, 2010).  

 

2.5.2 Leadership Research in Africa 

Cross-cultural investigations into leadership and management, such as 

the GLOBE Project (House et al., 2004) and Hofstede’s (Hofstede, 1993) cultural 

dimensions study, provide some insight into how countries of the world 

compare on key cultural dimensions. Armed with knowledge of the similarities 

and differences in cultural practices between countries, global managers are 

expected to be able to make better decisions and have effective cross-cultural 

communications (Hofstede, 1993; House et al., 2004). For example, according to 

Hofstede's (1993)  study, Ghanaian cultural context is characterised by high 

power distance, low individualism, moderate to high uncertainty avoidance, 

masculinity and low long term orientation. These scores are also the norm for 

the wider SSA context. There is some support for these cultural dimensions.   

Existing literature on SSA leadership and management point to 

significant divergences between practices and the mostly western-styled norms 

(de Sardan, 2008; Kuada, 2010; Puplampu, 2010), including especially 

neopatrimonialism (i.e., where clear distinctions between public and private 
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property are not reflected in actual practice) and clientelism (i.e., widespread 

civil service recruitments based on allegiances and family ties rather than merit-

based transparent procedures). Neopatrimonialism and clientelism are 

associated with high collectivism. Irrespective of the source (i.e., wisdom, old 

age, status, hierarchy), leadership, power and authority are inseparable in 

traditional African society (Puplampu, 2010). Opportunities to participate in 

leadership and management are greatly shaped by age and gender, with older 

people and males having more opportunities to participate than younger 

people and females (Kuada, 2010). Power and authority in the workplace are 

used to further self-interests rather than to influence cooperatively linked goals 

(Kuada, 2010). However, the cross-cultural studies of leadership suggest that, 

although the mean levels of the cultural dimensions differ across national 

cultures, the correlates of leadership behaviour and team effectiveness are 

similar across national cultures (House et al., 2004; Liden & Antonakis, 2009).  

These cross-cultural studies of leadership have received strong 

criticisms. First, they use Western frames to investigate leadership and 

management in SSA (de Sardan, 2008). Second, the dominant methodological 

and empirical paradigms used in research in African leadership and 

management reductionist in nature (Bolden & Kirk, 2009; de Herdt & de 

Sardan, 2015; de Sardan, 2008). For example, the GLOBE (House et al., 2004) 

and Hofstede (Hofstede, 1993) studies reduce the study of leadership and 

management across cultures to a comparison of cultural value indices.. This has 

led to calls for more contextualisation in African leadership scholarship, for 

studies to consider the broader implications of leadership practices in the 

African context  (Bolden & Kirk, 2009; de Herdt & de Sardan, 2015). This has the 

potential to yield useful insights for leadership research in general. For 

example, research on kinship and friendship networks has shown how these 

networks can fundamentally distort relations and compromise efforts by the 

leadership to achieve team and organisational goals (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). 
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Research on informal leadership emergence suggests that in situations such as 

those described above for SSA, the relationships between formal and informal 

team leaders become even more crucial for team effectiveness (Balkundi & 

Kilduff, 2006).  

On the specific issue of power in leadership relations, one of the main 

criticisms of previous research on shared leadership in teams is the tendency for 

studies to downplay the role of power in  leadership relations, often presenting 

very idealised accounts (Denis et al., 2012; J. K. Fletcher, 2004). In their review of 

research on plural leadership, within the research streams of sharing leadership 

and producing leadership, Denis et al. (2012) highlight a need for studies to 

address the issue of asymmetrical power relations in understanding mutual 

leadership and also the impact of sharing leadership on the role and practices of 

the vertical leader.   

There is a paucity of empirical research on how and why leadership 

happens in Africa (Iwowo, 2015), and studies of shared leadership in work 

teams are lacking. In the Ghanaian context, an overwhelming majority of 

leadership studies is focused on educational settings and is cast firmly within 

the traditional, heroic leadership perspective (Hale & Fields, 2007; Kumako & 

Asumeng, 2013; Masakure, 2012; Owusu-Bempah et al., 2014; Puni, Ofei, & 

Okoe, 2014). For example, Owusu-Bempah and colleagues (Owusu-Bempah, 

2012; Owusu-Bempah et al., 2014) investigated the generalisability of attributes 

of authentic leadership across organizational contexts in Ghana and New 

Zealand. Hale and Fields (2007) studied followers’ experiences of three 

dimensions of servant leadership (leader service, leader humility, and leader 

vision) in work settings in Ghana and the US and the effects of these 

dimensions on followers’ assessments of leadership effectiveness. Kumako and 

Asumeng (2013) examined the moderator effects of transformational leadership 

on the relationship between psychological safety and learning behaviour in 

teams. Puni et al. (2014) examined the effects of three vertical leadership styles 
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(i.e., autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership) on the financial 

performance of Ghanaian banks.  

A notable exception is the study by Masakure (2012), which empirically 

tested Lazear’s (2012) theory that leaders emerge by acquiring a wide range of 

publicly demonstrable skills. Nonetheless, studies that examine the role of 

shared leadership are lacking. There is a gap in our collective knowledge about 

the viability and nomological network of shared leadership within SSA 

contexts. A study of the nomological network of shared leadership within a SSA 

context, like Ghana, will advance the literature by answering the call for more 

research to better understand how shared leadership in work teams is enacted 

in practice and the boundary conditions for its differential effectiveness 

(Yammarino et al., 2012; Zhu et al., 2018).  

 

2.5.3 Research Contribution  

Team-based organising may be a potential solution to the problem 

maintaining strategic flexibility and an entrepreneurial orientation in SSA 

businesses. The sharing of leadership influence in work teams increases the 

resources available to the team to fill any leadership voids and to forecast and 

effectively address the extreme conditions that they may face (Balkundi & 

Kilduff, 2006; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007). Specifically, I propose, and 

examine using multilevel mixed methods research into financial services work 

teams in Ghana, the role of shared leadership in work teams as a mechanism by 

which SSA businesses can successfully navigate the institutional voids they face 

and achieve corporate effectiveness.  

My mixed methods research into shared leadership in Ghanaian 

financial services work teams responds to the need for research to clarify the 

boundary conditions for shared leadership and to explore the broader 

implications of leadership practices in the SSA context (de Sardan, 2008; Iwowo, 

2015; Nzinga et al., 2018). In responding to the call for research to understand 
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how shared leadership in teams is enacted in practice and the boundary 

conditions for its differential effectiveness (Yammarino et al., 2012), my mixed 

methods research into shared leadership in work teams within a SSA context, 

with extreme conditions, may provide a good test of the substantive utility of 

the construct.  

The financial services subsector in Ghana provides an interesting context 

in which to study shared leadership. Despite decades of regulatory reforms that 

have resulted in a significant increase in financial intermediation, the GDP 

contribution of the financial sector has been low and on a steady decline, as has 

been the amount of loanable funds/credit (Acheampong, 2013; Adams & 

Agbemade, 2012; Mawuli Akpandjar et al., 2013). This signals a need for 

innovation in the financial services subsector in Ghana (Geiger et al., 2019). 

Therefore, insights into how to improve the innovativeness of financial 

institutions in Ghana, as might potentially result from the current research, 

should prove instructive.  

Methodologically, my research adds to the small number of field studies 

heeding the call to adopt a social network approach to shared leadership 

(Mehra et al., 2006; Mendez et al., 2015; Small & Rentsch, 2011; Sparrowe et al., 

2001; White et al., 2014, 2016; Z. Zhang et al., 2012; W. Zhou et al., 2017), and to 

the even smaller number that use SNA metrics that take account of the structure 

of the leadership network as well as the intensity and direction of dyadic 

leadership relations (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Mayo et al., 2003; Mendez et al., 

2015; White et al., 2014, 2016). Specifically, I operationalised shared leadership 

using network reciprocity. In the next section, I present and discuss an 

integrative theoretical framework that links shared leadership to proximal 

antecedents and outcomes.  
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2.6 Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

In this section, I present and discuss an integrative framework for shared 

leadership, which underpins the field studies undertaken for this research. 

Figure 2.2 shows the integrative framework for shared leadership. The 

framework connects shared leadership to its key antecedents and proximal 

team outcomes. The framework has a central focus on shared leadership, as this 

is a practically viable target of workplace team interventions; this is consistent 

with the overall purpose of the present research, to examine the presence of and 

nomological network for shared leadership in financial service work teams in 

Ghana. Thus, the theoretical and empirical effort is directed specifically at 

understanding the antecedents and consequences of shared leadership in work 

teams. 

The team outcomes included in the theoretical framework (right of 

Figure 2.2) – team resilience and team innovation – are indicators of team 

effectiveness (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Bell & Marentette, 2011; Mathieu et 

al., 2008). Team innovation refers to the suite of collective work team 

behaviours focused on the generation, development and implementation of 

creative ideas (Janssen, 2000). Team resilience refers to a work team’s capacity 

to continually adapt and flourish, even when faced with significant adversity 

(Kuntz, Naswall, & Malinen, 2016: 460).   

The internal team factors included in Figure 2.2 as substantive 

antecedents of shared leadership – namely, vertical leadership, internal team 

environment, and team psychological empowerment – were identified through 

a critical review of the leadership literature (Buchanan et al., 2007; Carson et al., 

2007; Hoch, 2013; Shuffler et al., 2012; Yammarino et al., 2012). Vertical 

leadership refers to the team leadership provided by a vertical leader. While it 

is recognised that some vertical leadership behaviours are maladaptive, the 

focus in this research is on positive vertical leadership behaviours; that is, 

vertical leadership behaviours that are adaptive for team effectiveness  
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(Morgeson et al., 2010). The internal team environment construct reflects the 

combined effects of team members’ perceptions of shared purpose, 

interpersonal support and voice (Carson et al., 2007). Team psychological 

empowerment refers to work team members shared beliefs about their 

collective efficacy, the meaningfulness of team tasks, independence of action, 

and the importance of team outputs to the organisation (Kirkman & Rosen, 

1999).  

Context is defined in this research, after Johns (2006), as the “situational 

opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of [team] 

behaviour as well as functional relationships between variables” (p.386). The 

contextual factors in the theoretical framework (top of Figure 2.2) encompass 

elements of the team’s discrete context – that is, task and social context – as well 

as other broader contextual factors (i.e., omnibus context); these have been 

investigated in many previous studies on work team effectiveness (N. R. 

Anderson et al., 2014; Hülsheger et al., 2009; Johns, 2006; Porter & McLaughlin, 

2006; Rosing et al., 2011).  

The internal team factors (left of Figure 2.2) influence team innovation 

and team resilience indirectly, acting through shared leadership. The contextual 

factors (top of Figure 2.2) function as moderators of these substantive 

relationships. In the subsections that follow, I discuss the theoretical and 

empirical bases for the hypotheses I put forward about the relationships of each 

of the internal team factors with team innovation and team resilience, acting 

through shared leadership. These internal team factors have been shown in 

previous research to be the most predictive of shared leadership in teams 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 

2020; Yammarino et al., 2012). Thus, the hypotheses I put forward were all 

already tenable based on previous research; testing them for corroboration will 

be the focus of the quantitative study (see Chapters 3, 4 and 5).  
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The mediational hypotheses put forward below connecting the three 

internal team factors with shared leadership (as mediator), team innovation and 

team resilience are also not the only hypotheses that are tenable. For example, 

vertical leadership can lead to internal team environment and team 

psychological empowerment (Hoch, 2013; Craig L. Pearce & Sims, 2002; 

Xiaomeng Zhang & Bartol, 2010), and internal team environment can lead to 

team psychological empowerment (Carson et al., 2007). Team resilience can also 

positively influence team innovation in future performance episodes (Bell & 

Marentette, 2011). The hypotheses focus on the proximal internal team 

determinants and team effectiveness outcomes of shared leadership. The 

hypotheses put forward are tested for corroboration in a quantitative study (see 

Chapters 3, 4 and 5); those analyses included controls for specific contextual 

factors – namely, team size and demographic diversity (i.e., age, gender, 

education, and tenure diversity).  

The qualitative study (see Chapters 3, 6 and 7) which was conducted in 

parallel with the quantitative study, in a multilevel mixed methods research 

design, provided a broader examination of how the contextual factors (omnibus 

and discrete context; top of Figure 2.2) shape the internal team factors, shared 

leadership and team effectiveness. This will open up the possibility to uncover 

other internal team determinants of shared leadership, and mediators or 

moderators of the shared leadership–team effectiveness relationships not 

included in Figure 2.2. An examination of these broader relationships in the 

nomological network of shared leadership has been called for by previous 

leadership research  (Cullen-Lester & Yammarino, 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; 

Shuffler et al., 2012).  

Below, I formulate a series of testable hypotheses about the relationships 

of the internal team factors with shared leadership, team innovation and team 

resilience.   
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Figure 2.2: Integrative Framework for Shared Leadership 

 

 

2.6.1 Team Effectiveness 

Because shared leadership is by definition referenced to team 

effectiveness, indicators of team effectiveness have been the dominant outcomes 

of shared leadership examined by previous research (Contractor et al., 2012; 

Denis et al., 2012). The effectiveness of a team takes a more integrated context in 

determining not only whether and to what extent the team performed, but also 

how the team cooperated to accomplish the team goals (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 

2005). The notion of team effectiveness, thus, has two dimensions – team 

viability and team performance (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Salas et al., 2005).  

Team viability has been variously conceptualised in the extant literature 

and this has created construct confusion and raised questions about its 

substantive validity (Bell & Marentette, 2011; Mathieu et al., 2008). For example, 

according to Balkundi and Harrison (2006), team viability encompasses both the 

satisfaction of teammates with their team membership and their intent to 

maintain team membership. Indicators of team viability based on this definition 

include team satisfaction, team climate, team commitment, and team cohesion 

(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). Building on this, several studies have examined the 
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influence of shared leadership on team satisfaction, as an index of team 

viability, with mixed findings of support for the relationship (Carson et al., 

2007; Mehra et al., 2006; Serban & Roberts, 2016; Wood & Fields, 2007).  

Mathieu, Kukenberger, D’Innocenzo and Reilly’s (2015) study found a 

positive effect of shared leadership on team cohesion. Meta-analytic studies 

examining the shared leadership–team viability relationship, while supportive, 

combine affective outcomes and behavioural processes and emergent states as 

indicators of team viability  (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; D. Wang et al., 2014; 

Wu et al., 2020). These meta-analyses did not find any significant differences in 

the validities of affective outcomes relative to behavioural process and 

emergent state indicators (D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020).   

Studies have responded to the construct confusion surrounding team 

viability by undertaking some vital construct clean-up work; of particular note 

is the study by Bell and Marentette (2011). Bell and Marentette (2011: 276) 

(re)defined team viability and clarified its relationship with correlates such as 

team satisfaction and team cohesion. They defined team viability as a team’s 

“capacity for the sustainability and growth required for success in future 

performance episodes”. This is the definition adopted in this research. Going by 

this definition, team satisfaction and team cohesion are both indicators of a 

team’s viability but neither speaks to a work team’s capability or resource 

endowments for future performance (Bell & Marentette, 2011). Therefore, team 

satisfaction and team cohesion both underrepresent a team’s viability (Bell & 

Marentette, 2011).  

For the present research, the focus is on formally constituted ongoing 

(i.e., permanent) financial services work teams in the action phase of their life 

cycle. Given that the social network approach is time consuming and 

cumbersome, and given that indicators of team viability and team performance 

are intercorrelated, I decided to include only one indicator each of team 

viability and team performance; this keeps the burden of data elicitation using 
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the roster method manageable and avoids potential issues of multicollinearity. 

The indicator of team viability selected for this research is team resilience. Team 

resilience is defined as “the capacity [of a team] to utilise resources in order to 

continually adapt and flourish, even when faced with adversity” (Kuntz, 

Naswall, & Malinen, 2016: 460). Team resilience is, thus, a situational variable – 

that is, it is a developable, state-like capacity (Bowers et al., 2017; Hartmann et 

al., 2019).  

Team resilience is an appropriate indicator of team viability in this 

research for three reasons. First, conceptually, it is a team-level phenomenon 

and captures the essence of team viability as a theoretical construct (Bell & 

Marentette, 2011; Bowers et al., 2017; Hartmann et al., 2019). Second, team 

resilience is an appropriate indicator of team viability for the performance 

environment of financial services work teams in Ghana. As discussed earlier, 

SSA businesses have to constantly learn to navigate institutional voids and, 

because of this, usually prioritise strategic flexibility in order to cope and 

compete (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). Under such conditions, team 

resilience provides timely information about the preparedness of work teams 

for future performance episodes. Finally, there is a paucity of leadership 

research that examine workplace resilience as a team-level phenomenon 

(Hartmann et al., 2019; King et al., 2016; Stoverink et al., 2020). 

Team performance refers to how well a team meets or exceeds its goals, 

objectives and targets (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006). Indicators of team 

performance can vary markedly based on whether the focus is on the 

performance behaviours per se or on the outcomes of those behaviours. Team 

performance behaviours are defined as actions that are relevant to the 

accomplishment of work team goals (Mathieu et al., 2008). Indicators of team 

performance behaviours include, for example, team learning, team task 

performance and team innovation. Previous research shows that shared 
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leadership predicts team performance behaviours, including team learning (Liu 

et al., 2014) and team innovation (Hoch, 2013).    

Indicators of team performance outcomes, on the other hand, include 

such measures as team sales, team revenue, and employee growth. Several 

shared leadership studies have used team performance outcomes as criterion 

variables. For example, Ensley, Hmieleski and Pearce (2006) found that shared 

leadership accounts for a significant amount of variance in new venture 

performance (indexed via revenue growth and employee growth) above and 

beyond that which was explained by vertical leadership and the control 

variables in their study. Mehra et al. (2006) found no support for their central 

hypothesis that teams with a shared (versus vertical) leadership structure will 

exhibit higher team performance, indexed via team sales.  

Besides the studies that used the performance behaviour and outcome 

operationalisations of team performance discussed above, other shared 

leadership studies have used composite measures of team performance. Some 

of the studies using composite team performance measures have reported 

significant effects of shared leadership on team performance (Carson et al., 

2007; Daspit et al., 2013; Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014) and  others have found no 

support for such a relationship (Serban & Roberts, 2016). As it is clear from the 

foregoing, across the different operationalisations of team performance (i.e., 

behaviours, outcomes, composite measures), studies have reported mixed 

results for the shared leadership–team performance relationship. However, four 

recent meta-analyses (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang 

et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020) provide substantive support for a significant 

positive effect of shared leadership on team performance.  

The meta-analyses by Nicolaides et al. (2014) and Wang et al. (2014) 

found that subjective performance indices (i.e., ratings of performance 

behaviours or composite measures) yielded higher validities, than did objective 

performance indices (i.e., performance outcomes), for the shared leadership–
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team performance relationship. Objective performance indices are affected by 

other factors which are beyond the control of the work team and because of 

this, their relationship to the team’s performance behaviours is indirect and 

tenuous. This contamination of objective performance indices results in an 

attenuation of the strength of the shared leadership–team performance 

relationship (Nicolaides et al., 2014). However, the meta-analysis by 

D’Innocenzo et al. (2016) did not find any differential effects for subjective and 

objective team performance indices. Wu et al. (2020) did not test for the 

moderating effect of type of team performance index in their meta-analysis. 

Thus, on balance, the empirical evidence would seem to suggest that, 

controlling for method biases (D. Wang et al., 2014), subjective performance 

indices are preferable; but the problem of choice of team performance index is 

more complicated than this.  

Performance is context specific. Therefore, team performance metrics 

need to be carefully defined in order to be relevant to teams and their nesting 

organisations (Mathieu et al., 2008). Team performance metric needs to be 

relevant to the team’s main activity. For example, productivity (i.e., quantity 

and quality of outputs) may be an appropriate performance metric for 

production teams, customer satisfaction may be appropriate for service teams, 

and revenue growth may be appropriate for sales teams. Team performance 

metrics also need to be relevant to the life cycle phase (i.e., transition or action) 

of a team (Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010). For example, Wang, Han, 

Fisher and Pan (2017) found that shared leadership predicted team learning at 

the transition phase of a team  and team learning subsequently (i.e., during the 

action phase) predicted shared leadership; thus, suggesting that team learning 

is a relevant performance metric at the transition (but not action) phase of a 

team. Therefore, general all-encompassing composite measures of work team 

performance may be inappropriate (Mathieu et al., 2008).  
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The indicator of work team performance selected for this research is 

team innovative behaviour (team innovation). Innovative work behaviour has 

been defined by Janssen (2000: 288) as “the intentional creation, introduction 

and application of new ideas within a work role, group or organisation, in order 

to benefit role performance, the group, or the organisation”. Innovative work 

behaviour is a complex work behaviour comprising three different behavioural 

tasks: idea generation, idea promotion and idea implementation (N. R. 

Anderson et al., 2014; Janssen, 2000; Mainemelis et al., 2015). Developments 

within the extant literature on work team innovative behaviour has resulted in 

the use of the terms “creativity” and “innovation” to characterise different 

aspects of this process. On the one hand, studies have tended to use creativity 

to describe the idea generation stage and innovation to describe the subsequent 

stages of implementation (i.e., comprising idea promotion, and realisation) (N. 

R. Anderson et al., 2014). On the other hand, some studies use the term 

creativity to refer to the shorter-term innovative efforts of teams and 

innovation, to refer to the long-run large scale implementation of creative ideas 

in the wider organisation (Mainemelis et al., 2015). However, research shows 

that the innovation process is cyclical, iterative and messy (N. R. Anderson et 

al., 2014; Paulus, 2002). Anderson et al. (2014: 1298) use the terms creativity and 

innovation in their proposed integrative definition: “creativity and innovation 

at work are the process, outcomes, and products of attempts to develop and 

introduce new and improved ways of doing things [..]”.  

In this research, team innovation refers to the team-level construct 

encompassing all three behavioural tasks in the innovation process. Thus, team 

innovation refers to the intentional generation, promotion and realisation of 

novel ideas by the work team to benefit the work team (Janssen, 2000; Paulus, 

2002). Team innovation is a performance behaviour and, because of this, it is 

generalisable across settings. Most work teams are assessed by internal 

organisation performance measurement systems (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) and 
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performance outcome data for financial services institutions are mostly 

available (or accurate) only at the organisational level (Banker et al., 2010).   

In the performance environment of financial services work teams in 

Ghana, the abiding concern is not task performance (i.e., “value added”) but, 

rather, innovation – that is, the “added value” of the team’s work effort 

(Alagidede et al., 2013; Geiger et al., 2019). Therefore, a focus on team 

innovation as an indicator of team performance is appropriate for the 

performance environment of financial services work teams in Ghana. Another 

reason why a focus on team innovation is appropriate is that, in contrast to the 

significant body of literature that accounts for the role that vertical leadership 

plays in the team leadership–innovation relationship, research that examines 

the role of shared leadership in the work team innovation process is limited 

(Hoch, 2013; Hülsheger et al., 2009; Rosing et al., 2011).      

The relationship between team innovation and team resilience extends 

beyond the fact that they are dimensions of work team effectiveness. 

Specifically, team resilience should, by definition, predict future episodes of 

team innovation. The relationship team resilience to current team innovation, 

however, depends on the complexity of the team task and the uncertainty of the 

performance environment (Bell & Marentette, 2011). Because team resilience is a 

forward-looking construct, it’s relationship with current team innovation will 

be strong and positive for work teams engaged in routine tasks in stable 

performance environments (e.g. no or low employee turnover, stable 

performance strategies) over time and weaker, for work teams with complex 

and dynamic task demands and performance environments,  (Bell & 

Marentette, 2011). Given that the focus of the present research is on team 

innovation and team resilience as outcomes of shared leadership per se, I do not 

examine the potential relationship between the two (Bell & Marentette, 2011).  
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2.6.2 Shared Leadership and Team Effectiveness 

2.6.2.1 Shared Leadership and Team Innovation 

Team innovation refers to the complex suite of team behaviours focused 

on generating creative ideas for team improvements, new working methods 

and techniques, and championing these through to implementation (Janssen, 

2000). The team innovation process involves three stages: idea generation, idea 

promotion, and idea implementation (N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; Janssen, 2000; 

Mainemelis et al., 2015). The idea generation (or creativity) stage involves the 

creation of novel and useful ideas (Hülsheger et al., 2009; Janssen, 2000). The 

idea promotion stage involves mobilising the support for and buy-in to the 

novel idea in order to give it the necessary traction, while the idea realisation 

stage involves the development of a prototype/model of the innovation to be 

applied (Janssen, 2000). The idea promotion and realisation stages are 

sometimes combined to represent the implementation stage (N. R. Anderson et 

al., 2014).  

The innovation process has been described as being discontinuous, 

cyclical, iterative and messy (N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; Janssen, 2000; Paulus, 

2002). In naturalistic settings, the stages of the innovation process do not follow 

on sequentially; instead, they are cyclical and iterative (Paulus, 2002). It has 

been suggested that idea generation is not a prerequisite for innovation, as the 

focal team can promote and implement externally generated novel ideas (N. R. 

Anderson et al., 2014). Teams will be at different stages of the innovation 

process for different innovations. Therefore, at any given time, team members 

can be expected to be engaged in any combination of idea generation, 

promotion, and realisation (Janssen, 2000; Paulus, 2002). The quality and 

intensity of the team effort applied to the behavioural tasks in the innovation 

process are dependent on team leadership. 

Work team innovation is crucial for the long-term competitiveness of 

organisations (N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; Hülsheger et al., 2009), yet 
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innovative work behaviour is very difficult to encourage using command and 

control strategies; therefore, it is discretionary behaviour (i.e., not formally 

required of individuals and teams) in most work contexts (Janssen, 2000; LePine 

et al., 2000). Even within creative contexts, where innovative behaviour is 

formally expected of work teams, research suggests that there are limits to how 

much innovation can be engendered through formal prescriptions of work team 

tasks (Mainemelis et al., 2015). Therefore, team leadership has a crucial role in 

motivating the work team to engage in and persist with innovative behaviour 

(Janssen, 2000; Mainemelis et al., 2015). 

According to Rosing et al. (2011), the complex nature of innovation 

processes leads to changing leadership requirements during these processes; 

they refer to this as ambidextrous leadership. Specifically, Rosing et al. (2011) 

argue that during exploration in the creativity phase, work teams require 

leadership that encourages team members to ‘think outside the box’, take risks, 

experiment with new ideas and learn from mistakes. This set of leadership 

behaviours seek to increase variability in team members’ behaviour and are 

collectively referred to as “opening leader behaviour” by Rosing et al. (2011). 

During exploitation in the implementation phase of the innovation 

process, ambidextrous leadership theory suggests that leadership required by 

work teams is that which creates an orientation towards goal attainment, 

establishes and provides contingent reinforcement of routines; Rosing et al. 

(2011) referred to this set of leadership behaviours as “closing leader 

behaviour”. Finally, as work teams need to switch back and forth between idea 

generation and implementation (Janssen, 2000; Paulus, 2002), ambidextrous 

leadership is required to flexibly adapt the “opening” and “closing” leader 

behaviours to the requirements of the work team innovation tasks at hand 

(Rosing et al., 2011).  

 Rosing et al. (2011), the “opening” and “closing” leader behaviours, as 

well as the adaptive switching between the two as the innovation task requires, 
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are necessary behaviours to be carried out by “the team leader in a well-

balanced and integrated way” (p.967). According to the functional leadership 

approach (Morgeson et al., 2010), the vertical leader is best positioned to 

perform all the leadership functions in the suite of “opening” and “closing” 

leader behaviours and their adaptation to the innovation task at hand, while an 

emergent leader can perform the same leadership functions except providing 

incentives and sanctions for compliance with routines and rules. An individual 

leader cannot possess all the skills, abilities and capacity to perform all the 

leadership functions required in the work team innovation process. Shared 

leadership, therefore, increases the resources available to provide the direction, 

alignment, support and motivation a work team during the innovation process 

(Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Hiller et al., 2006; Morgeson et al., 2010; Yukl, 

1989). Therefore, I propose that shared leadership increase work team 

innovation.  

This “the more leaders, the better” explanation for the influences of 

shared leadership on work team outcomes (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; 

Paunova, 2015) is generally well-received. For example, Mehra et al. (2006: 234) 

argued that shared leadership will result in superior work team performance 

because “[w]hen there are many leaders within a group this enhances 

participation and information sharing among team members, which, in turn, 

enhances team performance”. Four recent meta-analyses (D’Innocenzo et al., 

2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020) provided 

substantive support for the positive influence of shared leadership on aggregate 

team performance. 

Specific to innovation, at the individual level of analysis, research shows 

that involving employees in the internal team leadership process through, for 

example, empowering leadership (Xiaomeng Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Xiaomeng 

Zhang & Zhou, 2014) and delegation (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007; J. Zhou & 

Shalley, 2003), increases their innovative behaviour. At the organisational level 
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of analysis, research has reported on the organisational innovation 

consequences of TMT shared leadership (Mihalache et al., 2014), top 

management leadership dyads (Hunter et al., 2012, 2017) and top management 

leadership triads (Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2001).    

At the team level of analysis, there is a paucity of research that examines 

the role of shared leadership in the team innovation process (Ali et al., 2020; N. 

R. Anderson et al., 2014; Hoch, 2013; Mainemelis et al., 2015). However, the 

available empirical evidence is supportive of the positive influence of shared 

leadership on work team innovation. For example, Hoch (2013) found that 

shared leadership positively influenced team innovation and, further, that 

shared leadership mediated the influences of the other predictors (team 

member integrity and vertical leadership) on team innovation. Ali et al. (2020) 

found that shared leadership fully mediated the influence of participative 

leadership on team creativity.  Therefore, in line with prior research calls to 

empirically investigate the shared leadership – team innovation relationship (N. 

R. Anderson et al., 2014; Hughes et al., 2018; Mainemelis et al., 2015), I propose 

as follows:  

     

H1: Shared leadership is positively related to team innovation. 

 

2.6.2.2 Shared Leadership and Team Resilience 

As started earlier, team resilience is defined in this research as the 

capacity of a work team to utilise its resource endowments to continually adapt 

and thrive in the face of adversity (Kuntz et al., 2016; Stoverink et al., 2020). A 

work team’s capacity for resilience affords it the resources to invest in order to 

bounce back from setbacks encountered and, proactively, to bounce forward to 

better, more effective functioning (Hartmann et al., 2019; Youssef & Luthans, 

2007). Therefore, work team resilience is an important proximal outcome of 
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team processes, and Stoverink et al. (2020) argue for it to be considered as an 

emergent state capacity of work teams.  

The importance of work team resilience has been highlighted in a small, 

but growing, number of theoretical  (Hartmann et al., 2019; King et al., 2016; 

Stoverink et al., 2020) and empirical (Carmeli et al., 2013; Meneghel et al., 2016; 

Morgan et al., 2013; West et al., 2009) team-level studies. Work team resilience 

explains unique variance in team outcomes by virtue of its relevance to work 

teams operating under adversity, with consequential process losses (Bell & 

Marentette, 2011; Meneghel et al., 2016; Stoverink et al., 2020). For example, 

Meneghel et al. (2016) found that team resilience mediates the influence of team 

positivity (a composite construct tapping five positive emotions: enthusiasm, 

optimism, satisfaction, comfort, and relaxation) on work team performance.  

Work team resilience is predicated on the existence of supportive and 

development-orientated working environments (Kuntz et al., 2016; Luthans, 

Youssef, et al., 2007). Other team resources have been suggested as being 

supportive of the development of work team resilience. For example, King et al. 

(2016) suggested that team identification may be central to the development of 

work team resilience.  Stoverink et al. (2018) proposed a conceptual model of 

work team resilience in which team potency, team mental model of teamwork, 

capacity to improvise and team psychological safety are core resources for 

developing work team resilience. These resources, they argue, operate as an 

integrated bundle and are critical to a work team’s ability to minimise, manage, 

and mend broken processes after an adversity.  

Developing the team resources on which work team resilience depends 

requires a “dynamic combination of structures and practices” (Luthans, 

Youssef, et al., 2007: 133), which is within the purview of leadership as a system 

of practice. When a work team faces adversity, the functional leadership 

behaviours that are critical in enhancing the resilience of work teams are team 

preparation (i.e., structuring and planning), sensemaking and supportive 
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coaching (Morgeson, 2005). According to the functional leadership approach 

(Morgeson et al., 2010), both the vertical, and emergent leader in a work team 

are best positioned to perform the leadership function relating to team 

preparation, while the external team leader is best positioned to perform 

provide sensemaking and supportive coaching. One of the significant ways a 

leader (i.e., vertical or emergent) can prepare a work team for adversity is by 

helping the team develop resilience resources (Morgeson, 2005; Stoverink et al., 

2020).     

Goal-framing theory (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011) 

suggests that when work teams have clear and consensual goals, integrated task 

and team design, and a shared understanding of members’ contributions to 

team outcomes, they develop a collectivistic (or normative) goal frame. A 

collectivistic goal frame exists when work team goals become focal (i.e., 

activated in the cognitive schemas of work team members), and this steers 

cognitive motivational processes that focus the mind on work team goals and 

mobilise the concomitant energies of team members in service of these goals 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Work teams with a collectivistic goal frame, thus, 

operate in a bubble, prioritising actions that foster, and refraining from those 

that inhibit, the achievement of work team goals (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).   

When a team leader clarifies work team goals and expectations, 

structures members’ roles and responsibilities and ensures all team members 

know when and how to perform their roles creditably well, this enhances team 

potency (a key work team resilience resource;  Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; 

Stoverink et al., 2020) and leads to the development of a collectivistic goal 

frame. However, according to goal framing theory, the collectivistic goal frame 

is fragile and can be inhibited or supplanted by competing individual-

orientated gain and hedonic goals, which operate in the background (Lindenberg 

& Foss, 2011).  
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A gain goal frame focuses team members minds on opportunities for and 

threats to the improvement of their personal resources (i.e., status and money), 

while a hedonic goal frame expresses a desire to seek instant gratification (i.e., 

by avoiding unpleasant but necessary tasks; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). When 

adversity strikes, work teams experience losses in critical team action processes 

(e.g. communication, coordination, monitoring, backing up one another), and 

may experience negative emotional reactions (Stoverink et al., 2020); this 

narrows team members’ focus, and this may result in the collectivistic goal 

frame being displaced by a gain or hedonic goal frame and, consequently, 

myopic behaviour (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).  

A team leader can intervene directly to maintain the stability of the 

collectivistic goal frame in two ways. First, a team leader can perform 

behaviours that support the social climate of the work team, by emphasising 

what team members have in common and creating positive affect (Lindenberg 

& Foss, 2011; Stoverink et al., 2020). Social support lubricates the social 

machinery of the work team (Morgeson et al., 2010) and reduces the chances of 

team derailment (Stoverink et al., 2020). In this regard, the meta-analysis by 

(Burke et al., 2006) showed that person-focused leadership functions (e.g. 

consideration, motivation) were significantly and positively related to 

perceived team effectiveness, productivity and team learning.  

The second way a team leader can enhance team potency and strengthen 

the collectivistic goal frame is by signalling that they are in the normative goal 

frame (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). These “goal contagion effects” can build 

confidence in the work team (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Stoverink et al., 2020). 

Taken together, the social support and goal contagion enable resilient teams to 

maintain high team engagement despite the setbacks (Stoverink et al., 2020).  

Under situations of extreme adversity, with significant process losses, 

team members with the greatest relevant expertise can emerge as leaders and (if 

other team members accept their leadership) guide the work team in making 



   
 

59 
 

sense of the situation and developing strategies for bouncing back (Stoverink et 

al., 2020). As the leadership functions discussed above (i.e., structuring and 

planning, supporting the social climate, leading by example, sensemaking and 

strategizing) can be performed by the vertical or emergent team leader, sharing 

these functions between the vertical and emergent leaders will increase the 

leadership capacity in the team (Day et al., 2004) and, thus, result in more 

effective team responses to setbacks.            

 Specifically, following “the more leaders, the better” logic advanced 

earlier, the sharing of leadership in a work team between the vertical and 

emergent leaders has the effect of increasing the resources available to the team 

to fill any leadership voids (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006) and to “proactively 

forecast and effectively deal with adversities” (Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007: 

132), thus increasing work team resilience. Through attempts to collectively 

make sense of shared adversity, work team members may also come to identify 

more strongly with the team (King et al., 2016), and a collective identity is 

considered to be facilitative of shared leadership emergence (DeRue, 2011; 

Venus et al., 2012).  

Prior research provides empirical evidence on the positive influences of 

shared leadership on work team core resilience resources, including  team 

mental model of teamwork (McIntyre & Foti, 2013), psychological safety (Liu et 

al., 2014), team confidence (i.e., collective efficacy and team potency; Nicolaides 

et al., 2014), and team capacity to improvise (reflected by a stronger transactive 

memory system; Solansky, 2008). Direct empirical research that examines the 

leadership–team resilience relationship is, however, lacking. The need for 

research that provides insight into the mechanisms that connect team resilience 

to antecedents and outcomes at the team level of analysis has been highlighted 

(Hartmann et al., 2019; King et al., 2016; Stoverink et al., 2020). A notable 

exception is the study by Carmeli et al.  (2013).  
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Carmeli et al.  (2013) examined the relationships between top 

management teams (TMT) relational connectivity, strategic decision 

comprehensiveness and resilience. They found that TMT strategic decision 

comprehensiveness partially mediated the effect of TMT connectivity on TMT 

resilience. Substantive empirical evidence of the of shared leadership-team 

resilience relationship will, thus, be timely.  

  

H2: Shared leadership is positively related to team resilience.  

 

2.6.3 Vertical Leadership and Team Effectiveness 

Vertical leadership is the team leadership provided by the formally 

appointed internal team leader. The vertical leader plays a central role in 

defining the team’s mission, structuring and planning the team’s task, 

providing feedback, shaping the performance of the team task, problem 

solving, and creating a supportive team climate, and in getting members of the 

team to become concerned with accomplishing team goals (Morgeson et al., 

2010; Yukl, 1989). The actions (or inactions) of a vertical leader are crucial for 

work team effectiveness. The focus in this research is on the positive vertical 

leadership behaviours that support team effectiveness.  

Vertical leadership can benefit work team performance by clarifying 

team goals/objectives, expectations, standards for judging team outcomes, and 

reinforcing these through rewards and sanctions (i.e., initiating structure and 

cntingent reinforcement; Bass et al., 2003). These vertical leadership behaviours, 

when integrated with other leadership behaviours like role modelling, 

providing meaning and challenge to work team tasks, intellectually stimulating 

team members, attending to individual team member needs for achievement 

and growth (Avolio & Bass, 1995; Bass et al., 2003; Hoch, 2013; Craig L. Pearce 

& Sims, 2002), create a collectivistic goal frame. As argued earlier, a collectivistic 

goal frame is a strong cognitive team motivational force that mobilises team 
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members’ energies in the service of work team goals (i.e., team performance 

and viability; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).  

Another outcome of a collectivistic goal frame is leadership emergence, 

where individual team members in a collectivistic goal frame emerge as leaders 

to respond to a team need for their expertise both in situations of “business as 

usual” and significant adversity (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Stoverink et al., 

2020). A vertical leader can also actively distribute leadership roles within the 

work team based on team members’ expertise and the situational and task 

demands of the team (Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016; Craig L. Pearce, 2004), 

including through delegated leadership (Klein et al., 2006; Leana, 1986; Yukl & 

Fu, 1999) and rotational leadership (Contractor et al., 2012; DeRue, 2011). 

Over time, through interactions among team members in the course of 

joint execution of team tasks and problem-solving, according to leadership 

identity construction theory (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), team members 

internalise their roles as leaders in certain situations and followers in other 

situations, and these leader and follower identities become reciprocated (i.e., for 

leaders, when other team members assume a follower identity) and widely 

endorsed within the work team. Given that functional expertise is widely 

dispersed in work teams with professional, knowledge workers (Contractor et 

al., 2012; Friedrich et al., 2009), over time, multiple team members will be 

engaging in both leadership and followership (DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 

2010).  

The role of vertical leadership in this context is, thus, one of channelling 

the expertise-based leadership potential that already exists in the work team 

and fostering the conditions that will lead to a heightened and sustained state of 

mutual interactive leadership influence (Denis et al., 2012). Shared leadership is 

the emergent team state whereby the acts of leading and following are 

occurring simultaneously across time and work team members (DeRue, 2011). 

Thus, in line with prior research (Hoch, 2013; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2013), I 
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propose that shared leadership might operate a mechanism through which 

vertical leadership influences work team effectiveness. In the two subsections 

that follow, I discuss the theoretical and empirical bases for the mediational 

hypotheses connecting vertical leadership and shared leadership with team 

innovation and team resilience.   

 

2.6.3.1 Vertical Leadership, Shared Leadership and Team Innovation  

Vertical leadership can play a crucial role in motivating the work team to 

engage in and persist with innovative behaviour (Janssen, 2000; Mainemelis et 

al., 2015). First, vertical leadership can enhance work team innovation by 

performing the “opening” leader behaviours (i.e., encouraging the work team 

to ‘think outside the box’, take interpersonal risks, experiment with new ideas, 

and learn from mistakes) required during exploration in the creativity phase of 

the innovation process (Rosing et al., 2011).  

Second, vertical leadership can enhance work team innovation by 

performing the “closing” leader behaviours (i.e., creating an orientation 

towards goal attainment, establishing routines and providing contingent 

reinforcement) required during exploitation in the implementation phase of the 

innovation process (Rosing et al., 2011). Finally, vertical leadership can benefit 

work team innovation by guiding the work team to adaptively switch back and 

forth between exploration and exploitation activities as the innovation task at 

hand demands (Janssen, 2000; Paulus, 2002; Rosing et al., 2011).  

Given the dynamics and unpredictability of the innovation process, 

however, it is impossible for a vertical team leader to explicitly specify when 

work team members should focus on what kind of activity (i.e., exploration or 

exploitation; Bledow et al., 2009). Therefore, it is more likely that vertical 

leadership’s definitive influence on team innovation is indirect, through 

fostering shared leadership. First, as expertise is often widely distributed within 

a work team, the vertical leader can directly share the “opening” and “closing” 
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leader behaviours among team members based on their individual expertise 

(Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016).   

Second, the vertical leader can create a work team environment that is 

supportive of exploration and exploitation, what Bledow et al. (2009) refer to as 

contextual ambidexterity. Contextual ambidexterity allows team self-regulation in 

terms of changing leadership roles based on team members’ expertise and the 

demands of the innovation task at hand, and also allows individual team 

members the latitude to decide when to closely align their activities with team 

routines and when to depart from team routines (Bledow et al., 2009). Thus, 

when there is contextual ambidexterity within a work team, team members are 

more likely to emerge as leaders and  engage in the “opening” and “closing” 

leadership behaviours required for success in the innovation process (Bledow et 

al., 2009; Rosing et al., 2011).  

The foregoing suggests, therefore, that, a vertical leader’s behaviours 

focused on actively sharing leadership roles within the team or creating 

contextual ambidexterity which enables team members to emerge as leaders can 

create the leadership capacity a team requires in order to effectively engage in 

the “opening” and “closing” leader behaviours required for exploration, 

exploitation, exploitation and integration activities during the team innovation 

cycle. Indeed, in the context of knowledge-based work teams, research shows 

that the primary role of a vertical leader is one of motivating and mobilising the 

coalition of “plural leaders” that already exist (i.e., channelling pluralism) 

within the team in order to achieve the team’s goals (Denis et al., 2012; Friedrich 

et al., 2009). According to leadership social identity construction theory (i.e., 

enacting shared leadership; DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010) and role 

theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978), as multiple team members simultaneously engage 

in leadership and followership behaviours over time (i.e., enact shared 

leadership), their leader-follower identities become socialised within the team. 
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In this way, shared leadership may function as a mechanism through which 

vertical leadership positively influences work team innovation.             

Prior empirical research provides some support for my proposal of a 

mediational process connecting vertical leadership and shared leadership to 

work team innovation. First, the findings of two meta-analyses (Hülsheger et 

al., 2009; Rosing et al., 2011) demonstrate that vertical leadership positively 

influences work team innovation. All the leadership behaviours investigated 

significantly predicted work team innovation (Hülsheger et al., 2009), although 

differential impacts were reported for exploration versus exploitation activities 

(see Rosing et al., 2011, for an explication of the differential impacts). Second, 

prior team-level research suggests that shared leadership in work teams 

enhances team innovation (Ali et al., 2020; N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; Bledow 

et al., 2009; Hoch, 2013; Hoch & Dulebohn, 2013; Mainemelis et al., 2015). 

Finally, there is limited, but significant, empirical evidence for the vertical 

leadership–shared leadership–team innovation mediational relationship (Ali et 

al., 2020; Hoch, 2013).  

Hoch (2013) examined the role of shared leadership as a mediator of the 

relationships between team member integrity, vertical leadership and team 

innovation. Her findings show that shared leadership fully mediates the 

relationship between team member integrity and team innovation, and partially 

mediates the relationship between vertical leadership and team innovation. Ali 

et al. (2020) examined the mediational role of shared leadership in the 

relationship between vertical (participative) leadership and team innovation. 

Their findings showed that shared leadership fully mediated the influence of 

vertical leadership on team creativity (i.e., idea generation); further, they found 

that team creative efficacy moderated the mediational relationship, such that it 

was stronger when team creative efficacy was high (vs. low). Thus, based on the 

theoretical and empirical bases discussed above, and in line with prior research 

calls for more empirical investigations of the mediational role of shared 
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leadership in the work team innovation processes (N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; 

Hughes et al., 2018; Mainemelis et al., 2015), I propose as follows:   

 

H3: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between vertical leadership 

and team innovation 

 

 

2.6.3.2 Vertical Leadership, Shared Leadership and Team Resilience 

Vertical leadership can enhance work team resilience by creating the 

supportive and development-orientated working environment that engenders 

the development of team resilience resources (i.e., team potency, team mental 

model of teamwork, capacity to improvise and team psychological safety; 

Kuntz et al., 2016; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007; Morgeson, 2005; Stoverink et 

al., 2020). By initiating structure, providing consideration and contingent 

reinforcement (Burke et al., 2006; Morgeson et al., 2010), a vertical leader can 

facilitate the development of team confidence (i.e., collective efficacy and team 

potency; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Stoverink et al., 2020) and a collectivistic goal 

frame (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011), thus mobilising 

team members’ energies in the service of work team goals. 

When adversity strikes, work teams experience process losses (Stoverink 

et al., 2020), formal team structures become broken or weakened and the team’s 

collectivistic goal frame is threatened (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). When Under 

such conditions, according to COR (conservation of resources) theory (Hobfoll, 

1989), work teams have to leverage and invest their resources in order to build 

resilience (i.e., minimise, manage, and mend broken processes after an 

adversity). Vertical leadership can shape this process in two ways.    

First, vertical leadership can leverage the expertise of team members to 

service the leadership functions (i.e., structuring and planning, supporting the 

social climate, leading by example, sensemaking and strategizing) that are 
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critical to building resilience (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Morgeson et al., 2010; 

Stoverink et al., 2020). Second, especially when formal structures break down or 

are weakened, team members can take advantage of the contextual 

ambidexterity there is (Bledow et al., 2009) and adaptively use their expertise to 

guide the work team in making sense of the adversity and in bounce-back 

strategizing (Stoverink et al., 2020). Over time, the situationally-dependent 

leader and follower identities become internalised by members, reciprocated, 

widely endorsed and dispersed within the work team (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), 

ultimately, resulting in shared leadership emergence (DeRue, 2011). Shared 

leadership increases the leadership capacity in the work team to proactively 

anticipant, plan for, and effectively bounce back (or forward) from adversities 

(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Day et al., 2004; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007; 

Stoverink et al., 2020). 

In line with “the more leadership, the better” logic discussed earlier, I 

propose that shared leadership may be a mechanism through which vertical 

leadership enhances work team resilience. Supporting empirical evidence for 

the vertical leadership–team resilience  (e.g. Liu et al., 2014; McIntyre & Foti, 

2013; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Solansky, 2008) and shared leadership–team 

resilience (Carmeli et al., 2013) relationships are consistent with this proposal. 

Direct empirical evidence for the latter relationship is very limited, and 

empirical research that examines the vertical leadership–shared leadership–

team resilience relationship is lacking. Thus, in line with prior calls for research 

into the team-level antecedents and outcomes of work team resilience 

(Hartmann et al., 2019; King et al., 2016; Stoverink et al., 2020), I hypothesize as 

follows:  

 

H4: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between vertical leadership 

and team resilience.    
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2.6.4  Internal Team Environment 

Carson et al. (2007) conceptualised internal team environment as a 

multidimensional construct comprising three dimensions: shared purpose, 

social support, and voice. Shared purpose refers to team members’ shared 

understandings about and collective buy-in to team objectives and goals. Social 

support refers to the degree to which team members provide one another with 

emotional and psychological strength. Voice, the third dimension, refers to the 

“degree to which a team’s members have input into how the team carries out its 

purpose” (Carson et al., 2007: 1222). According to Carson et al. (2007), the three 

dimensions reflect a superordinate multidimensional internal team 

environment construct. 

Theoretically, following on from the discussions above, internal team 

environment should be related to shared leadership in work teams. Providing 

‘voice’ in a team connects members to a shared purpose and sense of ownership 

(Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007). A shared purpose enhances the chances of a 

work team developing a collectivistic goal frame (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; 

Lindenberg & Foss, 2011) and, thus, unlocking the concomitant energies of team 

members’ in the service of work team goals. Social support lubricates the social 

machinery of work teams and, in the event of an adversity, enables them to 

effectively manage the adversity – through maintaining the salience of the 

collectivistic goal frame (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011) – and to mend broken or 

weakened team processes after the adversity ends (Stoverink et al., 2020).  

Collectively, shared purpose, voice and social support, as reflective 

dimensions of the superordinate multidimensional internal team environment 

construct (Carson et al., 2007), create a supportive and development-orientated 

work team environment that engenders contextual ambidexterity (Bledow et al., 

2009) and, over time, ultimately, through consensual situationally-contingent 

leader and follower role enactments and identity construction processes 
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(DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford, 2010) result in shared leadership in the work 

team.  

The argument above – that internal team environment enhances the 

changes of shared leadership emergence – has strong theoretical antecedents in 

field theory in social science (M. Gold, 1999), which posits that behaviour is a 

function of the individual and his or her environment. It is also consistent with 

role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978), which explicates how role-making (i.e., role-

sending and role-receiving) occurs in an episodic manner and, over time, roles 

become relatively socialised (i.e., embedded, routinised and stable). The weight 

of empirical evidence also supports the internal team environment–shared 

leadership relationship.  

The recent meta-analysis by Wu et al. (2020) showed that, at the 

multidimensional construct level, internal team environment significantly 

predicted shared leadership. Further, the meta-analysis results showed that the 

dimensions of the multidimensional internal team environment construct (i.e., 

shared purpose, social support and voice) all had significant effects, of 

comparable size to the multidimensional construct, on shared leadership.  

Earlier (see §2.6.3), I discussed the theoretical and empirical bases for a 

positive relationship of shared leadership with team innovation and team 

resilience. Taken together, the theoretical and empirical evidence is consistent 

with a mediation process, as it suggests shared leadership is both an outcome of 

and an input to team processes in the service of team effectiveness (Day et al., 

2004). As a consequence of perceiving shared purpose, voice, and social, work 

team members engage in shared leadership which, in turn, enhances team 

innovation and team resilience. Specifically, I propose that shared leadership 

mediates the influences of internal team environment on team innovation and 

team resilience; in the subsections that follow, I discuss the theoretical and 

empirical bases for a mediator role for shared leadership.  

 



   
 

69 
 

2.6.4.1 Internal Team Environment, Shared Leadership and Team Innovation 

An internal work team environment reflecting a shared purpose, voice 

and social support is conducive for idea generation and implementation. A 

shared purpose is essential for the development of a collectivistic goal frame, 

which, when activated, unlocks the creative energies of work team members 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). In this regard, meta-analytic results (Hülsheger et 

al., 2009) showed that having a shared purpose (i.e., shared vision and task 

orientation) were better able to integrate their activities to benefit team 

innovation.     

Having voice in a work team enables team members to speak up freely 

and contribute fully to idea generation, exploration and implementation; it is a 

marker of psychological safety, which also encourages interpersonal risk-taking 

experimentation with new ideas. Thus, having and projecting voice in a work 

team is central to success in the team innovation process (Rosing et al., 2011). 

Social support benefits the team innovation process by engendering 

contextual ambidexterity (Bledow et al., 2009), which enhances team self-

regulation and leadership capacity (i.e., through sharing leadership 

responsibilities) to govern exploration and exploitation activities (Rosing et al., 

2011). Thus, the meta-analysis by Hülsheger et al. (2009) showed that internal 

communication (a marker of voice) and social support significantly predicted 

work team innovation. Therefore, theoretically, an internal team environment 

reflecting a shared purpose, voice and social support should enhance team 

innovation directly and indirectly, by encouraging the development of shared 

leadership.    

Empirical evidence for the mediational role of shared leadership in the 

relationship of internal team environment with team innovation is, however, 

lacking. The available empirical evidence for aggregate team performance 

provides mixed support. For example, Daspit et al. (2013) examined and found 

support for shared leadership as a mediator of the relationship between internal 
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team environment and aggregate team performance. In contrast, Serban and 

Roberts (2016) examined the role of shared leadership as a mediator of the 

relationships of internal team environment, task cohesion and task ambiguity 

with team satisfaction, task satisfaction, and team performance. Their results 

did not provide support for a mediational role for shared leadership.  

Carson et al. (2007) examined the interactive effects of internal team 

environment, and external coaching on shared leadership and team 

performance, but they did not specifically test for mediation. Their findings 

showed that both external coaching and internal team environment predicted 

shared leadership, which, in turn, predicted team performance. Further, 

external coaching interacted with internal team environment to influence team 

performance, such that the influence of external coaching on team performance 

was stronger for teams with low (vs. high) internal team environment.  

It is noteworthy that all three studies used composite measures of team 

performance, as opposed to facet-specific behavioural indicators of team 

performance. The potential artefactual nature of the findings produced by 

composite team performance measures (Mathieu et al., 2008), theoretical 

support (as discussed above) for shared leadership as a mediator of the 

relationship between internal team environment and team innovation, as well 

as prior research calls to systematically investigate this relationship (Zhu et al., 

2018), point to a need for (further) investigation of the internal team 

environment–shared leadership–team innovation relationship.     

 

H5: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between internal team 

environment and team innovation 

 

2.6.4.2 Internal Team Environment, Shared Leadership and Team Resilience 

Work teams that are high (compared to those that are low) in internal 

team environment will be better equipped to weather the storm during, and 
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bounce back from, an adversity. When adversity strikes, team processes 

breakdown, including communication channels (Stoverink et al., 2020). This 

may threaten to supplant the collectivistic goal frame through myopic thinking 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011) and, therefore, derail the team’s focus on goal 

accomplishment. A work team with a shared purpose and voice will be able to 

persevere and maintain high team engagement despite the setback (Stoverink et 

al., 2020). Socio-emotional support among team members can directly, and 

indirectly to goal contagion effects, support the collectivistic goal frame and 

inspire team confidence (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; 

Morgeson et al., 2010; Stoverink et al., 2020). Therefore, there is a strong 

theoretical basis to expect a positive association between internal team 

environment and team resilience.   

As discussed earlier, there are strong theoretical and empirical bases for 

the internal team environment–shared leadership relationship. As argued 

earlier, perhaps, the most important effect of a supportive team environment 

(i.e., one characterised by a shared purpose, voice and social support; Carson et 

al., 2007) is its enhancement of contextual ambidexterity, which results in the 

sharing of leadership responsibilities to help the team manage the adversity 

during the action phase and mend broken team processes during the transition 

phase, after the adversity has ended (Stoverink et al., 2020). This is consistent 

with the proposition of a mediator role for shared leadership in the relationship 

between internal team environment and team resilience. However, direct 

empirical evidence of the internal team environment–shared leadership–team 

resilience relationship is lacking. Thus, in line with prior research calls for 

studies to investigate the team-level predictors for and mechanisms for work 

team resilience (Hartmann et al., 2019; King et al., 2016), I hypothesize as 

follows:  

 

H6: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between internal team 
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environment and team resilience.    

 

2.6.5 Team Psychological Empowerment 

Team psychological empowerment is a team level motivational construct 

that represents team members’ shared assessments of their tasks and the team 

context (Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2004). Kirkman & Rosen (1999) 

conceptualised team psychological empowerment as a multidimensional 

superordinate team-level construct with four dimensions: potency, 

meaningfulness, autonomy, and impact. Team potency refers to team members 

shared belief about their generalised effectiveness. Team meaningfulness refers 

to the shared belief by team members that their tasks are important and 

valuable. Team autonomy refers to the extent to which team members have 

shared experiences of independence and discretion in, and collective 

responsible for their work. The final dimension, team impact, refers to the 

degree of significance to the organisation of team outcomes.     

The four dimensional superordinate conceptualisation of team 

psychological has been shown to have superior substantive validity compared 

to a two-dimensional variant, first proposed by Hyatt & Ruddy (1997), which 

focuses only on a team’s perceived authority and responsibility over its 

outcomes (Maynard et al., 2013). As an emergent team state (Maynard et al., 

2013), team psychological empowerment is an important antecedent to study 

because it is considered to be central to both the desire for and viability of 

lateral organisational structures in the workplace, such as team-based structures 

(Mathieu et al., 2008).  

Theoretically, as noted earlier, team psychological empowerment should 

be a procedural outcome of vertical leadership (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) and 

internal team environment (Carson et al., 2007); all three constructs are included 

in this research, however, because my analysis of the extant literature suggested 

they were proximal antecedents of shared leadership, the focus of this research. 
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Also, team psychological empowerment should, theoretically, be a procedural 

outcome of a collectivistic goal frame (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Lindenberg & 

Foss, 2011). Psychologically empowered teams, therefore, will likely show 

initiative, volunteer to take on leadership functions, willingly develop 

resilience, accept leadership influence, act proactively, expend greater effort on 

team tasks and team development, and feel a greater sense of accomplishment 

and satisfaction (Kirkman et al., 2004; Stoverink et al., 2020; Yammarino et al., 

2012).   

The meta-analytic study by Maynard et al. (2013) provided substantive 

evidence of the antecedents team psychological empowerment (i.e., vertical 

leadership, supportive team environment, team human capital), as well as for 

the influence of team psychological empowerment on aggregate team 

performance (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Lee et al., 2018; Seibert et al., 2011), 

although empirical evidence that is specific to team innovation and team 

resilience is lacking.       

When team members take on and enact leadership roles voluntarily, this 

has the effect of filling any leadership holes in the team, thereby leading to 

higher and consistent team effectiveness (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Carson et 

al., 2007; Spreitzer, DeJanasz, & Quinn, 1999). As noted earlier, in the context of 

professional, knowledge-based teams with a high prevalence of domain specific 

expertise, shared leadership might operate as one of the mechanisms through 

which team psychological empowerment influences team effectiveness (Denis 

et al., 2012). Thus, in line with the arguments advanced above, I propose that 

shared leadership will mediate the effects of team psychological empowerment 

on team innovation and team resilience.  

 

H7: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between team psychological 

empowerment and team innovation 
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H8: Shared leadership mediates the relationship between team psychological 

empowerment and team resilience.    

 

 

2.7 Chapter Summary 

This chapter reviewed the lines of literature on shared leadership in 

teams. Shared leadership is defined as the process and emergent property of a 

work team whereby the vertical and emergent leaders recognise, coordinate 

and harmonise their simultaneous acts of leadership in the work team through 

reciprocal influence. It is a dynamic team process, and an emergent team state, 

and a practical and viable target of workplace team interventions. Despite 

considerable progress in the conceptualisation of shared leadership in teams, 

there is a lack of understanding about how shared leadership is enacted, the 

boundary conditions for its differential effectiveness and the generalisability of 

its tenets and patterns of association with key antecedents and outcomes to the 

SSA.  

My research makes a theoretical contribution by investigating the 

theoretical relevance and substantive utility of shared leadership in financial 

service work teams in Ghana. My research also makes a methodological 

contribution by using an SNA operationalisation of shared leadership that is 

consistent with its theoretical conceptualisation.  I developed an integrative 

framework connecting shared leadership with its antecedents and outcomes 

and put forth a series of testable hypotheses. In the next chapter (Chapter 3) I 

shall discuss the methods and data used for this research.   
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Chapter 3  

Research Methodology and Approach  

3.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I present and justify the methodological approach and methods 

of research used, and discuss the research context, data collection sites and the 

ethical implications of my research. I discuss the quantitative study and 

qualitative study methods in more depth in Chapter 4 and Chapter 6, 

respectively. The discussion in this chapter is structured as follows. First, I 

discuss alternative methodological approaches and then justify the 

methodological approach adopted in this research. I then discuss the mixed 

methods research design. This is followed by a discussion of the research 

context, and the ethical implications of this research. I end with a chapter 

summary.  

   

3.2 Methodological Approach 

A researcher’s research questions and objectives should drive the 

research design and the choice of methods to be used (Saunders et al., 2019). 

The objectives of the present research are to examine the presence of 

collectivistic leadership and identify its antecedents and outcomes for work 

teams in the financial services subsector. Given the nature of these research 

objectives, requiring both explanation and understanding, neither a theoretical-

deductive nor an empirical-inductive approach is single-handedly adequate.  

The theoretical-deductive approach builds on a priori theory to develop 

one or more specific hypotheses which are then empirically tested for 

corroboration with quantitative data (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007); the 

ultimate objective of is, thus, to build generalizable knowledge (Saunders et al., 
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2019). This approach conforms to the realists’ research philosophy. Realists 

believe that the world exists independently of an individual’s cognition (Guba 

& Lincoln, 1994). The corresponding epistemology for the realist ontological 

view is positivism. Positivism emphasises following a systematic process for the 

discovery of objective knowledge to explain reality (Creswell, 2003).  

The empirical-inductive approach, on the other hand, relies mainly on 

the collection of qualitative data for the purpose of formulating conceptual 

frameworks or theories to explain real world observations (Saunders et al., 

2019). The ultimate purpose of research in this space is to develop transferrable 

knowledge that can inform understandings of similar phenomena in different 

contexts (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). This approach conforms to the relativist 

philosophical paradigm. Relativists believe that multiple realities exist as 

subjective interpretations of the mind (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Interpretivism is 

the epistemology that corresponds to this relativist ontological view. 

Interpretivism assumes that reality is socially constructed (Gelo et al., 2008).   

The philosophical paradigm adopted in this research is critical realism. 

Critical-realists uphold the realist ontological view that reality can exist 

independently of human cognition, while also accepting a form of 

epistemological relativism (Saunders et al., 2019). Specifically, critical-realists 

believe that any understanding of the world is inevitably based on subjective 

human interpretations of reality (Saunders et al., 2019). Therefore, research that 

is developed from a critical-realist worldview combines the advantages of 

positivist and interpretivist epistemologies, while compensating for their 

individual disadvantages (Gelo et al., 2008). The corresponding approach for a 

critical-realist ontological stance is abduction; and this is the approach adopted 

in this research.  

Abduction is a combination of the theoretical-deductive and empirical-

inductive approaches (Saunders et al., 2019). Abductive research entails 

referring to multiple worldviews and paradigms, and eschews the binary 
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oppositions of generalization vs. contextualization, explanation vs. 

understanding, deduction vs. induction, theory-testing vs. theory-building, and 

quantitative vs. qualitative occasioned by the realist/positivist and 

relativist/interpretivist traditions (Creswell, 2003; Gelo et al., 2008). The 

abductive research process involves seeking insights, querying previously 

developed knowledge in order to create new conceptual possibilities (Reichertz, 

2007).  

Abductive research, thus, requires identifying themes and patterns in 

data, locating these in a conceptual framework and then testing for 

corroboration through subsequent data collection (Saunders et al., 2019). 

Abductive research, therefore, combines quantitative and qualitative research 

methods, in what is commonly referred to as mixed methods research. Mixed 

methods research designs combine the advantages of quantitative and 

qualitative research methods and offset the weaknesses of each (Creswell et al., 

2007; Driscoll et al., 2007); therefore, it is considered to increase the validity of a 

study’s findings (Gelo et al., 2008). Creswell et al. (2007) distinguish between 

four main mixed methods research designs: triangulation design; embedded 

design; explanatory design; and exploratory design. In each of the four mixed 

methods research designs, the quantitative and qualitative methods can be 

applied concurrently and to the same sample in a single-phase approach or in a 

two-phase approach, where they are applied sequentially to the same sample or 

to different samples at different stages of the research (Creswell et al., 2007).  

The triangulation design reflects the basic premise for the use of mixed 

methods research and is deployed in a one-phase approach (Creswell, 2003; 

Gelo et al., 2008). In variants of the triangulation design, the resulting dataset 

from one method is transformed into the other data type ( i.e., the data 

transformation model), the data from the qualitative study is used to validate 

the findings from the quantitative study (i.e., the validating quantitative data 

model), or the quantitative and qualitative methods are used to address 
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different levels within a system (i.e., the multilevel/convergent model) (Gelo et 

al., 2008). 

The embedded mixed methods design is where the quantitative or 

qualitative method is used to provide supplementary supporting data (i.e., 

quantitative data in a mainly qualitative study or qualitative data in a 

predominantly quantitative study), and can be deployed in a one-phase or two-

phase approach (Creswell, 2003).  

The explanatory and exploratory mixed methods designs are 

implemented in two phases. In the explanatory mixed methods design, a 

qualitative study is designed to explain and build on the results of a primarily 

quantitative study (Creswell, 2003). In the exploratory mixed methods research 

design, the results of the first-phase qualitative study are used to develop or 

inform the results of the second-phase quantitative study (Creswell, 2003). 

In the present research, I used the multilevel triangulation mixed 

methods design (Creswell et al., 2007) because it was the most appropriate 

approach given the research objectives and data access constrains. The 

explanatory mixed methods design was precluded as a choice of mixed 

methods design in this research due to limitations of access, which meant that I 

had only one time period at each research site within which to collect all of the 

data needed for this research (see §3.4). In a multilevel triangulation mixed 

methods research design, the quantitative and qualitative methods are 

deployed concurrently as two separate studies and address different levels 

within each participating organisation (Gelo et al., 2008). Thus, the multilevel 

triangulation mixed methods design allows for the possibility to collect 

information from multiple sources in order to obtain a wholistic view of 

leadership emergence and distribution in the financial services subsector 

(Creswell et al., 2007).   

In the present research, the quantitative study addresses the work teams 

(i.e., the business units within each department of the participating 
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organisations) and the qualitative study addresses predominantly the external 

team leaders (i.e., the heads of department and executive managers). External 

team leaders enact a team’s task and social context (i.e., discrete context; 

Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010; White et al., 2014). A team’s discrete 

context refers to the situational variables that shape behaviour or attitudes 

within the team (Johns, 2006). External team leaders enact a team’s discrete 

context in so far as their actions directly shape team aspects like the level of 

autonomy, uncertainty, accountability, resources, physical built environment 

and demographic diversity, as well as exert direct socio-political influence on 

the team (Johns, 2006; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006). The qualitative study also 

addresses other broader contextual factors relating to the location and timing of 

this research (i.e., the omnibus context). Thus, the multilevel mixed methods 

design enables the examination of how factors both internal and external to the 

work team shape shared leadership emergence and its effects for team 

innovation and resilience (see Chapter 2). In the section that follows, I delineate 

how the critical realist ontology and epistemology was applied to my multilevel 

mixed methods research. 

 

3.3 Critical Realist Multilevel Mixed Methods Approach 

Critical realism has a stratified view of ontology (reality). An entity (or 

object)  is considered to be real if it has causal efficacy (Fleetwood, 2005). Events 

or outcomes are the observable behaviours of entities and the focus of critical 

realist inquiry (Easton, 2010; A. J. Fletcher, 2017). Entities can exist at three 

levels of reality (Easton, 2010; Fleetwood, 2005): empirical (or artefactual), actual 

(or material), and real (social). The empirical domain is where events are 

observed. However, entities can exist at the actual level (i.e., are materially real) 

independently of our identification (or ‘knowledge’) of them. For example, 

material entities like the weather, mountains and oceans, which, although 

affected by human activity, can exist independently of human experience or 
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interpretation (Fleetwood, 2005). Events are produced by social structures that 

operate in the real domain. Social structures (i.e., socially real entities) are 

“the configurations of causal mechanisms, rules, resources, relations, powers, 

positions and practices” that constitute organisations, and which depend on 

human activity for their existence (Fleetwood, 2005:201).  

The process of human experience and interpretation separates the 

empirical from the actual and real domains of reality. At the empirical domain, 

entities (i.e., artefactually real entities) are conceptually mediated, meaning that 

their identification (or our knowledge of them) is mediated by a pre-existing 

stock of conceptual resources humans use to interpret and make sense of them 

(Easton, 2010; Fleetwood, 2005); thus, artefactually real entities are the tip of the 

iceberg of reality (Fleetwood, 2005). The three critical realist domains of reality 

are interconnected. Materially real entities can be conceptually mediated 

(Fleetwood, 2005) and socially real entities can be understood through, and 

manifest in, artefactually real entities (A. J. Fletcher, 2017). The ‘three domains 

of reality’ prevent ontology from being reduced to epistemology (i.e., our 

knowledge of reality) – they so-called epistemic fallacy that is the bane of realist 

and relativist ontologies (Fleetwood, 2005; A. J. Fletcher, 2017; Gelo et al., 2008).  

This critical realist ontology has major implications for epistemology. 

Our knowledge of entities is fallible and theory-laden (rather than theory-

determined) (Easton, 2010; Fleetwood, 2005; A. J. Fletcher, 2017; Gelo et al., 

2008). The critical realist mixed methods approach accepts a theoretical framing 

of the problem using existing theories as a starting point for the empirical 

research. The conceptual framework developed (and any testable hypotheses 

derived from it) then facilitates a deeper empirical analysis, here both 

quantitatively and qualitatively, that can support, modify or falsify the existing 

theories or create new conceptual possibilities (Gelo et al., 2008; Reichertz, 

2007). This research examined the team-level antecedents and outcomes of 

shared leadership within a SSA context. Compared to the large body of research 
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demonstrating the positive team-level outcomes of shared leadership, little is 

known about how shared leadership emerges, how it is enacted and the 

boundary conditions for its effectiveness and appropriateness within work 

teams (Zhu et al., 2018). The literature on team leadership is predominantly 

Western-centric and previous research suggests that Western leadership 

perspectives and instruments often fail to account for the perspectives and 

practices in non-Western contexts (Bolden, 2011; DeRue, 2011; Xiaojun Zhang et 

al., 2012).  

The conceptual framework developed for the current research is 

presented in Chapter 2 (see Figure 2.2). This formed the starting point for the 

quantitative and qualitative studies. The conceptual framework posits shared 

leadership within a work team as a mediator of the relationships of three 

internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, team psychological 

empowerment, internal team environment) with team innovation and team 

resilience and with the team’s context as a moderator of those relationships. As 

stated above, the quantitative study addressed factors internal to the team, and 

the qualitative study addressed factors external to the team (the team context). 

Consistent with the conventional reporting standards for mixed methods 

research (Levitt et al., 2018), the data collection, processing and analysis for the 

quantitative and qualitative components are reported in separate chapters. 

Chapters 4 and 5 for the quantitative study and Chapters 6 and 7 for the 

qualitative study. The discussion and integration (‘mixing’) of the findings of 

the convergent mixed methods research is reported in Chapter 8. 

The quantitative study involves a questionnaire survey designed to 

collect quantitative data from functional teams to test for corroboration the 

hypotheses I formulated in Chapter 2; this being the main objective of a 

quantitative study (Creswell, 2003; Saunders et al., 2019). The hypotheses 

connect shared leadership with key antecedents and outcomes discerned from a 

careful analysis of the extant literature (see Figure 2.2 and §2.6). By testing these 
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hypotheses using a data sample drawn from sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), the 

present research advances our collective knowledge of shared leadership by 

clarifying the boundaries of generalisability of the theories from which the 

hypotheses were derived (Barnard et al., 2017; Whetten, 1989). This is because 

the theoretical and empirical bases for the hypotheses in §2.6 are derived from 

the largely Western-centric leadership and management perspectives (Bolden, 

2011), which may not generalise to a SSA context (Xiaojun Zhang et al., 2012). 

Thus, in keeping with critical realist epistemology, the conceptual framework is 

tentative, an initial starting point.   

As scales for measuring the variables (i.e., entities/objects) in Figure 2.2 

have already been developed and validated in previous studies, a questionnaire 

survey was used to elicit item measures for these scales from financial service 

work teams at four research sites in Ghana (see §3.4). Chapter 4 reports on the 

collection and processing of the quantitative data. Processing of the individual 

level data involved an examination of nonresponse bias, common method 

variance and bias, factor analyses, confirmatory factory analyses, and 

multigroup invariance analyses. The individual-level data was then aggregated 

to the team level (N = 47) for the team-level analyses. I used the team-level data 

to test for corroboration the hypotheses postulated in Chapter 2, that is, to 

identify tendencies (in critical realist terminology, ‘demi-regularities’,) in the 

empirical data. The analyses conducted were multiple linear regression (MR) 

analyses using the Hayes (2018) Process macro. Chapter 5 reports on the results 

of the MR analyses conducted to test the quantitative study hypotheses.            

The qualitative study run concurrently with the quantitative study and 

was designed to gain an understanding of the contextual factors (i.e., the 

structures and processes) that shape shared leadership emergence, distribution 

and outcomes in the research sites. Since divergences can – and do – exist 

between formal norms and practices, I used the case study method for the 

qualitative study. A case study allows an in-depth study of a particular 



   
 

83 
 

phenomenon (Creswell, 2003). It is generally used when the investigator is 

interested in finding answers to ‘why?’ and ‘how?’ questions or seeks to build 

theory (Yin, 2013), which accords with the critical realist epistemology.  

Data collection in case study research can be undertaken using one or a 

combination of three techniques, namely archival research, participant 

observation and interviews (Saunders et al., 2019; Yin, 2013); although each can 

be used as a sole method in a qualitative study (Creswell, 2003). This implies a 

clear distinction between method and technique; the former being a research 

approach underpinned by a theoretical explanation and the latter, a means by 

which data is collected (Saunders et al., 2019). Archival research essentially 

involves the going through of past data to acquire answers to research 

questions. Participant observation involves learning about the activities of a 

group under study in their everyday setting by observing and (passively or 

actively) participating in those activities. Interviews are interactional events in 

which respondents are asked to reveal, describe and report their perceptions 

about a phenomenon. The three techniques can be used in combination to 

provide a triangulated data collection framework for case study research  

(Creswell, 2003; Saunders et al., 2019; Yin, 2013).  

For the qualitative study, I used a triangulated data collection framework 

involving semi-structured in-person interviews with external team leaders and 

archival reviews. Participant observation was not possible due to limitations of 

access. For the data collection for the qualitative study, I used John’s (2006) 

categorical framework for context and Morgeson et al.’s (2010) taxonomy of 

team leadership functions to define and portray the team’s context. Thus, the 

qualitative study enabled the collection of empirical data to examine how 

contextual factors shape the relationships between internal team factors, shared 

leadership and team effectiveness, more broadly than depicted in Figure 2.2. 

Chapter 6 reports on the collection and processing of the qualitative data.  
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Given that the qualitative data collection was theory-laden, data 

processing followed the directed approach to qualitative content analysis (Hsieh 

& Shannon, 2005; Kondracki et al., 2002); this approach involves the deductive 

use of theory to inform the coding of text data and organisation of the codes 

into categories and clusters. The directed qualitative content analysis approach 

is appropriate for research that follows critical realist ontology and 

epistemology (A. J. Fletcher, 2017; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). I used NVivo 

software (Version 11 Pro) to assist with the thematic coding of text data and 

categorisation of codes, and its in-built features (i.e., matrix query builder and 

classification sheets) also allowed me to undertake constant comparison analysis. 

Constant comparison analysis involves constructing contrasts or comparisons 

in order to illuminate the distinctive aspects of the text and its content (Gibbs, 

2007). The directed approach to thematic coding and constant comparison 

analysis provided insights into provided insights into the tendencies (demi-

regularities) that exist in the empirical text data.       

The identification of tendencies (demi-regularities) is the first step of the 

critical realist analysis process. The next step of the critical realist analysis 

process is abduction (or theoretical redescription). Abduction is understood to 

be inference to the best possible explanation for a phenomenon (Douven, 2021; 

Kennedy & Thornberg, 2018). It involves the researcher going back and forth 

between the data and theories in order to find the best possible explanation (A. 

J. Fletcher, 2017; Kennedy & Thornberg, 2018). Thus, in abduction, theoretical 

concepts are used to redescribe the empirical findings (demi-regularities). This 

process, for the current research, is reported in Chapter 8 where the empirical 

findings from quantitative and qualitative studies are connected back to 

theories and the existing literature (see §8.2 and §8.3, respectively). 

The final step of the critical realist analysis process, called retroduction, 

has as its goal the identification of the contextual conditions for particular 

causal mechanisms to kick in and produce the patterns observed in the 
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empirical realm  (A. J. Fletcher, 2017). This is an iterative process that attempts 

to connect observed phenomena with the social structures that enable them (A. 

J. Fletcher, 2017); thus, retroduction is concerned with identifying boundary 

conditions. For example, through the process of retroduction, I identified 

institutional gatekeeping as the causal mechanism for the lack of shared 

leadership in practice in work teams within the Ghanaian (and SSA) context 

and the basis for the inference that it is distributed (but not shared) leadership 

that is tenable within the SSA context (see §8.3.1 and §8.4).   In the sections that 

follow, I discuss in turn the research context, sites, and the ethical implications 

of my research. 

  

 

3.4 Research Context and Sites 

3.4.1 Research Context 

3.4.1.1 Ghana: At a Glance 

Ghana is a lower middle-income country (LMIC) in West Africa, 

bordering Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire and Togo.  The population of Ghana is 

estimated to be about 30 million (2018), with a growth rate of about 2.2% per 

annum (Ghana Statistical Service, 2019).  The population in the age group 15 

years and over is 17.3 million (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2018). Fifty-four percent of 

the population live in urban areas, with a rate of urbanisation of 3.3% per 

annum. Gross domestic product (GDP) per capita for 2018 at current prices 

stands at US$2,214, with an annual GDP growth rate of 6.3% compared to 8.1% 

in 2017 (Ghana Statistical Service, 2019). The Ghanaian economy is ranked the 

89th biggest in the world by GDP and is the second biggest after Nigeria in the 

ECOWAS sub-region. Ghana has had a quite stable economy over the past few 

decades, growing at a steady rate and largely recognised as a leader and 

pacesetter in economic reforms in SSA (Alagidede et al., 2013).   
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The figures for growth in employment and livelihood outcomes have not 

kept pace with the economic growth; there has been a sustained weakened 

employment response to economic growth (Alagidede et al., 2013). Specifically, 

the economy has limited ability to provide adequate employment for the 

growing working age population (Alagidede et al., 2013; Clementi et al., 2018; 

Geiger et al., 2019; Honorati & de Silva, 2016; Paci & Pavelesku, 2015). This has 

been attributed to a number of interrelated factors. The first reason is a shift in 

the structure of the GDP away from a reliance on agriculture and towards a 

reliance on services (Paci & Pavelesku, 2015). The share of GDP accounted for 

by agriculture declined by 40% over the period 1991-2012 to a figure 22.7% of 

GDP, while that for the services sector increased from 34.4% of GDP in 1991 to 

50.0% in 2012 (Paci & Pavelesku, 2015). The decline in the GDP contribution of 

agriculture continued to a figure of 19.7% in 2018, compared to a GDP 

contribution of 46.3% for services (Ghana Statistical Service, 2019). 

The second reason, which is related to the first, is that while growth in 

productivity was the main driver for GDP growth during the 1991-2012 period, 

the main driver of growth in the services sector over the same period was 

growth in a heterogeneous set of “other services” (Paci & Pavelesku, 2015); the 

“other services” included growth in financial services, retail, trade, hospitality 

and telecommunications which were largely fuelled by the liberalisation of the 

economy (Alagidede et al., 2013). Significantly, while some economic activities 

within services (e.g. transport, storage, telecommunications) have high 

productivity levels, those in retail, trade and hospitality are associated with 

informal and low productivity jobs (Alagidede et al., 2013; Paci & Pavelesku, 

2015).  

One outcome of this structural change in the Ghanaian economy is that 

the capacity of the services sector to absorb labour in a higher productivity 

sector (higher than agriculture) has been in a consistent decline over the last 

three decades (Geiger et al., 2019). It is, thus, not an issue of widespread 
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unemployment but one of widespread underemployment, as the informal 

sector constitutes the main source of livelihood for most Ghanaians (Alagidede 

et al., 2013; Geiger et al., 2019).      

Despite substantive progress in the pursuit of the sustainable 

development goals (SDGs), Ghana still faces huge challenges with the provision 

of critical infrastructure services – energy, water and sanitation, transportation, 

health and care (Alagidede et al., 2013; Geiger et al., 2019). The challenges with 

the provision of basic infrastructure services and the lack of good quality jobs in 

the Ghanaian labour market have resulted in the increased polarisation of the 

population – the “hollowing out of the middle” (Clementi et al., 2018). These 

challenges have led to calls for strategies for innovation (i.e., productivity 

enhancement) and resilience (Geiger et al., 2019) and for research to underpin 

these (Alagidede et al., 2013).                

 

3.4.1.2 Financial Services Subsector 

The financial institutions (FIs) in Ghana can be categorised into three 

industries, namely banking, insurance, and capital markets. Table 3.1 shows the 

breakdown of the FIs by industry. As of June 2016, there were a total of 32 

universal banks, 140 rural and community banks (RCBs), 66 non-bank financial 

institutions (NBFIs), 467 fully licenced MFIs, 52 insurance companies, and 68 

capital market firms. Universal banks refer to mainstream banks, which account 

for about 85% of the banking industry assets. Universal banks have branches in 

the ten regional capitals and most of the 216 districts in Ghana. In contrast, 

RCBs function and perform as commercial banks, however they have lower 

capital requirements, cannot engage in foreign exchange operations, and 

provide financial services to and are owned by members of the rural 

communities they operate in.  

The Non-Bank Financial Institutions (NBFIs) include entities such as 

finance houses, savings and loans companies and credit unions. Savings and 
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loans companies are limited to a small number of financial services, while credit 

unions can only give out loans to and accept deposits from their members (Steel 

& Andah, 2003). Life insurance companies protect policyholders against 

financial risks resulting from death or disability, while non-life insurance 

companies protect policyholders against losses resulting from general causes 

such as theft, fire and accidents. Pension funds are non-depository financial 

institutions that collect recurrent contributions from and pay retirement 

benefits to contributors. The state owned and main pensions provider in Ghana 

is the Social Security and National Insurance Trust (SSNIT). 

  

Table 3.1: Breakdown of Financial Institutions in Ghana 

Industry Types of Institutions 
Number of  
Companies 

Banking Universal Banks 32 
 Rural & Community Banks (RCBs) 140 
 Non-Bank Financial Institutions (NBFIs) 66 
 Micro Finance Institutions (MFIs) 467 
Insurance Life  23 
 Non-Life  26 
 Reinsurance  3 
Capital Markets Ghana Stock Exchange 21 
 Mutual Funds & Unit Trusts  46 
 Pension Funds  1 
Source: Compiled by Author from the Bank of Ghana, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, and National Insurance Commission websites (June 
2016) 

 

  

Regulatory oversight of the FIs in Ghana is exercised by four separate 

entities. The Bank of Ghana has oversight over all aspects of banking in Ghana, 

including all RCBs and NBFIs under the Bank of Ghana Act, 2002 (Act 612), the 

Banking Act, 2004 (Act 673) and the Non-Bank Financial Institutions Act, 2008 

(Act 774). The National Insurance Commission is the governing body for the 

insurance industry in Ghana and functions under the Insurance Act, 2006 (Act 

724). The Securities and Exchange Commission is in charge of overseeing the 

securities industry under the Securities Industry Act, 2000 (Act 350), which 
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covers the licensing of stockbrokers and investment advisers, unit trusts and 

mutual funds. Finally, the National Pensions Regulatory Authority is 

responsible for the administration and supervision of the pensions industry in 

Ghana.  

Financial services subsector reform and financial liberalisation since 1988 

led to the privatisation of state-owned banks, the advancement of NBFIs and 

the establishment of regulatory frameworks and structures to improve bank 

supervision and functioning (Alagidede et al., 2013). This has resulted in an 

increase in the number of financial intermediaries in the banking, insurance, 

and capital market industries (see Table 3.1). The deepening of financial 

intermediation and the improved governance of financial institutions have not 

resulted in significant improvements to the subsector’s gross domestic product 

(GDP) contribution or access to loans and credit by individuals and businesses.  

The contribution of the financial services subsector to GDP dropped 

from 7% in 2016 to 5% in 2017 and to 4% in 2018 (Ghana Statistical Service, 

2019); thus, the subsector’s contribution to GDP has been in a consistent decline. 

The subsector is dominated by foreign-owned institutions (Acheampong, 2013; 

Adams and Agbemade, 2012; Akpandjar, Quartey and Abor, 2013). The 

efficiency and effectiveness of state-owned financial institutions has been low 

due to their lending processes and systems that target developmental purposes 

rather than for prudent, economical and cost-effective considerations (IMF, 

2011).  

Table 3.2 shows the 2017 financial inclusion data for Ghana, which I 

extracted from the Global Findex database (Demirgüç-Kunt, Leora, Dorothe, 

Saniya, & Jake, 2018). As Table 3.2 shows, the proportion of adults who have 

access to or use financial institution services in Ghana is modest and compares 

favourably with the averages for both SSA and lower middle-income countries 

(LMICs).  The use of financial technology (fintech), specifically, mobile 

telephone mediated financial transactions is well advanced in Ghana compared 
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to the averages for SSA and LMICs. However, as Table 3.2 shows, the 

deepening of financial intermediation in Ghana has not improved the amount 

of loanable funds or credit available through financial institutions (Geiger et al., 

2019). The poor access to loanable funds and credit from financial institutions 

(i.e., formal borrowing) in Ghana is representative of the situation in SSA and 

other LMICs (i.e., below 10% of borrowers), which contrasts markedly with the 

over 90% formal borrowing reported for high-income economies (Demirgüç-

Kunt et al., 2018).  

Taken together, the low GPD contribution and low amount of loanable 

funds/credit suggest a need for innovation in the financial services subsector in 

Ghana (Geiger et al., 2019). Therefore, insights into how to improve the 

innovativeness of financial institutions in Ghana should prove instructive. The 

financial services subsector in Ghana, thus, provides an interesting context in 

which to examine the emergence, enactment and evolution of shared 

leadership. 

Although undertaken in Ghana, the findings of the present research are 

generalisable to other LMIC and, especially, SSA contexts. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, research shows that SSA businesses have to constantly learn to 

navigate persisting institutional voids while at the same time also promoting 

managerial capacity, leadership, and the ethical values (George et al., 2016).  

This inevitably leads to the prioritisation of strategic flexibility, thus, 

forcing many SSA businesses to remain in start-up mode throughout their lives  

(Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). That many of the SSA businesses in 

perpetual start-up mode continue to survive and even thrive, is a significant 

departure from the resource based theories of firm competitiveness (see 

Chapter 2; Barnard et al., 2017), and warrants an academic inquiry.  
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Table 3.2: Financial Inclusion Data for 2017 

 Ghana SSA LMICs 
Account (% age 15+)    
All adults  57.7 42.6 57.8 
All adults, 2014  40.5 34.2 41.9 
All adults, 2011  29.4 23.2 28.9 

Financial institution account (% age 15+)    

All adults  42.3 32.8 56.1 
All adults, 2014  34.6 28.8 40.6 
All adults, 2011  29.4 23.2 28.9 

Mobile money account (% age 15+)    

All adults  38.9 20.9 5.3 
All adults, 2014  13.0 11.6 3.2 

Account, by individual characteristics (% age 15+)    

Women  53.7 36.9 53.0 
Adults belonging to the poorest 40%  48.3 31.9 50.7 
Adults out of the labour force  48.4 31.4 50.8 
Adults living in rural areas  52.5 39.5 57.6 

Digital payments in the past year (% age 15+)    

Made or received digital payments  49.5 34.4 29.2 
Made or received digital payments, 2014  25.1 26.9 19.7 
Used an account to pay utility bills 8.6 7.7 7.5 
Used an account to receive private sector wages  9.0 5.7 5.5 
Used an account to receive government payments  10.8 7.3 8.3 
Used the internet to pay bills or to buy something online  7.8 7.6 6.8 
Used a mobile phone or the internet to access an account  35.5 20.8 8.3 
Used a debit or credit card to make a purchase  6.3 7.5 10.0 

Inactive account in the past year (% age 15+)    

No deposit and no withdrawal from an account  6.7 5.5 21.6 
No deposit and no withdrawal from a financial institution account  11.3 7.1 22.0 

Domestic remittances in the past year (% age 15+)    

Sent or received domestic remittances through an account  32.2 22.7 10.1 
Sent or received domestic remittances through an OTC service  17.8 11.0 4.7 
Sent or received domestic remittances through cash only  5.6 9.4 8.8 

Saving in the past year (% age 15+)    

Saved at a financial institution  16.2 14.9 15.9 
Saved at a financial institution, 2014  18.6 15.8 14.4 
Saved using a savings club or person outside the family  19.0 25.3 13.0 
Saved any money  50.2 54.4 39.7 
Saved for old age  15.1 10.3 13.2 

Credit in the past year (% age 15+)    

Borrowed from a financial institution or used a credit card  11.6 8.4 9.8 
Borrowed from a financial institution or used a credit card, 2014  8.3 7.5 10.0 
Borrowed from family or friends  22.8 31.0 30.4 
Borrowed any money  40.3 45.7 42.9 
Outstanding housing loan  7.5 4.7 5.0 
Notes. SSA, sub-Saharan Africa; LMIC, Lower middle-income country 
Source: 2017 Global Findex database (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2018) 
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3.4.1.3 Leadership-Specific Insights on Ghana and the Financial Sector 

Research insights on leadership in the workplace in Ghana and, in 

particular, the financial services sector are very limited (Dartey-Baah & Agbozo, 

2021; Dartey-Baah & Yaw Ampofo, 2015; Fertig, 2012; Hale & Fields, 2007; 

Kumako & Asumeng, 2013; Masakure, 2012; Mekpor & Dartey-Baah, 2017; 

Owusu-Bempah et al., 2014; Puni et al., 2014; Puplampu, 2010). The 

overwhelming majority of the available studies are focused on educational 

settings.  For example, Owusu-Bempah and colleagues (Owusu-Bempah, 2012; 

Owusu-Bempah et al., 2014) investigated the generalisability of attributes of 

authentic leadership across organizational contexts in Ghana and New Zealand. 

Hale and Fields (2007) studied followers’ experiences of three dimensions of 

servant leadership (leader service, leader humility, and leader vision) in work 

settings in Ghana and the US and the effects of these dimensions on followers’ 

assessments of leadership effectiveness.  

A few studies have focused specifically on the financial services sector 

(Dartey-Baah & Agbozo, 2021; Dartey-Baah & Yaw Ampofo, 2015; Kumako & 

Asumeng, 2013; Mekpor & Dartey-Baah, 2017; Puni et al., 2014). Puni et al. 

(2014) examined the effects of three leadership styles (autocratic, democratic, 

and laissez-faire) used in two Ghanaian banks on their financial performance. 

Dartey-Baah and colleagues’ (Dartey-Baah & Agbozo, 2021; Dartey-Baah & Yaw 

Ampofo, 2015; Mekpor & Dartey-Baah, 2017) examined the influences of 

transformational and transactional leadership styles on bank employees’ job 

stress and work behaviours (i.e., organisational citizenship, counterproductive 

work behaviours, work engagement). Kumako and Asumeng (2013) examined 

the moderator effects of transformational leadership on the relationship 

between psychological safety and learning behaviour in work teams. 

Crucially, the studies of leadership in the workplace in Ghana are cast 

firmly within the traditional, leader-centric perspective and focus mostly on the 
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effects of the leadership styles of the formally appointed leader (i.e., vertical or 

external team leader) for employee behaviour or wellbeing. While the studies 

generally report significant effects of positive leadership behaviours (i.e., 

authentic leadership, servant leadership, transformational leadership) for 

employee work engagement (Dartey-Baah & Agbozo, 2021; Mekpor & Dartey-

Baah, 2017), wellbeing (Dartey-Baah & Yaw Ampofo, 2015) and assessments of 

leadership effectiveness (Hale & Fields, 2007), they do not address outcomes at 

the team-level; except a couple of notable exceptions (Kumako & Asumeng, 

2013; Masakure, 2012).  

Masakure (2012) used data from the 2003/2004 Ghana general labour 

force survey to test Lazear’s theory that leaders emerge by acquiring a wide 

range of publicly demonstrable skills. Kumako and Asumeng’s (2013) study 

found that the positive relationship between team psychological safety and 

team learning behaviour was stronger for work teams that experienced high (vs. 

low) levels of transformational leadership. However, neither of these studies 

considered outcomes for collectivistic leadership; the current research, 

therefore, fills an important research gap. Next, I discuss the data collection 

sites for the present research. 

 

3.4.2 Research Sites 

This research focused on work teams in four financial services firms in 

Ghana, which I refer to hereafter as Alpha, Beta, Gamma, and Delta. Alpha and 

Gamma are banks, and Beta and Delta are Life Insurance firms. Alpha and Beta 

are state-owned enterprises while Gamma and Delta are privately-owned. The 

four firms were those among the top ten banking and insurance companies 

invited who agreed to participate in this research. The top ten financial 

institutions were identified based on the five most recent annual rankings (i.e., 

between 2010 and 2015 inclusive) published in the Ghana Club 100 and PwC 

Banking Survey.  
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Sampling provides a practical means of collecting and processing data 

about a representative subset of a population, as in most cases, such as in the 

present research, access to and inclusion of the whole population is impractical 

(Saunders et al., 2019). The sampling procedure I used, as described above, is 

non-random and non-probability based; it is purposive, appropriate for the 

nature of the research questions and population under study (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007; Marshall, 1996; Saunders et al., 2019). 

At all four research sites, access for data collection was restricted to a one 

time period only. Also, access to objective performance data on the functional 

teams (units) and departments at each research site was not granted. At each 

research site, access was brokered through the human resources (HR) leads 

who also provided contact details about and acted as the liaison with the 

functional teams (units), departments and other company executives. Access for 

data collection for the quantitative study at each of the four research sites was 

granted by June 2017 and the survey was launched in mid-July 2017 and closed 

at the end of December 2017. Access for data collection for the qualitative study 

was granted at three of the four research sites (i.e., Alpha, Beta and Gamma); 

Delta declined to participate in the qualitative study.  

Alpha. Alpha is a state-owned commercial bank. As of the time of data 

collection, Alpha had 162 branches distributed across the then 10 regions of 

Ghana, with a total employee count of over 1500; the number of branches has 

since increased to 214 with the acquisition of two banks that had failed the new 

and stringent stress tests and the number of regions, to 16. The site of data 

collection, however, was the headquarters of Alpha in Accra, which accounted 

for a third of the total employee headcount. This site had 11 functional 

departments, each with an executive head. The site has two other departments 

(i.e., compliance, and corporate affairs) with overarching functions. Thus, 

altogether. There were 13 departments in Alpha.  

I elicited data from all 13 departments. Eight of the departments each 
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had multiple units (i.e., human resources, 5; systems & IT, 7; support services, 4; 

operations, 13; finance, 7; risk management, 7; consumer banking, 2; corporate 

banking, 10); the remaining five (i.e., compliance, corporate affairs, internal 

audit, treasury, and legal services) were single-unit departments; however, the 

internal audit department was constituted into three work teams.  

Each of the 60 units has a formally appointed leader (i.e., vertical team 

leader). The work teams that were invited to participate in this research were 

the 59 units and the three sub-units within the internal audit unit; thus, each 

work team is an existing and formally defined entity. The members of these 

work teams interact regularly and share information in order to perform their 

work-related tasks. Altogether, there were 448 individuals nested in 62 work 

teams at the data collection site in Alpha. The number of individuals in each 

work team ranged from 3 to 34 (M = 7.24, SD = 5.72). 

The vertical team leaders report to their respective heads of department 

(i.e., external team leaders), who in turn report to the CEO. The external team 

leaders and the CEO constitute the executive management team. This is the 

highest decision-making body of the bank, and it meets at least once every 

month to discuss matters of strategic importance to the business.  

Beta. Beta is a state-owned life insurance company with its headquarters 

based in Accra, in the Greater Accra Region. It is the largest life insurance 

company in Ghana, and for the past five consecutive years been adjudged by 

the Chartered Institute of Marketing Ghana (CIMG) as the best life insurance 

company in Ghana.  Beta had at least one branch in each of the other regions of 

Ghana. Greater Accra Region had no branch, but had eight satellite offices. 

Altogether, Beta had 14 branches and 10 satellite offices (eight in Accra, and two 

in the Volta Region). Each branch and satellite office had a manager (i.e., branch 

manager or officer in charge, respectively). The branches and satellite offices 

were grouped into six operational areas, each with an area manager. The 

headquarters had 11 functional departments, each with an executive head. 
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Branch and satellite office managers reported directly to their respective area 

managers. The area managers and the heads of two departments at the 

headquarters reported directly to the COO (i.e., chief operating officer). The 

head of finance and accounts reported directly to the CFO (i.e., chief financial 

officer). The COO, CFO and executive heads of the other nine departments at 

the headquarters reported directly to the CEO.  

The work teams that were invited to participate in this research 

comprised the 14 branches, the eight satellite offices in Accra and eight 

functional departments at the headquarters; the two satellite offices in the Volta 

Region and three of the departments at the headquarters (i.e., actuarial, legal 

and corporate affairs, and corporate planning and resources) had less than three 

members and were, therefore, not included in the research. Thus, each work 

team in Beta that is included in this research is an existing and formally defined 

entity. Altogether, 235 individuals nested in 30 work teams in Beta were invited 

to participate in this research. The number of individuals in a team ranged from 

3 to 40 ((M = 7.83, SD = 7.62).                  

Gamma. Gamma is a privately-owned tier one commercial bank with its 

headquarters in Accra; it is a subsidiary of a large international banking group 

with branches in 15 countries in SSA. It employs 1,500 people and has 36 

branches in nine out of the ten regions in Ghana; although two-thirds of the 36 

branches are located in Accra. Gamma prides itself as the leading provider of 

commodity-related financial services in Ghana. The site for data collection in 

Gamma was its headquarters in Accra. This site has 10 functional departments 

and three others (i.e., legal, compliance, and business development), which are 

overarching. Each of the 13 departments has between three and six units; 

altogether, there were 44 units.   

Each organisational unit had a formally appointed leader who reported 

directly to the executive head of department, and each head of department 

reported directly to the CEO. Some units are further organised into formal work 
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teams (i.e., commercial banking, 3; credit, commercial lending, 2; credit, 

rehabilitation & recoveries, 3; sales, 2). The teams that were invited to 

participate in this research were the 39 units and the 10 sub-units within the 

remaining five units. Therefore, altogether 246 individuals nested in 49 teams in 

Gamma were invited to participate in this research; team membership ranged 

from 3 to 12 (M = 5.02, SD = 2.27).                   

Delta. Delta is a privately-owned insurance group with two subsidiaries 

which specialise in life and general insurance. Delta is wholly owned by an 

international insurance group, which has subsidiaries in five other SSA 

countries. Delta has its headquarters in Accra in the Greater Accra Region and 

four branches, one in Tema in the Greater Accra Region and the other three 

located in three regional capitals in Ghana; these branches are supported by a 

network of 24 customer service centres and 40 fulltime sales executives.  

The site for data collection in Delta was the headquarters of its general 

insurance subsidiary in Accra. The general insurance subsidiary of Delta had 

seven functional departments (i.e., regional operations, finance & accounts, 

claims, broker markets, people, operations, and business development), each 

with an executive head. Each department is constituted into specialist units, 

each of which has a formally appointed leader. Due to access limitations, only 

seven units were involved in this research; these are the finance and accounts, 

claims, reinsurance, bancasurrance, retail brokerage, retail underwriting, and 

sales units. Altogether, 23 individuals nested in these seven work teams were 

invited to participate in this research. Two teams had four members and the 

remaining five teams each had three members. 

 

3.5 Ethical Implications of Research   

Ethical considerations ensure that research studies are carried out with 

high morality and integrity, while ensuring that the rights of the research 

participants and respondents are protected (Saunders et al., 2019). The Warwick 
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University research ethics procedures ensure that ethical considerations are 

carefully and appropriately addressed in every research project. I sought and 

obtained ethical clearance for this research project, which is overseen by the 

Warwick University Data Protection registration reference No. 021/15-16:DPO. 

See Appendix 1 for the approved Warwick University ethical clearance 

submission, informed consent and participant information sheets for the 

quantitative and qualitative studies. 

The main ethical issues associated with this research are informed 

consent and the confidentiality of participants and the data they provide. I 

signed non-disclosure agreements at each of the four research sites as a 

precondition for the grant of access for data collection. I sought informed 

consent from both the survey and interview participants. As stated earlier, 

before the surveys and interviews were conducted, I emailed the informed 

consent and participant information sheets for the quantitative and qualitative 

studies statements to my contacts (i.e., heads of HR) in the four research sites 

who forwarded these on to all potential study participants. I also ensured 

compliance with the Warwick University ethics guidelines and that informed 

consent was obtained at the point of access to the survey and interview.   

For the survey (see Chapter 4), first, I merged the information contained 

in the participant information sheet into the Qualtrics survey welcome and 

debrief sheets. I used the existing functionality (i.e., look and feel, survey 

experience, and survey protection settings) in the Qualtrics survey software to 

assist with this. I used the piping feature in Qualtrics to deliver customised and 

personalised content to survey participants, and to ensure the confidentiality of 

their responses. On the welcome page to the Qualtrics survey, participants were 

specifically asked to give their informed consent before proceeding to respond 

to the questionnaire items. Besides assisting with ensuring that ethical 

standards are achieved, the in-built functionality in the Qualtrics software also 

enabled me to make the survey very accessible to participants.    
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For the in person semi-structured interviews (see Chapter 6), I ensured 

that participants gave their informed consent before I started with the 

questioning. Before the start of each interview, I gave each participant the 

opportunity to read and discuss the participant information sheet and then give 

informed consent by signing a print copy of the informed consent form. All 

interview participants gave informed consent freely, and actively engaged in 

the interview process. I sought feedback from all interviewees at the end of each 

interview, and they all expressed satisfaction with the interview process.  

I have stored all the data collected for this research and the consent 

forms in a secured and locked filing cabinet. Data in a digital format is stored 

on my work laptop under a password. I anonymised the survey, interview and 

archival data before storing them in the filing cabinet and on my work laptop. 

Further, the analysis and reporting of the data collected (see Chapters 5 and 7) 

is in an aggregate format, and no individual or company is identifiable.  

 

3.6 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I discussed and justified the methodological design of the 

present research. I also discussed the research context, the four data collection 

sites and the ethical implications of the research. Given the research objectives 

for this research, a mixed methods research design is the most appropriate 

approach; specifically, I used the triangulated multilevel mixed methods 

design. The quantitative study utilised a questionnaire survey to elicit data for 

testing, for corroboration, the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 2. The 

qualitative study utilised the case study method involving semi-structured 

interviews and archival reviews to examine the contextual factors that shape 

leadership emergence and collectivistic leadership development in financial 

services work teams. The research received full ethics approval from Warwick 

University. In the next chapter (Chapter 4), I discuss the quantitative data 

collection, examination and processing methods.    
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Chapter 4  

Quantitative Study Methods  

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I discuss the procedures used for the collection, 

examination and processing of the data for the quantitative study. The chapter 

is structured as follows. First, I discuss the sample and data collection 

procedure. I then discuss the examination of the data. This is followed by a 

discussion of the processing of the data and construct measures. I end with a 

chapter summary.    

 

4.2 Sample and Procedure 

4.2.1 Sample 

The sample included 47 work teams comprised of financial services 

professionals (N = 211) from two banks (Alpha, Gamma; see Table 4.1) and two 

insurance companies (Beta, Delta; see Table 4.1) in Ghana. Teams ranged in size 

from three to nine members, with a mean team size of 4.49 individuals. Sixty 

nine percent of the sample were male. All participants had a bachelor’s degree 

and 43% of the sample also had a postgraduate qualification. The ages of the 

participants ranged from 24 to 59 years (mean age = 38.53 years). Tenure ranged 

from under a year to 36 years (mean tenure = 9.10 years) and average tenure in 

their current roles is 4.75 years.  

These descriptive statistics and the data collection, examination and 

validation procedures discussed in §4.2 and §4.3 below demonstrate the 

suitability of the sample for testing the hypotheses. 
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Table 4.1: Breakdown of Analysis Sample 

Research site 
Number of 
people 

Number of 
teams 

 Team size 
 Range Mean SD 

Alpha 105 21  3-9 5.00 1.79 
Beta 29 6  3-9 4.83 2.32 
Gamma 61 15  3-7 4.07 1.58 
Delta 16 5  3-4 3.20 0.45 
Whole sample 211 47  3-9 4.49 1.77 

   

4.2.2 Procedure 

Participants were members of teams at the data collection sites in the 

four participating firms (Alpha, Beta, Gamma, and Delta). Each firm comprises 

business units nested within departments. The teams surveyed were the 

business units within each department. The members of teams interact 

regularly in order to coordinate and perform their work tasks, which is a 

defining characteristic of teams (Anderson & West, 1998; Katzenbach & Smith, 

1993; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Because the purpose was to undertake a “whole 

network” study, all the teams at each data collection site were surveyed. 

Altogether, I surveyed 148 proximal teams: Alpha had 448 individuals nested in 

62 teams; Beta had 235 individuals nested in 30 teams; Gamma had 246 

individuals nested in 49 teams; and Delta had 23 individuals nested in seven 

teams.  

I designed my survey instrument based on theory and validated scales 

and used the Qualtrics software as an online platform for administering the 

survey and managing the responses. The design of the survey instrument 

followed the usual good practice guidelines for online surveys, including the 

procedural remedies for controlling for different sources of method bias 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). The initial survey set up in 

Qualtrics was discussed with research supervisors and trialled with 10 

colleague PhD students.  

I made further refinements to the survey instrument based on the 

discussions and feedback from the trialling. These changes include, for 
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example: streamlining item referents; including proximal and psychological 

separation between measures of the independent and dependent variables; 

embedding timing questions to track respondents’ progress through the survey; 

including a respondent debriefing sheet; and making changes to the survey 

workflow (e.g., embedding the respondent database and using it to define the 

skip-logic, and randomization of blocks). The final survey instrument is 

included in this thesis as Appendix 2. 

I launched the survey in Qualtrics for the four firms separately in mid-

July 2017. Participation in the survey was truly voluntary (see Appendix 2); that 

is, it was not ‘administered’ (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). I sent five reminder 

emails to survey nonrespondents between August and December and closed 

the survey at the end of December 2017. For Alpha, 222 individuals entered the 

survey and 189 of them completed it (i.e., achieved 100% progress); this gives a 

completion rate of 85%. There were 192 usable responses (see §3.4.1). 102 of the 

448 survey invitation emails bounced, which gives an accessible population of 

346. This gives a survey response rate of 55%.  

For Beta, 94 individuals entered the survey and 73 of them completed it; 

this gives a survey completion rate of 78%. There were 76 usable responses (see 

§3.4.2), which gives a survey response rate of 32%. For Gamma, 162 individuals 

entered the survey and 133 of them completed it; this gives a completion rate of 

82%. There were 140 usable responses (see §3.4.1), which gives a survey 

response rate of 60%. For Delta, all 23 members of the seven teams invited 

entered the survey and all of them completed the survey, thus giving a 

completion and response rate of 100%.   

Baruch & Holtom (2008) suggest that response rates for individual level 

surveys in organizational research should be within one standard deviation of 

the average; which, for the financial services subsector is 57.0% ± 21.7% (i.e., 

range, 35.3 – 78.7). Therefore, the response rates for Alpha and Gamma are 

within the norm for management and behavioural research in the financial 
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services subsector. The 100% survey response rate for Delta is due to the 

relatively smaller number and average size of proximal teams. The response 

rate for Beta (32%) falls outside of the range suggested by Baruch & Holtom 

(2008) and this is, it is argued, due to the fact that the survey was of all the 

proximal teams in the firm. The individual level response rate for this research, 

that is, across the four sites, is 51% which falls within the expected range.   

In the next subsection, I turn my attention to an examination of whether 

and the extent to which data is missing in a systematic way (i.e., item 

nonresponse bias) and potential respondents have been systematically excluded 

(i.e., unit nonresponse bias).    

 

4.3 Survey Data Examination 

4.3.1 Item Non-Response Bias 

I used the missing value analysis (MVA) module in SPSS to examine the 

extent of item non-response bias in the survey data. For Alpha, the MVA results 

showed that 33 cases were missing data; these were all due to survey 

participants not completing the survey (i.e., rather than omitting to respond to 

certain items). Of these, 30 cases were missing extensive data on the 

independent and dependent variables in this research and were, therefore, 

discarded. Three cases were missing data on only the demographic variables 

and were, therefore, retained; thus, resulting in a total of 192 usable cases. 

Little’s MCAR test was not significant [χ2 = 252.788, df = 288, p = .934], which 

indicates that the data is missing completely at random (MCAR).  

For Beta, the MVA results showed that 21 cases were missing data on 

one or more variables. Of these, 18 cases were missing extensive data and, 

therefore, were discarded. Of the remaining three cases with missing data, two 

were missing data on only one demographic variable (i.e., social desirability 

bias), and the third case was missing data on only the demographic variables, 
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and some vertical leadership items. The three cases were retained, resulting in a 

total of 76 usable cases. Little's MCAR test was not significant [χ2= 214.470, df = 

377, p = 1.000], which indicates that the missing data pattern was MCAR.  

For Gamma, the MVA results showed that 29 cases were missing data on 

one or more variables. Of these, 22 were discarded for missing extensive data. 

Of the remaining seven cases with missing data: five were missing data on only 

the demographic variables; two cases were missing data on the demographic 

variables and some or all of the vertical leadership items. The seven cases were 

retained, resulting in a total of 140 usable cases. Little's MCAR test was not 

significant [χ2 = 168.590, df = 362, p = 1.000]. 

Altogether, there were 431 usable cases. The expectation-maximization 

(EM) algorithm in SPSS was used to impute values for missing metric data in 

the demographic variables and the vertical leadership variable (Hair, Black, et 

al., 2014). There was a very close correspondence between EM and sample 

statistics, which suggests that the results of the analyses will not be biased by 

the missing data imputation (Hair, Black, et al., 2014).      

 

4.3.2 Unit Non-Response Bias 

I assessed unit non-response bias using the ‘successive waves’ 

extrapolation procedure (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). The premise of this 

approach is that high effort respondents (i.e., those who respond after being 

reminded) are more like non-respondents (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). 

Specifically, respondents to the survey before (i.e., low-effort) and after (i.e., 

high-effort) a reminder email was sent were examined for systematic 

differences in the variables of interest in this research and the following key 

demographics: gender, education, age, tenure, role experience, professional 

experience. If no significant differences are found between low-effort and high-

effort respondents, then the survey sample can be considered to be 

representative of the population.  
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Table 4.1 shows the results of the unit nonresponse bias tests for the 

demographic variables. As the results in Table 4.2 show, apart from the 

significant effect for gender in Beta (p = .022), there were no significant 

differences between low-effort and high-effort respondents. Results of a 

compare means test for low-effort vs. high-effort respondents did not yield a 

significant effect (all p = ns) for any of the variables of interest in this research. 

Overall, these results show that the samples are representative of their 

respective populations, and unit non-response bias is not a major concern.     

      

Table 4.2: Tests for Unit Nonresponse Bias 

Criterion Test Statistic p-valuea 
Gender Pearson Chi-Square    

Alpha (Χ2 (df = 1))   .043 .835 
Beta (Χ2 (df = 1))   5.217 .022 
Gamma (Χ2 (df = 1))   .378 .539 
Delta (Χ2 (df = 1))   3.390 .137 

Education Pearson Chi-Square   
Alpha (Χ2 (df = 1))   .279 .598 
Beta (Χ2 (df = 1))   2.655 .103 
Gamma (Χ2 (df = 1))   2.141 .143 
Delta (Χ2 (df = 1))   .032 1.000 

Age Independent samples t-test   
Alpha t (df = 187) -.083 .934 
Beta t (df = 73) -.483 .630 
Gamma t (df = 131) .838 .403 
Delta t (df = 21) .419 .679 

Tenure Independent samples t-test   
Alpha t (df = 187) .513 .609 
Beta t (df = 73) -.049 .961 
Gamma t (df = 131) 1.202 .231 
Delta t (df = 21) .924 .366 

Role Experience Independent samples t-test   
Alpha t (df = 187) -.798 .426 
Beta t (df = 73) -.556 .580 
Gamma t (df = 131) 1.382 .169 
Delta t (df = 21) .000 1.000 

Professional Experience Independent samples t-test   
Alpha t (df = 187) .180 .858 
Beta t (df = 73) -.346 .730 
Gamma t (df = 131) 1.310 .192 
Delta t (df = 21) 1.112 .279 

a p-values are the two-tailed asymptotic significance 
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4.3.3 Subject Bias 

I followed good practice guidelines in the sample selection and 

instrument design for the survey in order to limit the potential for common 

method bias and guard against all forms of subject bias, including acquiescence 

response bias and obeying demand characteristics (Podsakoff et al., 2012). 

Respondents obey demand characteristics when they form an interpretation of 

the survey purposes and provide answers that they think will support or 

impede the survey purposes, or put them in a favourable fashion (i.e., ‘faking 

good’ or social desirability bias; Podsakoff et al., 2012). The procedural 

remedies I implemented to guard against subject bias include (Podsakoff et al., 

2012): ensuring informed consent, proximal and psychological separation 

between predictor and criterion measures in the Qualtrics survey instrument, 

and question randomization. I also specifically measured social desirability bias 

using the 10-item short version of the 33-item scale developed by Crowne and 

Marlowe (1960). A significant correlation between the SDR scale and an 

attitudinal/behavioural scale would suggest that the latter is susceptible to 

social desirability responding (Ones et al., 1996).  

To test for social desirability responding in this research, I correlated the 

SDR scale with scales measuring the predictor and criterion variables. For the 

Alpha subsample, SDR did not correlate significantly (2-tailed) with any of the 

variables of interest in this study. For the beta subsample, SDR correlated 

significantly with only team resilience (r = .28, p = .028). For the Gamma 

subsample, SDR did not correlate significantly with any of the variables of 

interest. For the Delta subsample, SDR correlated significantly with shared 

transformational leadership (r = .41, p = .049), shared individual empowering 

leadership (r = .49, p = .017) and voice (r = .43, p = .042). These results suggest the 

presence of social desirability responding. However, the meta-analytic study by 

Ones et al. (1996) showed that social desirability bias is not a predictor in its 

own right and does not alter the predictive validities of substantive study 
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variables (also see the discussion in §4.4.2 on common method variance and 

common method bias).  

 

4.3.4 Construct Dimensionality and Multigroup Invariance 

In the subsections that follow I discuss the procedures used to examine 

the construct validity of the measurement scale used and whether all scale 

items operate equivalently (i.e., are invariant) across the four research sites. 

Construct validity tests provide evidence that scale items are actually 

measuring what they purport to measure (Edwards, 2003). As the data for this 

study was collected at four research sites, establishing multigroup invariance 

will allow for the data to be combined without the need to control for 

organizational membership in any  subsequent analyses (Byrne, 2010).   

 First, I performed an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal 

components analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation in order to confirm the 

dimensionality of constructs. For multidimensional scales, I also performed a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) 

using AMOS software (Arbuckle, 2016) in order to confirm the discriminant and 

convergent validities of the multidimensional construct and its dimensions.  

Once the issues of construct dimensionality and validity were addressed, 

I then performed a multigroup invariance analysis using MLE in AMOS. The 

Delta subsample (N = 23) was too small for any statistical analysis (Hair, Black, 

et al., 2014). Therefore, in order to sample size adequacy requirements, I 

combined the Beta and Delta subsamples, both being insurance companies, into 

a single group (i.e., BetaDelta; N = 99).   

       

4.3.4.1 Vertical Traditional Leadership  

This was measured using the traditional leadership questionnaire 

measures for transformational leadership, team empowering leadership, and 

participative leadership. Transformational leadership, empowering leadership, 



   
 

108 
 

and participative leadership are important positive leadership behaviours of a 

vertical leader, and have been shown to lead to the sharing of leadership and 

innovative behaviour in teams (Hoch, 2013; Pearce et al., 2008). Item wordings 

were based on the scales used by Hoch (2013). Sample items include (1= 

“strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree”): “My team leader shows enthusiasm 

for my efforts” (transformational leadership); “My team leader encourages me 

to work together with the others who are part of the team” (team empowering 

leadership); and “My team leader and I work together to decide what my 

performance goals should be” (participative leadership).  

I performed a PCA with varimax rotation on the items measuring each 

dimension of vertical leadership. This produced a three-factor solution, with all 

items loading significantly on only their respective factor components. The 

KMO MSA statistic was .95, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant 

[χ2(df = 91) = 4740.74, p = .000]. I also performed a confirmatory factor analysis 

with MLE in AMOS (Arbuckle, 2016), specifying a higher order factor with 

three reflective dimensions. This model yielded a good fit to the data: [χ2(74, N 

= 359) = 167.19, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.26; IFI = .98; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .06]. This 

three-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model [∆χ2(3) = 906.98, p 

= .000] (see Table 4.3). All standardized loadings ranged from .79 to .93, and all 

freely estimated loadings were statistically significant (p = .000). The factor 

loadings for the vertical leadership dimensions were substantially high: .87 for 

vertical transformational leadership; .93 for vertical team empowering 

leadership; and .80 for vertical participative leadership. The average variance 

extracted (AVE) for the three dimensions were .73 for vertical transformational 

leadership, .74 for vertical team empowering leadership, and .78 for vertical 

participative leadership; and for the superordinate vertical leadership construct, 

AVE was .76. All the AVE estimates were higher than the .50 threshold for 

adequate convergence (Hair, Black, et al., 2014).  

The construct reliability (CR) estimate for the superordinate vertical 
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leadership construct was .94, and the CR estimate for each of its dimensions 

was .95. All the CR estimates are higher than the .70 threshold, thus indicating 

high internal consistency (cf. Hair, Black, et al., 2014). Taken together, the factor 

loadings, AVE estimates and the CR estimates demonstrate the convergent 

validity of the multidimensional vertical leadership construct. The AVE 

estimate for each vertical leadership dimension is greater than the square of its 

zero-order correlation with the other two dimensions this finding and the 

nested model comparison discussed above provide rigorous evidence of 

discriminant validity. 

I also tested for multigroup invariance (or equivalence) using AMOS 

software. I estimated the configural model using MLE in AMOS. This yielded a 

good-fitting configural model: [χ2(df = 222) = 443.25, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.00; IFI = 

.96; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .05]. This configural model (see Model 1A in Table 4.4) 

then served as the referent model for subsequent model comparisons.   

Having established configural invariance, I then proceeded to also test 

for measurement invariance. Consistent with the stepwise approach suggested 

by Bryne (2010), I first tested for the invariance of all factor loadings (see Model 

1B in Table 4.4). The results show that the fit of this model is consistent with 

that of the configural model [χ2(df = 244) = 488.83, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.00; IFI = .95; 

CFI = .95; RMSEA = .05]. A chi-square difference test comparing this model to 

the configural model suggests measurement noninvariance [∆χ2(22) = 45.58, p = 

.002]. This implies that one or more of the indicators of the three vertical 

leadership dimensions operates differently across the three groups.  

Second, because of the finding of nonivariance for all the factor loadings, 

I proceeded to test for the invariance of the factor loadings comprising each 

dimension separately. I reran the model with the factor loadings for only 

vertical transformative leadership constrained to be equal across the three 

groups (Model 1C in Table 4.4). Given evidence of measurement invariance for 

this dimension [∆χ2(10) = 7.10, p = .716], I maintained the specified equality 
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constraints and then proceeded to set equality constraints for all the factor 

loadings comprising the vertical participative leadership dimension and reran 

the model (Model 1D in Table 4.4). The chi-square difference test provides 

evidence of invariance for the vertical transformational, and participative 

leadership dimensions [∆χ2(16) = 20.77, p = .188]. These results, thus, show that 

the offending items are within those designed to measure the vertical team 

empowering leadership dimension.  

Third, given evidence of noninvariance at the vertical team empowering 

leadership dimension level, I proceeded to test one factor at a time within this 

dimension for invariance. The results of these tests are shown as models 1E, 1F, 

and 1G in Table 4.4. Those results reveal evidence of noninvariance related to 

two items – vttmempldr3 (p = .011) and vttmempldr4 (p = .005). The item 

vttmempldr3 suggests that the respondent’s vertical leader encourages 

collaboration among team members and the item vttmempldr4, that the vertical 

leader expects collaboration with other team members to be effective. The two 

items were, thus, discarded. 

 

4.3.4.2 Team Innovation  

This was measured with the multidimensional innovative work 

behaviour scale developed by Janssen (2000). This has three subscales tapping 

idea generation, promotion, and realization. Scale items were modified to 

reflect a team focus. Sample subscale items include (1 = “never” to 5 = 

“always”): “My team creates new ideas concerning solutions for difficult 

problems” (idea generation); “My team acquires approval for innovative ideas” 

(idea promotion); and “My team often implements innovative ideas in the work 

environment” (idea realization). I factor analysed the nine items measuring the 

three dimensions of team innovation using PCA with varimax rotation. This 

procedure produced a one-factor solution. The KMO MSA statistic was .95, 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant [χ2(df = 28) = 2527.98, p = .000], and 
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the variance explained was 74.6%. One item (tmidpro1) was discarded for 

having a low communality and the remaining eight items loaded significantly 

on this one factor.  

I also performed a confirmatory factor analysis using MLE in AMOS 

(Arbuckle, 2016), specifying a higher order factor with three dimensions. This 

produced a Heywood case; specifically, a negative variance for the first-order 

team idea realization construct. In order to resolve this, I assumed tau 

equivalence of the first-order dimensions (i.e., by constraining their factor 

loadings to be equal; (cf. Hair, Black, et al., 2014). This tau equivalent 

superordinate model did not fit the data well: [χ2(26, N = 359) = 110.21, p = .000; 

χ2/df = 4.24; IFI = .97; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .10]. The RMSEA estimate was higher 

than the .08 threshold for acceptable fit, and the disturbance terms for the first-

order idea promotion and realization dimensions were not statistically 

significant. I compared the fit of this three-factor tau equivalent superordinate 

model to that of a one-factor congeneric model. The one-factor congeneric 

model yielded a good fit to the data: [χ2(27, N = 359) = 68.09, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.52; 

IFI = .98; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .07]. All freely estimated loadings were statistically 

significant, and all but one standardized factor loadings exceeded the .70 

threshold; the offending idea promotion item (i.e., tmidpro1) was discarded.  

Although there was no improvement in fit [∆χ2(7) = 8.37, p = .30], the 8-item 

one-factor model was retained for construct validity reasons.  

I tested for multigroup invariance for this 8-item unidimensional team 

innovation construct using MLE in AMOS (see Models 2A and 2B; Table 4.4). 

First, I estimated the configural model; this yielded a good fit to the data: [χ2(df 

= 60) = 140.86, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.35; IFI = .97; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .06]. Having 

established configural invariance, I then proceeded to test for measurement 

invariance. Consistent with the stepwise approach suggested by Byrne (2010), I 

first tested for the invariance of all factor loadings. The goodness-of-fit statistics 

for this model are consistent with those for the configural model [χ2(df = 74) = 
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152.79, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.07; IFI = .97; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .05]. The results of a 

chi-square difference test suggest measurement invariance [∆χ2(14) = 11.98, p = 

.608]. In other words, all indicators of the 8-item unidimensional team 

innovation construct operate equivalently across the three groups.  

                  

4.3.4.3 Team Psychological Empowerment  

This was measured with the 12-item multidimensional scale developed 

by Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk and Gibson (2004). The scale has four dimensions: 

potency, meaningfulness, autonomy, and impact. Sample items include (1= 

“strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”): “My team has confidence in itself” 

(potency); “My team believes that its projects are significant” (meaningfulness); 

“My team can select different ways to do the team’s work” (autonomy); and 

“My team has a positive impact on this company’s customers” (impact). 

I performed a PCA with varimax rotation on the items measuring the 

four dimensions of team psychological empowerment. This produced a two-

factor solution based on the latent root criterion (i.e., eigenvalues ≥ 1) and the 

scree plot, and not a four-factor solution as expected. This two-factor solution 

explained a cumulative variance of 56%. Two items measuring the team 

potency subscale were discarded due to low communality (i.e., < .50) and the 

EFA was repeated. The KMO MSA statistic for the final solution was .89 and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant [χ2(df = 45) = 1411.16, p = .000]. The 

three items measuring team autonomy loaded significantly on one factor 

component and all the remaining items loaded significantly on the second 

factor component.  

To provide clarity on the factor structure of the team psychological 

empowerment scale, I performed a CFA using MLE in AMOS, specifying a 

higher order factor with four dimensions; this yielded a good fit to the data: 

[χ2(50, N = 431) = 137.91, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.76; IFI = .95; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .06]. 

This superordinate four-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model 
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[∆χ2(4) = 75.09, p = .000] (see Table 4.3). Standardised factor loadings ranged 

from .40 to .99, and all freely estimated loadings and parameters were 

statistically significant (p = .000), except the disturbance variances for team 

potency and team meaningfulness. The factor loadings for the team 

psychological empowerment dimensions were .99 for team meaningfulness; .71 

for team autonomy; .96 for team potency; and .90 for team impact. The AVE for 

the four dimensions were .40 for team potency, .49 for team meaningfulness, .52 

for team impact, and .34 for team autonomy; and for the superordinate team 

psychological empowerment construct, AVE was .80. Thus, apart from team 

impact, no dimension achieved the threshold for adequate convergence (Hair, 

Black, et al., 2014).  

The CR estimate for the superordinate team psychological empowerment 

construct was .99. The CR estimates for its dimensions were: .84 for team 

potency; .87 for team meaningfulness; .93 for team impact; and .56 for team 

autonomy. Except for team autonomy, the CR estimates for all the dimensions 

were higher than the .70 threshold. The AVE estimate for team potency was less 

than the square of its zero-order correlation with the other three dimensions; 

the AVE estimate for team impact is less than the square of its zero-order 

correlation with team potency and team meaningfulness; the AVE estimate for 

team meaningfulness is less than the square of its zero-order correlation with 

the other three dimensions; finally, the AVE estimate for team autonomy is less 

than the square of its zero-order correlations with team potency and team 

meaningfulness. Thus, the results of the AVE-SV test suggest discriminant 

validity violations for all four dimensions of the team psychological 

empowerment construct.   

Taken together, the CFA results suggest a lack of construct validity for 

the multidimensional team psychological empowerment construct. Therefore, 

based on the results of the EFA and CFA, and consistent with previous research 

(Kirkman et al., 2004), I combined the items into a global scale for team 
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psychological empowerment. I then performed a multigroup invariance 

analysis on this global team psychological empowerment scale. Three items 

(i.e., poten2, auto1, and auto3) were discarded for having very low factor 

loadings. The results (see Models 3A and 3B in Table 4.4) provide evidence of 

multigroup invariance.  

 

4.3.4.4 Internal Team Environment  

This multidimensional construct has three dimensions (Carson et al., 

2007): shared purpose; social support; and voice. The three dimensions were 

measured using the subscales developed by Carson et al. (2007). Sample items 

include (1= “strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree”): The members of my 

team: “Spend time discussing our team’s purpose, goals, and expectations” 

(shared purpose); “Talk enthusiastically about our team’s progress” (social 

support); and “Are encouraged to speak up to test assumptions about issues 

under discussion” (voice). A PCA performed on the items measuring the three 

dimensions of internal team environment produced a single-factor solution, 

which explained a variance of 64.7% and with all items loading significantly on 

this single factor. The KMO MSA statistic was .95 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant [χ2(df = 45) = 2975.04, p = .000].  

I also performed a confirmatory factor analysis with maximum 

likelihood estimation using AMOS, specifying a superordinate construct with 

three reflective dimensions. The results show that the three-factor 

superordinate model was a good fit to the data [χ2(32, N = 431) = 137.91, p = .000; 

χ2/df = 3.61; IFI = .97; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .08]. This superordinate three-factor 

model fit the data better than a one-factor model [∆χ2(3) = 27.59, p = .000] (see 

Table 4.3). Standardized factor loadings ranged from .73 to .86, and all freely 

estimated loadings were statistically significant (p = .000). The factor loadings 

for the internal team environment dimensions were .96 for shared purpose; .96 

for social support; and .99 for voice.     
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The AVE for the three dimensions were .68 for shared purpose, .60 for 

social support, and .62 for voice. For the superordinate internal team 

environment construct, AVE was .95. All the AVE estimates were higher than 

the .50 threshold for adequate convergence (cf. (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). 

The CR estimate for the superordinate internal team environment 

construct was .99. The CR estimates for its dimensions were: .88 for shared 

purpose; .83 for social support; and .87 for voice. Thus, the CR estimates for the 

superordinate construct and its dimensions were all substantially higher than 

the .70 threshold. Taken together, the higher than .70 factor loadings, AVE 

estimates, and CR estimates provide strong evidence of the convergent validity 

of the multidimensional internal team environment construct. The AVE 

estimate for each dimension is less than the square of its zero-order correlations 

with the other two dimensions (r2 ≥ .86); this suggests a lack of discriminant 

validity. According to Hair et al. (2014), this is a more robust test of 

discriminant validity than the nested model comparisons discussed above. 

Thus, taken together, the results of the EFA and CFA are not supportive of the 

construct validity of the three-dimensional internal team environment 

construct. Therefore, I combined all the items into a single global measure of 

internal team environment.  

I tested for multigroup invariance for this global measure of internal 

team environment using MLE in AMOS. First, I estimated the configural model; 

this yielded a good fit to the data: [χ2(df = 105) = 284.25, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.71; IFI 

= .94; CFI = .94; RMSEA = .06]. Having established configural invariance, I then 

proceeded to also test for measurement invariance. Consistent with the 

stepwise approach suggested by Byrne (2010), I first tested for the invariance of 

all factor loadings (Models 4A, 4B; Table 4.4). The results show that the fit of 

this model to be consistent with that of the configural model [χ2(df = 123) = 

301.16, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.45; IFI = .94; CFI = .94; RMSEA = .06]. The results of a 

chi-square difference test suggested measurement invariance [∆χ2(18) = 16.91, p 
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= .529]. In other words, all indicators of the global internal team environment 

construct operate equivalently across the three groups.  

          

4.3.4.5 Team Resilience  

This was measured with the six-item resilience subscale of Luthans et 

al.’s (2007) PsyCap Questionnaire (PCQ), with items modified to reflect the 

team referent. Sample items include (1 = ‘strongly disagree’, to 5 = ‘strongly 

agree’): “My team usually manages difficulties one way or another at work”; 

“My team can be ‘on its own’ so to speak, at work if we have to”; and “My team 

usually takes stressful things at work in stride”. A PCA with varimax rotation 

performed on the six items produced a two-factor solution, which explained a 

cumulative variance of 70.5%. The KMO MSA statistic was .77 and Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity was significant [χ2(df = 10) = 441.15, p = .000]. One item (i.e., 

tmresil3) was discarded for low communality. The only negatively worded item 

(i.e., tmresil1; reverse-scored) loaded separately on one factor component, 

which may possibly be due to careless responding. The remaining items all 

loaded on the second factor component. The negatively worded tmresil1 item 

was therefore discarded. I tested for multigroup invariance for this 4-item 

unidimensional measure of team resilience using MLE in AMOS. The results 

(see Models 5A and 5B in Table 4.4) provide evidence of multigroup invariance.  

 

4.3.4.6 Shared Traditional Leadership  

Given the lack of shared leadership research within a sub-Saharan 

African (SSA) context, I decided to also include an alternative measure of 

shared leadership to the sociometric measure adopted for this study (i.e., 

network reciprocity) in order to undertake supplemental analyses (see §5.3.2); 

this measure is shared traditional leadership. To measure shared traditional 

leadership, I adapted the item statements in the vertical leadership subscales 

described above by changing the referent to reflect a team focus (e.g., “my team 
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members…”). Sample items include (1= “strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly 

agree”): “My team members show enthusiasm for my efforts” (transformational 

leadership); “My team members encourage me to work together with the others 

who are part of the team” (team empowering leadership); and “My team 

members and I work together to decide what my performance goals should be” 

(participative leadership). I performed a principal components factor analysis 

(PCA) with varimax rotation on the items measuring each dimension of shared 

leadership. This procedure produced a three-factor solution based on the latent 

root criterion (i.e., eigenvalues ≥ 1) and the scree plot, which explained a 

cumulative variance of 69.8% variance. All items loaded significantly on only 

their respective factor components. The KMO MSA statistic was .93, and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant [χ2(df = 91) = 3970.76, p = .000].   

I also performed a confirmatory factor analysis with MLE in AMOS 

(Arbuckle, 2016), specifying a higher order factor with three dimensions. This 

yielded a good fit to the data: [χ2(74, N = 431) = 248.16, p = .000; χ2/df = 3.35; IFI = 

.96; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .07]. This superordinate three-factor model fit the data 

better than a one-factor model [∆χ2(3) = 1017.23, p = .000] (see Table 4.3). All 

standardized loadings ranged from .68 to .92, and all freely estimated loadings 

and parameters were statistically significant (p ≤ .006). The factor loadings for 

the shared leadership dimensions were substantially high: .74 for shared 

transformational leadership; .92 for shared team empowering leadership; and 

.73 for shared participative leadership. The average variance AVE for the three 

dimensions were .55 for shared transformational leadership, .67 for shared team 

empowering leadership, and .74 for shared participative leadership; and for the 

superordinate shared leadership construct, AVE was .64. All the AVE estimates 

were higher than the .50 threshold for adequate convergence (Hair, Black, et al., 

2014).  

The construct reliability (CR) estimate for the superordinate shared 

leadership construct was .85. The CR estimates for its dimensions were: .90 for 
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shared transformational leadership; .91 for shared team empowering 

leadership; and .86 for shared participative leadership. All the CR estimates are 

higher than the .70 threshold, thus indicating high internal consistency (Hair et 

al., 2014). Taken together, the factor loadings, AVE estimates and the CR 

estimates demonstrate the convergent validity of the multidimensional shared 

leadership construct. The AVE estimate for each dimension is greater than the 

square of its zero-order correlations with the other two dimensions. This 

finding and the nested model comparison discussed above provide rigorous 

evidence of discriminant validity.  Thus, the results of the EFA and CFA 

provide robust support for the construct validity of the three-factor 

superordinate shared leadership construct.  

I also tested for multigroup invariance. I estimated the configural model 

using MLE in AMOS. This yielded a Heywood case for the BetaDelta group, 

which I attributed to sampling fluctuations between the Beta and Delta 

subsamples (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984). Therefore, consistent with the 

guidance in Byrne (2010), I tested for partial measurement invariance. 

Specifically, I assumed tau equivalence for the three dimensions of shared 

leadership in the configural model (see Models 6A, 6B; Table 4.4). This resolved 

the Heywood case and produced a well-fitting configural model: [χ2(df = 230) = 

502.51, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.19; IFI = .93; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .05].  

Having established configural invariance, I then proceeded to also test 

for measurement invariance. Consistent with the stepwise approach suggested 

by Byrne (2010), I first tested for the invariance of all factor loadings. The results 

show that the fit of this model (i.e., with factor loadings constrained to be equal 

across the three groups) to be consistent with that of the configural model [χ2(df 

= 252) = 535.50, p = .000; χ2/df = 2.13; IFI = .93; CFI = .93; RMSEA = .05]. The 

results of a chi-square difference test suggest measurement invariance [∆χ2(22) = 

32.99, p = .062]. In other words, all indicators of the three shared leadership 

dimensions operate equivalently across the three groups.  
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4.4 Measures 

4.4.1 Multicollinearity 

Due to the conceptual overlap of the variables in this research, it is 

important to ensure that multicollinearity does not present as a problem for the 

analysis. I performed a PCA factor analysis with oblimin rotation on all the 

Likert scale items in order to identify and discard items with significant cross 

loadings on two or more factor components (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). The cases 

to variables ratio is 5.52 (i.e., 359/65), which is greater than the threshold value 

of 5 (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). For a power of 80% at the .05 significance level, 

with standard errors assumed to be twice those of conventional correlation 

coefficients, factor loadings of .30 will be theoretically significant only for 

sample sizes of 350 or greater (Hair, Black, et al., 2014: 115); however, factor 

loadings greater than .50 are generally required for practical significance (cf. 

Hair, Black, et al., 2014:116).  

The factor analysis procedure was performed on the whole sample (N = 

359) and produced a 10-factor solution, with all items yielding communalities 

higher than .50. The KMO MSA was .96 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 

significant [ χ2(df = 2080) = 19550.94, p = .000]. I discarded 26 items for having 

cross loadings of .30 or higher on two or more factor components and reran the 

EFA procedure. Examination of the resulting pattern matrix resulted in a 

further nine items being discarded for cross loading. I reran the EFA procedure 

on the remaining 39 scale items and this yielded a 8-factor solution, with no 

significant cross loadings and with all items loading on their respective factor 

components. The KMO MSA statistic was .96 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was significant [ χ2(df = 741) = 11085.32, p = .000]. The final pattern matrix is 

shown in Table 4.5 above.  
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Table 4.5: Pattern Matrix for Exploratory Factor Analysis of Scale Items 

Item 
Factor Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
shtransfldr4      .757   
shtransfldr5      .482   
shtransfldr6      .729   
shpartldr1    .905     
shpartldr2    .831     
shpartldr3    .910     
shpartldr4    .773     
poten3   .702      
mean1   .683      
impac1   .779      
impac2   .758      
impac3   .744      
shpurp1 .854        
shpurp2 .827        
shpurp3 .818        
socsup1 .722        
voice1 .722        
voice3 .782        
voice4 .687        
tmresil2        .630 
tmresil4        .772 
tmresil5        .757 
tmidgen1  -.867       
tmidgen2  -.854       
tmidgen3  -.797       
tmidpro2  -.692       
tmidpro3  -.793       
tmidrelz1  -.905       
tmidrelz2  -.852       
tmidrelz3  -.849       
vttransfldr1     -.729    
vttransfldr2     -.788    
vttransfldr3     -.744    
vttransfldr5     -.700    
vttransfldr6     -.836    
vtpartldr1       .833  
vtpartldr2       .853  
vtpartldr3       .814  
vtpartldr4       .764  

Eigenvalue 11.37 11.08 6.75 7.26 9.50 5.12 8.67 4.87 
Note. N = 359. PCA with oblimin rotation. Factor loadings below .30 are blanked out. 
The KMO MSA statistic was .96 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant [ χ2(df = 
741) = 11085.32, p = .000]. Factor components: 1, internal team environment; 2, team 
innovation; 3, team psychological empowerment; 4, shared participative leadership; 5, 
vertical transformational leadership; 6, shared transformational leadership; 7, vertical 
participative leadership; 8, team resilience.  
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The pattern matrix for a PCA with oblimin rotation contains the loadings 

of items on each factor component, and only the absolute values of these 

loadings are interpreted (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). I repeated the EFA procedure 

with varimax rotation and obtained a final factor structure very similar to that 

shown in Table 4.5. 

 

4.4.2 Common Method Variance and Bias 

As stated in §4.2, all the quantitative measures (i.e., explanatory and 

criterion measures) were based on self-report questionnaires completed by 

work team members in the same time period. As stated in Chapter 3 (see 

§3.4.2), access to objective performance data was not granted by any of the 

participating companies. Therefore, it is possible that the measures of interest in 

this study are tainted with common method variance (CMV), which could 

potentially cause common method bias (CMB) – that is, affect the construct 

validity and dimensionality of the study constructs and distort the relationships 

between them (Podsakoff et al., 2012). As noted above, an attempt was made to 

collect leader ratings of team innovation and team resilience, however, the 

small number of teams for which these leader ratings were available (i.e., 30 

teams) meant that I could not use them in the quantitative analysis. Shared 

leadership (along with network structure, in the supplementary analyses) was 

measured using a social network approach, which provides methodological 

separation from the measurement of the other five substantive variables (i.e., 

vertical leadership, internal team environment, team psychological 

empowerment, team innovation, and team resilience).  

As discussed in §4.3.3, I meticulously followed all the other procedural 

remedies for guarding against common method bias and all forms of subject 

bias, including ensuring informed consent, proximal and psychological 

separation between predictor and criterion measures in the Qualtrics survey 

instrument, and survey item randomization (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Yet, there is 
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still a possibility that the measures of interest are tainted with CMV. Under the 

conditions (as described above) for this study, Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

recommend to statistically control for CMV using CFA and the unmeasured 

latent method construct (ULMC) approach. This approach involves estimating 

nested CFA models and comparing their goodness of fit using chi-square 

difference tests (Richardson et al., 2009; Williams et al., 2010; Williams & 

McGonagle, 2016). The four CFA models to be estimated are specified as 

follows (Richardson et al., 2009; Williams & McGonagle, 2016): The Baseline 

model is a CFA model with correlated trait (i.e., independent and dependent) 

latent constructs and a null ULMC (i.e., with paths from an orthogonal ULMC 

to all manifest indicators of the trait constructs constrained to zero); Method-C 

model is identical to the Baseline model, but has paths from the orthogonal 

ULMC to all manifest indicators of the trait constructs constrained to be equal; 

Method-U model is identical to the Method-C model, but has unconstrained 

paths from the ULMC to all the manifest indicators of the trait constructs (i.e., it 

is the congeneric trait/method model); and the Method-R model is the Method-

C or Method-U model (depending on which is supported), but with the trait 

intercorrelations (or covariances) constrained to be equal to the values obtained 

from the Baseline model. 

The nested model comparisons to be undertaken on the four estimated 

CFA models are as follows (Richardson et al., 2009; Williams & McGonagle, 

2016): (1) A comparison of the Method-C model to the Baseline model provides 

a test of equality of method effects associated with the ULMC; (2) a comparison 

of Method-C and Method-U models allows for a comparison of the substantive 

utility of a tau-equivalent vs. congeneric ULMC; (3) a comparison of the 

Method-R model to the Method-C or Method-U model (depending on which 

one of the two is supported by the model comparison) provides a test of the 

bias in the substantive (i.e., trait) construct correlations because of the ULMC 

variance that may be present.             
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Using individual-level data (N = 359) and the eight first-order reflective 

latent constructs formed from the factor components in Table 4.5, I estimated 

the four CFA models needed to empirically test for CMV. I set the scale for a 

latent construct by fixing one of its indicator loadings to 1, except in CFA 

models with constrained ULMC factor loadings (i.e., null factor loadings in 

Baseline model, and equal factor loadings in Method-C model), where I set the 

scale for the ULMC by fixing its variance to 1. Despite the existence of 

dimensions of second-order factors (i.e., shared traditional leadership – factors 4 

and 6; vertical leadership – factors 5 and 7), due to the inability to fit second-

order CFA models because of model underidentification issues, I used only the 

first-order latent constructs; this is appropriate given that the purpose of the 

analysis is to test for CMV (Williams & McGonagle, 2016). Table 4.6 shows the 

goodness of fit statistics for the Baseline, Method-C, Method-U and Method-R 

models.  

 

Table 4.6: Chi-Square, Goodness-of-Fit Indices, and Model Comparison Tests  

Model χ2 df p χ2/df NFI TLI IFI CFI RMSEA 

1. Baseline 1112.38 674 .000 1.650 .904 .955 .960 .959 .043 

2. Method-C 1054.26 673 .000 1.567 .909 .961 .965 .965 .040 

3. Method-U 973.86 635 .000 1.534 .916 .963 .969 .969 .039 

4. Method-R 988.88 663 .000 1.492 .914 .966 .970 .970 .037 

Nested Model Comparisons           

∆Models ∆χ2 ∆df p       

1. Baseline vs. Method-C 58.12 1 .000       

2. Method-C vs. Method-U 80.40 38 .000       

3. Method-U vs. Method-R 15.02 28 .978       
Note. N = 359; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; IFI = incremental fit index; CFI = 
comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.  

 

As Table 4.6 shows, all four CFA models fit the data well as indicated by 

χ2/df < 2, absolute and relative fit indices > .90, and RMSEA < .05 (Byrne, 2010; 

Hair, Black, et al., 2014). The Method-R model was based on the Method-U 

mode (being the better mode – explained below). The chi-square difference test 
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comparing the Baseline and Method-C models provided support for the 

rejection of the null hypothesis that the ULMC factor loadings (constrained to 

be equal) were not associated with each of the 39 manifest indicators of the 

substantive latent constructs [∆χ2(1) = 58.12, p = .000]. This suggests that the 

ULMC accounted for variance in the observed measures that is not due to the 

substantive latent constructs.     

The chi-square difference test comparing the Method-C and Method-U 

models provided support for rejecting the null hypothesis that the ULMC factor 

loadings are equal [∆χ2(38) = 80.40, p = .000]. This means that the Method-U 

model is the better model to use for estimating the ULMC variance in the 

observed measures. All substantive and ULMC factor loadings in the Method-U 

model were positive and statistically significant (p < .001). The standardised 

substantive factor loadings ranged from .28 to .86. The standardised ULMC 

factor loadings ranged from .29 to .72. In the Baseline model, all the substantive 

factor loadings were positive and statistically significant (p < .001) and their 

standardised values ranged from .59 to .94; also, none of the factor correlations 

exceeded .70. Therefore, there is no concern about discriminant validity 

(Williams & McGonagle, 2016).  The median amount of ULMC variance in each 

observed measure was 28%. A comparison of the Method-U and Method-R 

provides an assessment of the precise ULMC effects on substantive factor 

correlation parameter estimates (Williams & McGonagle, 2016).        

The chi-square difference test comparing the Method-U and Method-R 

models was nonsignificant [∆χ2(28) = 15.02, p = .978], suggesting that the effects 

of the ULMC did not significantly bias substantive factor correlations. Using the 

formulas provided by Williams & McGonagle (2016), I computed for each 

substantive latent construct the total reliability based on the Baseline model and 

the decomposition into the substantive reliability and method reliability based 

on the Method-U model; these reliabilities, along with the percent of total 

reliability due to ULMC, are shown in Table 4.8.     
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Table 4.7: Substantive and Method Factors Reliability Decomposition 

 
Reliability 
Baseline Model  Decomposed Reliability Method-U Model 

Latent Variable 
Total 
Reliability  

Substantive 
Reliability 

Method 
Reliability 

% Reliability 
ULMC 

Team Psychological Empowerment .78  .54 .24 30.8 
Team Innovation .67  .41 .27 40.3 
Internal Team Environment .69  .30 .39 56.5 
Team Resilience .64  .39 .25 39.1 
Shared Participative Leadership .69  .57 .11 15.9 
Shared Transformational Leadership .59  .24 .35 59.3 
Vertical Participative Leadership .80  .48 .32 40.0 
Vertical Transformational Leadership .79  .48 .31 39.2 

 

As Table 4.8 shows, the ULMC reliability components range from .11 to 

.39 and the percentage of total reliability accounted for by the ULMC ranges 

from 16% to 59%. Taken together, the results show that there is CMV in the 

observed measures but the levels are not sufficient to cause common method 

bias (Doty & Glick, 1998; Williams et al., 2010; Williams & McGonagle, 2016). 

This is consistent with a recent simulation study by Fuller et al. (2016) which 

shows that in business research CMV would need to be 70% or more at typical 

reliabilities (and even higher at lower reliabilities) in order to cause CMB. Thus, 

CMB is not a major concern in this research.          

 

4.4.3 Data Aggregation 

The average within-team survey response rate was 48% for Alpha, 39% 

for Beta, 57% for Gamma, and 100% for Delta. Across all four sites, the average 

within-team response rate was 61%. Appendix 3 details the within-team survey 

response rates at each of the four data collection sites and Table 4.6 shows this 

in summary form. Of the 148 teams surveyed, I discarded 70 teams with less 

than three respondents; this is consistent with the definition of a team in this 
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research and also with the accepted norm for multilevel composition models 

(Chan, 1998; Katzenbach & Smith, 1993).  

For each of the remaining 78 teams, I tested for whether aggregation of 

individual level ratings to the team level of analysis was appropriate using the 

James, Demaree, & Wolf (1993) within-team interrater agreement statistic (rwg) 

and intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC[1] and ICC[2]; McGraw & Wong, 

1996b, 1996a). The ICCs reported are for the one-way random effects model 

with a consistency definition. ICC[1] informs on the extent to which 

individuals’ ratings are attributable to team membership and ICC[2], on how 

reliably the mean within-team rating distinguishes between teams (Lebreton & 

Senter, 2008).  

For team level analyses, rwg values of .70 or higher indicate strong 

interrater agreement (Lebreton & Senter, 2008). ICC[1] values are to be 

interpreted as you would effect sizes (Lebreton & Senter, 2008): specifically, 

ICC[1] value of .01 represents a small effect, .10 represents a medium effect, and 

.25 represents a large effect. ICC[2] value of .70 is considered the minimum 

acceptable level of reliability for aggregation (Lebreton & Senter, 2008). Teams 

with ICC[1] values less than .10, ICC[2] and rwg values less than .70 across many 

of the scales in my research were candidates for deletion. Based on these 

indices, I deleted 29 teams for unacceptable ICC[1], ICC[2] and rwg values.  

Using individual level data for the 78 teams with three or more members 

(i.e., N = 333), I examined whether and to what extent members of the 29 

discarded teams (n1 = 115: Alpha, 43; Beta, 23; Gamma, 42; Delta, 7) 

systematically differed in key demographic attributes (i.e., gender, education, 

age, tenure, role experience, professional experience) from the 49 teams 

retained. As the results in Table 4.7 show, there are no systematic differences in 

any demographic variable between the individuals in the discarded and 

retained teams. These results are mirrored by those from analysis conducted at 
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the subsample level, except for gender [χ2(df = 1) = 8.588, p = .003] and education 

[χ2(df = 1) = 4.864, p = .027] in the Gamma subsample.  

The results of the subsample tests for Gamma suggest a significant and 

weak association between an individual’s gender and whether or not s/he is 

excluded in or excluded from the study (Cramer’s V = .279, p = .003). 

Specifically, the Goodman and Kruskal tau shows a 7.8% reduction in the error 

of predicting the inclusion/exclusion of individuals from Gamma if you know 

their gender (SE = .053, p = .004); the directional measures for the other research 

sites are all either nonsignificant or inestimable (i.e., have zero standard errors). 

Similarly, the results for the Gamma subsample suggest a significant and 

weak association between an individual’s educational attainment and whether 

or not s/he is excluded or excluded (Cramer’s V = .210, p = .027). Specifically, the 

Goodman and Kruskal tau shows a 7.8% reduction in miscalculation (SE = .039, 

p = .028); the directional measures for the other research sites are all either 

nonsignificant or inestimable (i.e., have zero standard errors).  

Taken together, the results suggest that the final analysis sample is not 

systematically biased. I also discarded a further two teams in Gamma 

(comprising 7 individuals in total) for having no significant leadership 

influence ratings (i.e., ratings below 4; see §4.4.3); thus, resulting in an analysis 

sample size of 211 individuals nested in 47 work teams (see Table 4.1). The 

average within-team response rate for the analysis sample is 67%. 
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Table 4.9: Comparison of demographics for individuals in discarded and 
retained teams  

Criterion Test t p-value a 

Gender Pearson Chi-Square  1.341 .247 

Education Pearson Chi-Square .449 .503 

Age Independent samples t-test -.683 .495 

Tenure Independent samples t-test -1.149 .251 

Role Experience Independent samples t-test -.323 .747 

Professional Experience Independent samples t-test -1.906 .057 

N = 333. 

a p-values are the two-tailed asymptotic significance. 

 

  

Because a team level of analysis is adopted, the scale items for the 

individuals in each team were aggregated to obtain a measure for the 

corresponding team level construct. Specifically, I adopted a referent-shift 

consensus model approach (Chan, 1998), in which, item wordings used a team 

(i.e., ‘my/our team’) rather than individual referent (i.e., ‘I’).  Previous research 

present mixed findings on the validities and predictive power of referent-shift 

consensus measures relative to direct consensus measures, with some studies 

reporting higher validities and stronger predictive power (Klein et al., 2001; 

Wallace et al., 2016) and others reporting no differences (D. Wang et al., 2014). 

More significantly, previous research suggests that relationships are stronger if 

independent and outcome variables are composed using the same referent and 

are at the same level of analysis (Klein et al., 2001; Wallace et al., 2016). This is 

the approach followed in the present research.   

 

4.4.4 Variables of Interest 

 Vertical Leadership. As Table 4.5 shows, the remaining nine vertical 

leadership items in the final EFA pattern matrix loaded significantly and 
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uniquely on two factor components, with the five remaining vertical 

transformational leadership items all loading on one factor component (number 

5 in Table 4.5) and the four vertical participative leadership items all loading on 

the other factor component (number 7 in Table 4.5). The mean rwg was .87, which 

indicates a high level of agreement among team members’ ratings of the vertical 

leadership in their teams. ICC[1] was .71, suggesting that team membership 

accounts for significant variance in individuals’ ratings of vertical leadership. 

ICC[2] was .96, suggesting high reliability of team-level mean ratings of vertical 

leadership. I aggregated the two subscales to the team-level and, given their 

very high zero-order correlations (r = .82, p < .001), I averaged the scores to 

create a global scale for vertical leadership (Cronbach’s α = .96). 

Team Psychological Empowerment. As shown in Table 4.5, all remaining 

five team psychological empowerment scale items loaded significantly and 

uniquely on one factor component (number 3 in Table 4.5). To test for whether 

aggregation was appropriate, I computed the rwg, ICC[1] and ICC[2] statistics. 

These statistics (mean rwg = .90, ICC[1] = .57, ICC[2] = .87) suggested that the 

conditions for aggregation were satisfied.  The Cronbach’s alpha for this global 

team psychological empowerment scale was .88.  

Internal Team Environment. As Table 4.5 shows, all seven internal team 

environment items in the final EFA pattern matrix loaded significantly and 

uniquely on one factor component (number 1 in Table 4.5). The item measures 

were aggregated to the team level and demonstrated a high levels of within-

team agreement, between-team differences and reliability of team-level means 

(rwg = .85, ICC[1] = .75, ICC[2] = .95).  Cronbach’s alpha for this global internal 

team environment scale was .96. 

Team Resilience. As Table 4.5 shows, the three remaining team resilience 

items in the final EFA pattern matrix loaded significantly and uniquely on one 

factor component (number 8 in Table 4.5). I aggregated the ratings to the team 

level to create the team resilience scale (mean rwg = .87, ICC[1] = .53, ICC[2] = .77, 
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α = .84). 

Team Innovation. As shown in Table 4.5, the eight team innovation 

items retained in the final EFA pattern matrix all loaded significantly and 

uniquely on one factor component (number 2 in Table 4.5). I aggregated the 

ratings for the eight items to the team level to create the team innovation scale 

(mean rwg = .78, ICC[1] = .71, ICC[2] = .97, α = .97). 

Shared Leadership. I measured shared leadership using a SNA approach. 

The sociometric measure of shared leadership used in this study is network 

reciprocity, which is defined as the proportion of all reciprocated leadership ties 

in a directed leadership network (i.e., dyadic nonnull reciprocity; Contractor et 

al., 2012; DeRue, 2011). This operationalisation is consistent with my definition 

of shared leadership as the form of leadership distribution that involves 

conjoint agency (Contractor et al., 2012; D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Mehra et al., 

2006). To create the leadership network for each team, I dichotomised the 

leadership influence ratings, with ratings of 4 (‘to a great extent’) and 5 (‘to a 

very great extent’) recoded as 1 and ratings of 3 and below recoded as 0 (Mehra 

et al., 2006).  

I adopted a whole-network approach (i.e., where every team member 

rates, and is rated by, the other team members) based on a minimum team size 

of three individuals. This criterion resulted in variations in team sizes for three 

teams, and also resulted in two leaderless teams (i.e., with zero square matrices) 

being discarded. The square matrices for the remaining 47 teams were read into 

the R software where the network sociograms and statistics were generated 

using the Statnet package. Appendix 4 shows the leadership network 

sociograms for the 47 teams.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, shared leadership has been variously 

operationalised in the extant literature. Although network reciprocity is 

considered as the most appropriate metric for shared leadership, given the lack 

of shared leadership research within a SSA context, I decided to include 
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alternative operationalisations so that I can perform supplemental analyses. The 

alternative sociometric operationalisation of shared leadership included in this 

study is network centralisation (Contractor et al., 2012) and following the 

approach used in Mehra et al. (2006). The leadership structure in each network 

was in the first instance qualitatively coded as either collectivistic or vertical. 

The leadership structure is collectivistic if at least one individual other than the 

formal leader receives sufficient leadership nominations (i.e., 60% or higher); 

and vertical, otherwise. Further, I qualitatively coded each collectivistic 

leadership structure as shared (i.e., collectivistic-coordinated) if the formal team 

leader also perceives at least one emergent leader as a leader, or collectivistic-

fragmented if otherwise.  

In terms of the SNA measurement framework elaborated by Contractor 

et al. (2012), the relevant measure of centralisation at the leadership network 

level is in-degree centralisation. A high in-degree network centralisation 

suggests that one or a few team members are identified as leaders across roles 

and time periods (Contractor et al., 2012). However, while a low in-degree 

centralisation implies that there is no one clear leader, it does not provide 

sufficient proof of the distribution of leadership within the team. This is because 

an absence of leadership in the team will also result in low centralisation 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016).  

I used the Mehra et al. (2006) approach to the measurement of network 

centralization because it specifically avoids the confusion involved in 

interpreting a low in-degree centralisation, as this could indicate a leadership 

decentralisation or leadership void (see Chapter 2). I examined the 47 

leadership network sociograms (see Appendix 4) and qualitatively coded the 

network structure as either vertical, distributed or shared. The leadership 

structure in each of the 47 network sociograms was in the first instance 

qualitatively coded as either collectivistic or vertical. The leadership structure is 

collectivistic if at least one individual other than the formal team leader receives 
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sufficient leadership nominations from fellow team mates (i.e., 60% or higher), 

and vertical otherwise. Further, I qualitatively coded each collectivistic 

leadership structure as either shared or distributed; it is shared if the formal 

team leader also perceives at least one emergent leader as such, and distributed 

otherwise. I then examined the network sociograms for each of the 47 

leadership networks and coded the network structure as vertical, distributed, or 

shared. Of the 47 team leadership network sociograms, I qualitatively coded 16 

as having a vertical leadership structure, 16 as having a distributed leadership 

structure and 15, as having a shared leadership structure. 

The second alternative measure of shared leadership I included in this 

study is shared traditional leadership (see §4.3.4.6). As Table 4.5 shows, the 

remaining shared traditional leadership items loaded significantly and uniquely 

on two factor components, with the remaining three shared transformational 

leadership items all loading on one factor component (number 6 in Table 4.5) 

and the four shared participative leadership items all loading on the other 

factor component (number 4 in Table 4.5). The zero-order correlation between 

the two subscales was .70 (p < .001), which shows that they are highly related 

dimensions. I tested for whether aggregation was appropriate using the James 

et al. (1993) within-group interrater agreement statistic (rwg) and intraclass 

correlation coefficients (McGraw & Wong, 1996a, 1996b). These statistics (mean 

rwg = .79, ICC[1] = .50, ICC[2] = .88) suggested that the conditions for aggregation 

were satisfied.  I first aggregated the two subscales to the team-level and then 

averaged the scores to create a global shared leadership scale (Cronbach’s α = 

.91). 

 

4.4.5   Control Variables 

I included statistical controls for team size, demographic diversity and 

social desirability bias in order to account for these possible alternative 

explanations for shared leadership, team resilience and team innovation. 
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Statistical controls work on the premise that non-random sampling is a type of 

omitted variables problem and, therefore, their inclusion strengthens causal 

inferences (Aguinis & Edwards, 2014).  

Team Size. This may influence workload and resource requirements that 

may influence team effectiveness (Carson et al., 2007; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). 

Larger teams have greater information processing capabilities and requirements 

than smaller teams, thus leading to greater sharing of leadership and better 

team performance (Carson et al., 2007); the relationship is nonlinear – possibly 

plateauing or decreasing beyond a given team size due to many reasons, 

including the increased potential for free riding (Carson et al., 2007), the 

introduction of proximity barriers, increased demand for coordination and 

reduced communication effectiveness (Nicolaides et al., 2014). Carson et al. 

(2007) found a significant effect for team size on shared leadership but not on 

team performance. Most of the studies that include team size as a control 

variable, however, report no significant effect. The meta-analysis by Nicolaides 

et al. (2014) tested for the moderator effects of team size on the relationship 

between shared leadership and performance and found no significant effect. 

Consistent with previous research (e.g. Carson et al., 2007),  team size was 

measured in this research as the actual number of members in each team.  

Demographic Diversity. Diversity is a unit-level compositional construct 

and it is attribute specific (Harrison & Klein, 2007). The integrative typology of 

diversity developed by Harrison & Klein (2007) shows that there are three 

categories of diversity based on the nature of the attribute: separation, for 

compositional differences in beliefs, values or attitudes (bimodal distribution); 

variety, for compositional differences in the kind, source or category of a 

relevant knowledge or experience (uniform distribution); and disparity, for 

compositional differences in the proportion of socially valued assets or 

resources held (positively skewed distribution – reflecting inequality or relative 

concentration).  
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Demographic diversity (e.g. gender, age, education, ethnicity, tenure) 

could, depending on the context, be conceptualised as either separation, variety 

or disparity (Harrison & Klein, 2007). However, while previous research has 

suggested that demographic diversity may play a role in the development of 

shared leadership, studies often do not expressly conceptualize diversity as one 

of the three types (Harrison & Klein, 2007). For example, Carson et al. (2007) did 

not expressly conceptualize gender diversity and race diversity but they 

measured these using Teachman’s (entropy) index, which is an information 

richness measure (Teachman, 1980). Carson et al. (2007) did not find a 

significant effect on shared leadership or team performance for either gender 

diversity or race diversity.  

The demographic diversity attributes controlled for in this research are 

gender, education, age and tenure. Within the research context, men are 

perceived to wield greater power than women, older/longer tenure employees 

are perceived as possessing higher task-relevant experience and tacit 

knowledge (hence, have higher status), and holding a postgraduate degree is 

associated with having higher task-relevant knowledge (hence, higher status) 

(Kuada, 2010). Therefore, diversity in gender, education, age and tenure are 

conceptualized as disparity to reflect the asymmetric consequences of within-

team demographic diversity. Age diversity and tenure diversity were measured 

with the Gini coefficient, which is a measure of within-team inequality or 

relative concentration on an attribute (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Diversity in 

gender and education were measured using the Blau index (Harrison & Klein, 

2007).  

Social Desirability Bias. This was measured using Strahan & Gerbasi’s 

(1972) 10-item short version of the 33-item Crowne & Marlowe (1960) social 

desirability scale. Sample scale items include (0 = “false”; 1 = “true”): “I'm 

always willing to admit it when I make a mistake”; “I always try to practice 

what I preach”; and “I never resent being asked to return a favour”. I 
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aggregated the item ratings to the team level of analysis. Cronbach’s alpha was 

.64. 

 

4.5 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I discussed the quantitative data collection methods, the 

procedures used for the examination and processing of the data and the 

development of the study measures. The data examination procedures 

implemented provided evidence of the validity and suitability of the survey 

data and resulted in a final analysis sample of 211 individuals nested in 47 work 

teams. Given satisfactory interrater agreement and consistency indices, I 

aggregated the scale measures to the team level and averaged the scores to 

obtain the team level measures. The sociometric variables were team-level 

variables and were measured as such. In the next chapter, I shall discuss the 

quantitative data analysis and results.         
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Chapter 5   

Quantitative Data Analysis and Results 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I discuss the analyses undertaken for the quantitative 

study and report the results from those analyses. I start by discussing the 

multiple linear regression approach used for analysing the data. Next, I discuss 

the results of analyses involving shared leadership as a mediator variable. In 

these analyses, shared leadership is operationalised as dyadic nonnull 

reciprocity. This is followed by a discussion of the results of analyses involving 

shared leadership as a moderator variable. In the moderation analyses, shared 

leadership is operationalised as network centralisation and indexed via a 

categorical variable comprising three levels (i.e., vertical, distributed, or shared 

leadership network structure). Finally, I discuss supplemental analyses 

conducted using alternative sociometric and composition model 

operationalisations of shared leadership. I end with a chapter summary.       

 

5.2 Primary Analyses and Results 

The quantitative data was analysed using the multiple linear regression 

(MR) analysis. This is the most appropriate technique for this study, given the 

small sample size (i.e., N = 47 for member-rated criterion measures; N = 30 for 

leader-rated criterion measures) and, consequently, the use of observed 

measures rather than latent constructs (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). Structural 

equation modelling (SEM) was ruled out as a potential analysis technique for 

this study because a sample size of 200 cases or larger has been recommended 

as what is required to achieve stable analysis solutions (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). 

With a sample size of 47 cases and 10 independent variables (IVs) in the variate, 
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the MR analyses conducted will be able to detect, at the .05 significance level, 

square multiple variation (R2) values of 29 percent and greater 80% of the time 

they occur (Hair, Black, et al., 2014).  

Consistent with the framing of and hypotheses in this study, I used the 

confirmatory (i.e., ‘all enter’) MR estimation technique. To test the mediational 

hypotheses, I conducted tests of the indirect effect using the Hayes (2018) 

syntax-based Process macro. The Process macro can accommodate one IV at a 

time, with the remaining IVs included as covariates in each regression model 

estimated (Hayes, 2018). For each regression model estimated with the Hayes 

(2018) Process macro, I used the same random number seed of 19118 and 5,000 

bootstrap samples to generate the  95th percentile (95%p) bootstrap confidence 

intervals and standard errors for the indirect effect.  

Bootstrapping allows for parameter estimates, confidence intervals and 

standard errors to be estimated based on the actual (rather than assumed) 

sampling distribution of the data (Hayes, 2018). Using a common seed for the 

random number generator ensures that the confidence intervals for all 

regression models are estimated with the same set of 5,000 bootstrap samples 

(Hayes, 2018). This is a significant point because, according to Hayes (2018), 

using a common random number seed in all the regression models estimated 

produces output that is equivalent to those from an SEM-based analyses with 

observed (rather than latent) variables.  

Tables 5.1 below presents descriptive statistics, zero-order correlations 

and reliability coefficients for member rated team effectiveness and shared 

leadership (N = 47). All Cronbach’s alphas (diagonal entries) are substantially 

higher than the threshold value of .70. The relationships among the 

independent variables (IVs; vertical leadership, team psychological 

empowerment, and internal team environment) and dependent variables (DVs; 

team innovation, and team resilience) are strong and positive (i.e., r ≥ .56, p = 

.000). 
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However, their zero-order associations with shared leadership are 

nonsignificant when shared leadership is indexed via network reciprocity but 

are significant and positive when shared leadership is indexed via shared 

traditional leadership (i.e., r ≥ .45, p < .01). Of the five control variables, only 

education diversity and tenure diversity are significantly associated with any 

variable in this research. Specifically, education diversity is significantly and 

negatively associated with dyadic nonnull reciprocity (r = -.42, p < .01), and 

tenure diversity is significantly and positively associated with team size (r = .38, 

p < .01). 

Initially, all the mediational MR models estimated included the five 

control variables. However, none of these had a significant effect on any 

variable of interest in this study. Therefore, I excluded the control variables and 

reran the MR analyses described above. With the number of IVs in the variate 

reduced to five (from 10), the MR analyses conducted with member-rated 

criterion measures (N = 47) are capable of detecting, at the .05 significance level, 

square multiple variation (R2) values of 23 percent and greater 80% of the time 

they occur (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). The generalisability of the results is also 

substantially improved, as the ratio of observations to IVs in the variate (i.e., 

47/5 = 9.4) is well above the minimum ration of 5:1 (Hair, Black, et al., 2014).  

For the MR analyses using team leader-rated criterion measures (N = 30), 

the F-statistic for the regression model with shared leadership as the DV was 

statistically nonsignificant [F(3, 26) = 2.76, p = .062, R2 = .24]. Similarly, models in 

which both leader-rated team innovation [F(4, 25) = 2.44, p = .074, R2 = .28] and 

team resilience [F(4, 25) = 1.45, p = .246, R2 = .19] were regressed on shared 

leadership and the IVs did not achieve statistical significance. These 

nonsignificant F-tests render the results for the individual variables in these 

models non-interpretable. Recall that the team leader ratings of team innovation 

and team resilience were elicited in order to minimise the amount and 

consequences of common method variance (see §4.4.2). However, due to the 
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small sample size and, hence, limited statistical power, the regression analyses 

with leader-rated criterion measures did not yield any useful insights to report. 

Table 5.2 shows the results for the MR regression models estimated using team 

member-rated criterion measures and Table 5.3 summarises the outcomes of the 

hypotheses tested. 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted that shared leadership will be positively and 

significantly related to team innovation. Hypothesis 2 predicted that shared 

leadership will be positively and significantly related to team resilience. The 

results in Table 5.2 show that shared leadership is not significantly related to 

either team innovation or team resilience. Hence, Hypotheses 1 and 2 are not 

supported. The results also show that shared leadership is not significantly 

predicted by the IVs as a block [F(3, 43) = .48, p = .69, R2 = .03]. Therefore, the 

results for individual variables in these models are not interpretable.  

Similarly, Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that shared leadership will 

mediate the effects of vertical leadership on team innovation and team 

resilience, respectively. These hypotheses were not supported, as the 95%p 

bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effects straddle zero. Similarly, 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that shared leadership will mediate the effects of 

internal team environment on team innovation and team resilience, 

respectively. Mediation is indicated if the confidence interval for the indirect 

effect does not include a zero (Hayes, 2018). The results in Table 5.2 do not 

provide support for a mediation process involving shared leadership, as the 

95%p bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effects straddle zero; hence, 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 were not supported.  
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Hypotheses 7 and 8 predicted shared leadership will mediate the effects 

of team psychological empowerment on team innovation and team resilience, 

respectively. Again, these hypotheses were not supported, as the 95%p 

bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effects straddle zero. Thus, the 

results do not provide support for a mediation process involving shared 

leadership.  

Although I did not find support for the mediational hypotheses, the 

results in Table 5.2 show that internal team environment has a significant direct 

effect on team innovation (β = .56, p < .05), and team psychological 

empowerment has a significant direct effect on team resilience (β = .49, p < .05). 

Vertical leadership has a significant direct effect on both team innovation (β = 

.57, p < .05) and team resilience (β = .38, p < .05). As Table 5.3 shows, none of the 

hypotheses tested was supported. 

  

Table 5.3: Summary of Outcomes of Tests of Study Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 
Supported? 

Yes/No 
H1: shared leadership → team innovation No 
H2: shared leadership → team resilience No 
H3: vertical leadership → shared leadership → team innovation No 
H4: vertical leadership → shared leadership → team resilience No 
H5: internal team environment → shared leadership → team innovation No 
H6: internal team environment → shared leadership → team resilience No 
H7: team psychological empowerment → shared leadership → team innovation No 
H8: team psychological empowerment → shared leadership → team resilience No 

 

 

5.3 Supplemental Analyses 

Given the paucity of shared leadership studies within the sub-Saharan 

African (SSA) context, I decided to undertake supplemental analyses to explore 

alternative intervening variable roles for shared leadership to those 

hypothesised in my research, as well as alternative operationalisations of 

shared leadership to nonnull dyadic reciprocity. These competing intervening 
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variable roles and measures for shared leadership were already tenable within 

the extant literature, just not consistent with the conceptual framing of this 

research.    

First, given that moderation and mediation are competing alternatives in 

terms of the conceptualisation and testing of empirical process models (Hair, 

Black, et al., 2014; Hayes, 2018), I performed supplemental analyses to explore 

whether shared leadership moderated (rather than mediated) the relationships 

between the IVs on the DVs in this study. Specifically, I examined the effects of 

having a shared vs. vertical leadership network structure on the relationships 

between the IVs and DVs in this study; this amounts to a conceptual replication 

of Mehra et al.'s (2006) study. 

Second, although meta-analytic studies suggest that sociometric 

approaches yield higher validities than composition model approaches 

(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014), those 

findings were based on small and, largely Western-based data samples. 

D’Innocenzo et al. (2016: 1982) recommended that researchers should “consider 

a number of avenues while engaging in shared leadership research”. Therefore, 

I decided to explore whether alternative operationalisations of shared 

leadership will yield patterns of relationships that are different to those 

produced by the primary analyses reported in §5.2 above. In the subsections 

that follow, I report and explain the results of the supplemental analyses 

examining a moderator role for, and using alternative operationalisations of, 

shared leadership.  

  

5.3.1 MR Analyses with Shared Leadership as a Moderator 

In this context, shared leadership is operationalised as network 

centralisation ( Contractor et al., 2012). Given the discussion in Chapter 2 (§2.6), 

and consistent with previous research (e.g. Ensley, Hmieleski, & Pearce, 2006; 

Mehra et al., 2006; Pearce, 2004; Pearce, Manz, & Sims, 2008), it is possible that 
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shared leadership will moderate the influences of team psychological 

empowerment and internal team environment on team innovation and team 

resilience. Specifically, it is expected that the effects of team psychological 

empowerment and internal team environment on team innovation and team 

resilience will be weaker for teams with a vertical leadership network structure 

than for those with a collectivistic leadership network structure. Further, it is 

expected that these relationships will also be weaker for teams with a 

distributed leadership network  structure than for those with a shared  

leadership network structure (Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014).  

To examine these propositions, I followed the approach used in Mehra et 

al. (2006) and explained in Chapter 4 (see §4.4.4). I qualitatively coded each of 

the 47 leadership networks and coded the network structure as vertical, 

distributed or shared. Of the 47 teams, 16 were coded as exhibiting a vertical 

leadership structure, 16 were coded as exhibiting distributed leadership 

structure and 15, as exhibiting a shared leadership structure. I transformed the 

leadership network structures using Helmert contrast coding. The Helmert 

contrast coding compares levels of a variable with the mean of the subsequent 

levels of the variable (Hair, Black, et al., 2014). Specifically, in the first instance, 

teams with a vertical leadership structure were compared to teams with a 

collectivistic (i.e., distributed or shared) leadership structure. In the second 

instance, teams with a distributed leadership structure were compared to teams 

with a shared leadership structure.  I performed the moderation analyses using 

the Hayes (2018) process macro. 

As for the mediation analyses reported in §5.2 above, I used a common 

random number seed of 19118 and 5000 bootstrap samples for all the MR 

models estimated with the Helmert contrast codes (W1, vertical vs. collectivistic; 

W2, distributed vs. shared). Given that the Hayes (2018) Process macro only 

accommodates one IV (X) at a time, the other IV (i.e., internal team environment 

or team psychological empowerment) is included in the model as a covariate. 
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As Hayes (2018) shows, the definitive test of moderation is a test of the 

interaction effect between the IV (X) and the moderator variable (W); further, 

this single test of the interaction effect tests both whether X’s effect on the DV 

varies with W and whether any two conditional effects of X are different 

(p.263).  

Table 5.4 shows the results of tests of the moderation analyses effect of 

leadership network structure on the relationships between the IVs and DVs. As 

the results in Table 5.4 show, the relationship between internal team 

environment and team innovation does not depend on network centralisation, 

as the interaction effect is nonsignificant [∆R2 = .017, F(2, 40) = .926, p = .404]. 

Internal team environment is positively and significantly related to team 

innovation (p < .01). Similarly, the effect of internal team environment on team 

resilience does not depend on network centralisation [∆R2 = .050, F(2, 40) = 

1.976, p = .152], with no significant differences in its conditional effects across 

levels of network centralisation (as the 95% confidence intervals for the 

conditional effects at all levels straddle zero).  

The effect of team psychological empowerment on team innovation does 

not also depend on leadership network structure [∆R2 = .004, F(2, 40) = .231, p = 

.795], and there are no significant differences in its conditional effects across 

levels of leadership network structure. Also, the effect of team psychological 

empowerment on team resilience does not depend on leadership network 

structure [∆R2 = .007, F(2, 40) = .252, p = .778]. However, there are significant 

differences in its conditional effects at levels of network centralisation. 

Specifically, team psychological empowerment was significantly related to team 

resilience for teams with a shared leadership network structure (95%CI = .088, 

1.351) but not for teams with a vertical (95%CI = -.082, 1.317) or distributed 

(95%CI = -.261, 1.186) leadership network structure.   
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Table 5.4: Regression Analyses with Network Structure as a Moderator 

      Confidence 
Intervala 

Model β SE t  p  LLCI  ULCI 
Model 1         
Team Innovation (Y)         
R2 = .64, MSE = .141, F(6, 40) = 12.00, p < .001         

Internal team environment (X) .97 .235 4.151 < .001  .47  1.42 
Vertical vs. Collectivistic (W1) 1.20 1.283 .933 .357  -2.30  3.73 

Distributed vs. Shared (W2) -1.23 1.431 -.860 .395  -4.95  1.26 
W1 x Internal team environment -.29 .290 -1.008 .320  -.87  .47 
W2 x Internal team environment .25 .324 .776 .443  -.34  1.07 

Team psychological empowerment (Cov) .22 .350 .635 .529  -.55  .97 
Constant -1.43 .956 -1.500 .141  -3.72  .71 

Model 2         
Team Innovation (Y)         
R2 = .63, MSE = .145, F(6, 40) = 11.38, p < .001         

Team psychological empowerment (X) .27 .345 .781 .439  -.56        .99 
Vertical vs. Collectivistic (W1) .64 2.033 .315 .754  -4.40      5.31 

Distributed vs. Shared (W2) -1.45 2.195 -.661 .513  -6.33       3.35 
W1 x Team psychological empowerment -.16 .439 -.358 .723  -1.16        .92 
W2 x Team psychological empowerment .28 .476 .597 .554  -.79       1.35 

Internal team environment (Cov) .92 .227 4.046 < .001  .46       1.40 
Constant -1.40 .971 -1.438 .158  -3.64        .89 

Model 3         
Team Resilience (Y)         
R2 = .50, MSE = .078, F(6, 40) = 6.53, p < .001         

Internal team environment (X) .25 .174 1.438 .158  -.10  .60 
Vertical vs. Collectivistic (W1) 1.20 .95 1.260 .215  -.92  3.15 

Distributed vs. Shared (W2) -1.46 1.062 -1.378 .176  -3.88  1.70 
W1 x Internal team environment -.30 .215 -1.376 .177  -.72  .17 
W2 x Internal team environment .30 .241 1.244 .221  -.40  .84 

Team psychological empowerment (Cov) .54 .259 2.072 .045  -.00  1.06 
Constant .77 .710 1.080 .287  -.82  2.44 

Model 4         
Team Resilience (Y)         
R2 = .45, MSE = .084, F(6, 40) = 5.50, p < .001         

Team psychological empowerment (X) .60 .262 2.290 .027  .03  1.12 
Vertical vs. Collectivistic (W1) .03 1.546 .019 .985  -3.40  3.88 

Distributed vs. Shared (W2) -1.35 1.669 -.810 .423  -5.28  3.86 
W1 x Team psychological empowerment -.03 .335 -.080 .937  -.84  .70 
W2 x Team psychological empowerment .26 .362 .709 .482  -.83  1.09 

Internal team environment (Cov) .18 .172 1.028 .310  -.15  .55 
Constant .81 .739 1.097 .279  -.95  2.67 

N = 47. Cov = covariate. Network structure (W) is represented by two Helmert contrast coded variables 
(W1, vertical vs. collectivistic leadership structure; W2, distributed vs. shared leadership structure), with 
the vertical leadership structure as the reference level.    
a Confidence intervals are the 95% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals generated with 5000 
bootstrap samples and a common random number seed of 19118.  
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The significant differences in the conditional effects of team 

psychological empowerment at levels of network centralisation does not in any 

way mean that the relationship between team psychological empowerment and 

team resilience depends on network centralisation, as the definitive test of 

moderation, as reported above, was nonsignificant (Hayes, 2018).  

Taken together, the results of the moderation analyses provide no 

evidence that network centralisation moderates the relationships of internal 

team environment and team psychological empowerment with team innovation 

and team resilience.  

 

5.3.2 MR Analyses with Alternative Measures of Shared Leadership  

I reran the MR analyses reported in §5.2 above using alternative 

sociometric operationalisations of shared leadership, namely edgewise 

reciprocity and network density. Edgewise reciprocity and network density 

have a zero-order correlation of .58 (p < .001) with each other and their 

correlations with dyadic non-null reciprocity are .99 (p < .001) and .55 (p < .001), 

respectively. Those MR analyses with shared leadership indexed via edgewise 

reciprocity and network density produced results which were very similar to 

those reported above for dyadic non-null reciprocity. 

I also reran the MR analyses described in §5.2 above but with shared 

leadership indexed via shared traditional leadership. The results of those MR 

analyses (see Appendix 5) showed that shared traditional leadership is not 

significantly related to either team innovation or team resilience. The results 

demonstrate that shared traditional leadership is significantly predicted by the 

IVs as a block [F(3, 43) = 30.66, p = .000, R2 = .68]. The effects of vertical 

leadership (β = .44, p < .05) and team psychological empowerment (β = .60, p < 

.05) were significant but the effect of internal team environment was not (β = 

.18, p = .21).  

The results in Appendix 5 do not provide support for a mediation 
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process involving shared traditional leadership, as all the 95%p bootstrap 

confidence intervals for the indirect effect contain zero. Finally, the results also 

show that internal team environment has a significant direct effect on team 

innovation (β = .51, p < .05), vertical leadership has a significant direct effect on 

team resilience (β = .48, p < .05), and team psychological empowerment has a 

significant direct effect on team resilience (β = .65, p < .05). Due to low statistical 

power, the MR regression analyses with shared traditional leadership as a 

mediator and leader-rated team innovation and team resilience as DVs did not 

yield any useful insights. Taken together, the results of all the MR analyses 

undertaken suggest that, irrespective of operationalisation, shared leadership 

does not mediate the influences of either internal team environment, team 

psychological empowerment or vertical leadership on team innovation and 

team resilience.  

 

5.4 Chapter Summary 

I have discussed in this chapter the results from the analysis of the data 

from the quantitative study. Overall, the results do not provide support for 

shared leadership as a mediator of the relationship between internal team 

environment, team psychological empowerment and vertical leadership, as 

explanatory variables, and team innovation and team resilience, as criterion 

variables. However, the results show that internal team environment is 

significantly related to team innovation, team psychological empowerment is 

significantly related to team resilience, and that vertical leadership is 

significantly related to both team innovation and team resilience.  

The null findings for shared leadership, while consistent with the 

findings of previous research reviewed in Chapter 2, could be because the 

sociometric measures used (i.e., network reciprocity, network centralisation) are 

cross-sectional and, so, are not able to capture the temporal aspect of leadership 

dispersion. The analyses in Chapter 4 revealed evidence of common method 
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variance, although the substantive relationships were not significantly biased 

by it. Further, three of the multidimensional scales included in this research 

[i.e., Kirkman et al.’s (2004) four-dimensional superordinate team psychological 

empowerment scale, Carson et al.’s (2007) three-dimensional superordinate 

internal team environment scale, and Janssen’s (2000) three-dimensional team 

innovation scale] lacked discriminant validity based on the analyses conducted 

with individual-level data; while the lack of discriminant validity for these 

multidimensional scales are not surprising and have been highlighted in the 

original scale development studies, this may have contributed in some way to 

the null findings for shared leadership.  

Despite these plausible explanations for the null findings for shared 

leadership, it is also possible that the scales in this study do not generalise to, 

and hence are inappropriate for studies undertaken within, a non-Western 

context.  I provide a detailed discussion of and reflection on the significance of 

these (null) findings and their relation to the qualitative study and to previous 

research in Chapter 8 (Discussion). In the next chapter, I turn my attention to a 

discussion of the methods of research deployed in the qualitative study. 
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Chapter 6  

Qualitative Study Methods 

6.1 Introduction 

The purpose of the qualitative study was to examine how context shapes 

the nomological network of shared leadership. Thus, it sought to gain 

understanding of the contextual factors (i.e., beyond just demographic 

diversity, as was considered in the quantitative study) that shape shared 

leadership emergence and its relationships with internal team predictors and 

team effectiveness (see Figure 2.2). In this chapter, I discuss the research 

methods for the qualitative study, the data generated as well as the techniques 

applied in its processing and analysis.    

In exploring the influence of context on the nomological network of 

shared leadership in work teams, I focus specifically on the influences of the 

team’s discrete context (i.e., task, and social context) as well as other broader 

contextual factors (i.e., omnibus context. External team leaders enact a team’s 

discrete context (see Chapter 2; Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010; 

White et al., 2014). This notion of external team leaders enacting the discrete 

context of lower level functional teams is consistent with Johns’ (2006: 391) 

definition of discrete context as “the particular situational variables that shape 

behaviour or attitudes”.  

I draw on the works of Johns (2006) and Porter & McLaughlin (2006), to 

develop a methodological framework for categorising and studying the 

influences of context in this research. Specifically, I adopt Johns’ (2006) 

dimensions of context as the framework for identifying and analysing evidence 

of the impact of context in the text data generated from the qualitative study. I 

use Johns’ (2006) framework because it allows for a wholistic and 

comprehensive examination of context effects in teams. I also draw on Porter 
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and McLaughlin (2006) for examples of the elements in each dimension of 

context (see §6.2, Table 6.1). I combine semi-structured interviews with external 

team leaders and archival reviews as techniques to collect data on elements in 

the team’s context (see Table 6.1).     

The discussion in this chapter is structured as followed. First, I discuss 

the methodological framework deployed in contextualising shared leadership 

in work teams. I follow this with a discussion of the data collection methods 

deployed. I then discuss the methods and techniques used from processing and 

analysing the data generated in the qualitative study. This is followed by a 

discussion of the trustworthiness of the qualitative study undertaken. I end 

with a chapter summary.  

 

6.2 Methodological Framework for Contextualising Leadership 

As stated above, I adopted Johns’ (2006) methodological framework for 

studying team context, while also drawing on Porter and McLaughlin (2006) for 

examples of the elements in each dimension of context (see Table 6.1). Table 6.1 

shows the dimensions of context, with Porter and McLaughlin’s (2006) 

organisational context components mapped onto them (i.e., under the 

‘comments’ column). Table 6.1 shows only two of Johns’ (2006) five dimensions 

of omnibus context (i.e., location [where?], time [when]). The remaining three 

dimensions of omnibus context, relating to the substantive content (what?), 

occupational context (who?), and purpose (why?) of this study have been 

defined throughout thesis and, therefore, are not shown in Table 6.1. Table 6.1 

also signposts the specific elements of the dimensions that were coded for the 

qualitative data analysis (see §6.4). 
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The discrete team context has three dimensions, namely task, social, and 

physical context and each of these has sub-dimensions or elements, as shown in 

Table 6.1. The task and social dimensions explore/reflect the influences of 

external team leader behaviour in shaping the team’s task context (e.g. 

autonomy, uncertainty, accountability, resources) and social context (e.g. base 

rates for demographic diversity, direct socio-political influence; Johns, 2006). 

The physical dimension of discrete context relates to the design of workspaces 

(e.g., temperature controls, lighting, décor, and the physical built environment). 

The physical dimension of discrete context was not examined in this study due 

to an inability to negotiate meaningful access to allow for this to take place. 

Importantly, according to Johns (2006), the effects of the omnibus context are 

mediated1 by elements of the discrete context (i.e., external team leader 

behaviour) or their interactions.     

 

6.3 Procedure and Data 

The data collection techniques used in the qualitative study were in-

person semi-structured interviews with external team leaders at the research 

sites and archival review; in Chapter 3, I explained these techniques and 

justified their use in triangulating data on case studies of three qualitative 

research sites (Alpha, Beta and Gamma). In the subsections that follow, I 

discuss the data collection processes followed for each of the two techniques 

and then summarise the data generated for the qualitative study. 

 

6.3.1 Semi-Structured Interviews 

The in-person semi-structured interviews sought to gain insight into the 

enactment of the teams’ task and social contexts by external team leaders and 

                                                 
1 The word ‘mediated’ is used here in a qualitative (non-quantitative) sense and refers to the 
interactive effects of elements of the omnibus and discrete contexts. 
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how these shape the nomological network of shared leadership; that is, the 

cascade of collective leadership (Friedrich et al., 2016; Margolis & Ziegert, 2016). 

I conducted the semi-structured interviews from October to November 2017. 

Altogether, I conducted 31 semi-structured interviews: 12 in Alpha, 12 in Beta, 

and seven in Gamma. The interview sample is representative of the external 

team leaders at the four data collection sites (see Chapter 3).  

As stated in Chapter 3, (see §3.4.2), negotiations for access to undertake 

the semi-structured involved several email correspondences and face-to-face 

meetings with the human resource (HR) leads (i.e., the main contact persons) in 

the four companies. I gained access to conduct the semi-structured interviews 

in three of the four companies that participated in the quantitative study (i.e., 

Alpha, Beta and Gamma); Delta declined to participate in the qualitative study. 

The HR lead in each company sent an email to company executives (i.e., heads 

of functional departments, chief finance officer, chief operating officer, chief 

information officer, and managing director) introducing me and attaching the 

participant information sheet prepared for the qualitative study. These 

company executives are external to the functional teams that were surveyed in 

the quantitative study and are at higher hierarchical levels – they are external 

team leaders (Morgeson et al., 2010).  

Each of the HR leads in the three participating companies delegated the 

tasks of day-to-day contact and scheduling of interviews with external team 

leaders to one or two subordinates. These subordinates were helpful in 

scheduling interviews, especially the first few interviews. Another strategy that 

I used to get success is to snowball from one interviewee to another. I visited 

the research sites on an alternating basis during workdays and interviewed 

company executives if and when they were available. Many of the interviews I 

conducted were scheduled in this way.  

All the interviews followed a common interview protocol, which I 

designed following the relevant good practice guidelines (Jacob & Furgerson, 
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2012; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Before the start of each interview, I handed the 

interviewee a copy of the participant information sheet to read; some 

interviewees asked for clarification about the research, which I provided. 

Afterwards, each interviewee signed the informed consent form. I sought 

permission to audio-record the interviews, and all but one interviewee gave 

consent freely. I took handwritten notes during the one interview that I could 

not audio-record, following closely the guidelines for comprehensive note 

taking provided by Wolfinger (2002). The actual interview process followed 

allowed for conversations to develop naturally, and for the in-depth exploration 

of the (emergent) themes. At the end of each interview, I sought feedback from 

the interviewee about their experience of the interview process. Please see 

Appendix 6 for the interview protocol and Table 6.2 below, for demographic 

information about the interviewees. 

The interview questions focused on external team leader behaviours, 

drawing on the comprehensive taxonomy of critical team leadership functions 

developed by Morgeson et al. (2010); these are team composition, defining the 

team’s mission, establishing expectations and goals, structuring and planning, 

training and development, sensemaking, sensegiving and feedback, team 

monitoring, managing team boundaries, challenging the team, team task 

performance, team problem solving, team resourcing, encouraging team self-

management, and supporting the social climate. I also included in the interview 

protocol a Likert response question, which I adopted from Bourgeois (1980), to 

measure external team leaders’ consensus (or lack thereof) on the organisation’s 

strategic goals and priorities. The inclusion of the strategic goals questionnaire 

in the interview protocol was intended to allow for an exploration of any 

potential linkages there might be between goal dis/agreement external team 

leaders and the effectiveness of the leadership processes they exercise oversight 

over (Bourgeois, 1980; Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988).  
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During the first few interviews, I also asked external team leaders if there 

were aspects of their work they had expected to be – but were not – asked questions 

about. They all spoke about the challenges they faced in their lines of work, which 

prompted me to subsequently ask all external team leaders interviewed about the 

challenges they face in their respective roles. I asked each external team leader I 

interviewed if he/she could consider making available to me copies of relevant 

internal company documents (e.g., team structure information, performance data, 

departmental handbooks, etc.). Soon after each interview, I sent the external team 

leader a thank you email, in which I also included a reminder to send to me any 

internal company documents. 

All audio-recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim and, together with 

the typed-up notes of the one interview with no audio recording, resulted in 272 

pages of interview text data and 31 quantitative responses to the corporate goals 

question (see Appendix 6).       

 

6.3.2 Archival Review  

I retrieved relevant archival data from the corporate websites of the three 

participating companies, publicly available information as well as internal company 

documents. A piece of archival data was considered relevant to the extent it 

articulated policies, procedures or norms that define or characterise the team’s task 

and social contexts; further, these policies, procedures, and norms are within the 

purview of external team leaders.  

Data from company webpages were captured as NCapture files using the 

Chrome browser extension. I used the OutWit Hub and Outwit Docs software to 

retrieve publicly available data in document file format. I also retrieved from a 

keyword search in Web of Science, Scopus and Google Scholar, relevant scholarly 

articles on the three participating companies. The keywords used for the database 

searches were the company names and the names for the relevant regulatory 
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authorities. Finally, as noted above (§6.3.1), I requested relevant internal company 

documents from external team leaders during the in-person semi-structured 

interviews. Altogether, the archival review yielded 62 NCapture webpages as PDFs 

and 142 pages of internal and publicly available documents files (see Table 6.3).  

In summary, the data analysed for the qualitative study comprised 272 pages 

of interview text data, quantitative responses of 31 executives to the corporate goals 

question, 62 NCapture webpages as PDFs, and 142 pages of text data in document 

files. Table 6.3 presents an overview of the qualitative data collected at each research 

site. The text data from all sources were imported into NVivo 11 Pro (Jackson & 

Bazeley, 2019) as MS Word or PDF files for thematic coding and analysis. I now turn 

to a discussion about the data analysis techniques I used in the qualitative study. 

 

Table 6.3: Overview of Qualitative Data 

Criterion Alpha Beta Gamma 
Semi-structured 
interviews 

12 executive interviews 
Audio-recorded, 
transcribed verbatim (5 – 
13 pages per interview)  

12 executive interviews: 
11 audio-recorded, 
transcribed verbatim, 1 
with handwritten notes (3 – 
13 pages per interview) 
 

7 executive interviews 
Audio-recorded, 
transcribed verbatim (5 – 
14 pages per interview) 

Archival review Company webpages, 14 
internal/publicly available 
documents  
 

Company webpages, 
1 internal document 

Company webpages, 
3 internal/publicly 
available documents 

Data overview 99 pages of interview data 
28 webpages as PDFs 
92 pages of document text 

109 pages of interview data 
32 webpages as PDFs 
2 pages of document text 
 

64 pages of interview data 
2 webpages as PDFs 
48 pages of document text 

Functional team 
structures a 

6 vertical 
9 distributed 
6 shared 

3 vertical 
2 distributed 
1 shared  
 

5 vertical 
5 distributed 
5 shared 

Miscellaneous Researcher reviewed 
annual reports for the 
previous 6 years 

Researcher reviewed 3 
National Insurance 
Commission annual reports 
and 11 journal articles on 
the insurance industry in 
Ghana 

Researcher also reviewed 
the latest annual report of 
the group holding 
company 

a This information was obtained from the results of the quantitative study and has been presented here 
to provide proper context, as the interview data was obtained from external team leaders. 
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6.4 Qualitative Data Analysis Techniques 

The approach I used in analysing the qualitative data is qualitative content 

analysis. Qualitative content analysis is defined as “the subjective interpretation of 

the content of text data through the systematic classification process of coding and 

identifying themes or patterns” (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005: 1278). Qualitative content 

analysis is best suited to analysing the content or contextual meaning of text data 

obtained from multiple and varied sources (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kondracki et al., 

2002) and is, thus, appropriate for analysing the text data for the qualitative study.  

Hsieh & Shannon (2005) outline three approaches to qualitative content 

analysis: conventional, summative, and directed. Conventional content analysis 

involves inductive coding of the text data and the organisation of those codes into 

categories and clusters, and any interpretations so derived from the process is 

grounded in the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). It is appropriate where the aim of the 

study is to describe a phenomenon with no (or limited) theoretical antecedents 

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). It differs from the grounded theory method and 

phenomenology only in so far as it does not lead to the development of theory or 

any nuanced understandings (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2012).  

The summative content analysis approach involves quantizing words or 

content in text data, followed by a process of interpretation of their underlying 

meanings or contextual use (i.e., latent content analysis; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). It is 

appropriate for scoping studies (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). 

Finally, directed content analysis involves the deductive use of theory to inform the 

coding of text data and the organisation of the codes into categories and clusters 

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kondracki et al., 2002). This approach is appropriate for 

studies that seek to validate or extend existing theory or conceptual frameworks 

(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  
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Given the purpose of the present research to examine how context shapes the 

nomological network of shared leadership in teams, neither the conventional nor 

summative approach to qualitative content analysis is appropriate. The directed 

content analysis approach is the most appropriate for the purpose of the qualitative 

study, and I discuss below how I implemented it.  

 

6.4.1 Thematic Coding 

Thematic coding is at the core of qualitative content analysis (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005). It involves identifying, recording and categorising text data that 

exemplify the same thematic idea (Gibbs, 2007; Gioia et al., 2013). The coding 

process, from when the initial categories have been created, is cyclical and involves 

refining, developing, and establishing relationships between categories; this process 

is referred to as axial coding (Gibbs, 2007).  

For the present research, I used the NVivo version 11 Pro software to assist 

with the thematic coding of the text data and the categorisation of codes. The use of 

the NVivo software makes the coding process and management of the data easier 

(Jackson & Bazeley, 2019; Serban & Roberts, 2016). The use of a classification sheet 

with the matrix query builder in NVivo also allows for more complex comparative 

analyses (see §6.4.2).  

The external team leader behaviours explored during the interviews guided 

the determination of the initial coding framework and the relationships between 

codes (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). I read each text data file (i.e., interview transcript, 

webpage, and document file) imported into the NVivo version 11 Pro software 

(‘source’, in NVivo terminology) and coded relevant content (i.e., exemplifying 

chunks of text) at the initial code categories (‘nodes’, in NVivo terminology) I 

created. Thus, the initial code categories I created were concept-driven (Gibbs, 2007). 

I examined all the text data that could not be coded at any of these initial nodes to 

determine if it represented a new node and, if it did, I coded it to a new node (e.g., 
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the leadership development node was created this way). Subsequently, I read all the 

content coded at each node to determine if they could be separated into meaningful 

code sub-categories, each with sufficient codings (i.e., text data) to allow meaningful 

analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  

Following this, I organised the nodes into meaningful clusters. For example, 

the codings at the nodes for corporate vision and strategic priorities, team mission 

and vision, and performance goals/expectations are external team leaders’ 

policy/procedural articulations or enacted behaviours that are relevant for the 

cascade of collective vision and goals to lower level functional teams (Kozlowski & 

Bell, 2003; Morgeson et al., 2010) and were, therefore, organised under a node cluster 

called ‘cascade of collective vision and goals’. The ‘signalling and supportive 

coaching’ and ‘state and condition’ node clusters, as shown in the final coding 

framework in Table 6.4 below, were created in the same way. The three nodes are 

organised under a broader task context node cluster.  

Similarly, the social context code category contains two sub-categories 

(themes), namely ‘demographic diversity’ and ‘social influence’, each of which has 

two first order codes (concepts).  The demographic diversity theme contains the 

concepts of functional diversity and ‘the female effect’; the codings at ‘the female 

effect’ node address themselves to the differing experiences of female (compared to 

male) external team leaders in the workplace, as is widely reported in the extant 

literature (J. K. Fletcher, 2004; Johns, 2001; Kuada, 2010). The social influence theme 

contains the two concepts climate/culture and direct socio-political influence.       

These nodes and node clusters described above are relevant because they 

reflect external team leaders’ policy/procedural articulations and behavioural 

enactments of the team’s task and social contexts (Johns, 2006); the NVivo codes 

created for each dimension of context are also signposted in Table 6.1 above.  
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The leadership development node contains codings of evidence from external 

team leaders of leadership emergence in teams, its legitimation, and development; 

the responses coded at this node were elicited from external team leaders during the 

interviews using question probes. This is relevant to my study purposes because 

leadership emergence in teams is a necessary – but not a sufficient – condition for the 

development of shared leadership.  

The omnibus context category code in Table 6.4 contains only the theme node 

for its time dimension, which has two concept nodes labelled ‘CEO and board 

changes’ and ‘policies and governance’. Finally, the team effectiveness category node 

in Table 6.4 contains theme nodes with codings that reflect external team leaders’ 

assessments of their departmental teams’ innovation, task performance and 

resilience; these responses were elicited using question probes during interviews or 

retrieved from the archival review.    

In summary, the coding process resulted in the 35 initial codes, which were 

re-organised into 16 first order codes (concepts), nested in 9 code sub-categories 

(themes), which are themselves nested in 5 code categories, as shown in Table 6.4.  

Four of the concept nodes had a total of 13 sub-concepts between, which are not 

shown in Table 6.4. Figure 6.1 below shows an example of the organisation of sub-

concepts into concepts, concepts into themes, and themes into categories. In Figure 

6.1, sources refer to the number of data sources coded (i.e., interview 

transcripts/notes, webpages, documents files) and references, to the number of times 

each source has been coded in each category. 

I created other contextual codes (not shown in Table 6.4), and the information 

from these contextual codes were used to develop the descriptions of the research 

sites provided in Chapter 3. I also used text data collected on the demographic 

details of the external team leaders interviewed (i.e., gender, education, Western 

experience, role, tenure, professional membership, organisation, type of 

organisation; see examples in Table 6.2 above) to create a ‘person case classification 

sheet’ in NVivo; I address the use of the person case classification sheet in the 
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following subsection (§6.4.2). The next stage in the coding process was the 

verification of the thematic coding to addresses the issue of trustworthiness (Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985), which I discuss later in §6.5.  

 

 

Figure 6.1: First-Order Codes, Concepts, Themes, and Categories 

 

6.4.2 Systematic Comparison of Coding  

Another core aspect of qualitative content analysis is the use of a core 

grounded theory technique of constant comparison analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 

Constant comparison analysis involves constructing contrasts or comparisons in 

order to illuminate the distinctive aspects of the text and its content (Gibbs, 2007). 

One type of constant comparison analysis is the systematic comparison, which 

involves asking a series of what-if questions in order to explore all dimensions of the 

data coded at each node (Gibbs, 2007; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2011); the what-if 

questions are usually built on the contextual properties of the data sources (e.g. 

characteristics of the people, place, settings, etc.). According to Johns (2006), context 
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can operate independently or in interaction with personable variables to influence 

team behaviour.  

The use classification sheet and the query builder module in NVivo allow for 

constant comparison analyses to be conducted both rigorously and efficiently 

(Jackson & Bazeley, 2019; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2011). For the present study, I used 

the person case classification system created and the NVivo matrix query builder 

(Jackson & Bazeley, 2019) to conduct a systematic comparison of the thematic 

coding.  Specifically, I examined whether and to what extent thematic codings are 

influenced by external team leaders’ gender (i.e., male vs. female), Western 

experience (i.e., yes/no), organisation (i.e., Alpha, Beta, Gamma), ownership 

structure (i.e., public vs. private) and industry (i.e., banking vs. insurance) of their 

organisation. In other words, these are what-if questions (working hypotheses) that I 

examined with the text data. Thus, the NVivo matrix queries make it possible to 

examine the impact of demographic diversity, and the location dimension of 

omnibus context.  

As an example, Table 6.5 below shows the matrix query output for cascade of 

collective vision and goals by research site (Alpha, Beta, Gamma); this figure will be 

discussed in detail in the relevant section in Chapter 7. The cell entries and 

conditional formatting (shaded bars) in Table 6.5 represent the coding references 

assigned to each sub-code. Clicking on a cell entry in the matrix query output on 

NVivo will reveal the codings. This process was repeated for all five matrix queries, 

for all themes. The matrix query outputs established the basis on which to complete 

the qualitative data analysis.  

 

Table 6.5: Cascade of Collective Vision and Goals 

 

Cascade of collective vision and goals Alpha Beta Gamma
 Corporate vision and strategic priorities 14 17 9
Team mission, vision 8 8 6
Team performance goals and expectations 14 19 8

Code References
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6.5 Trustworthiness 

Ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research is a very important concern 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Trustworthiness is the term used to refer to the rigour or 

merit of qualitative research (Krefting, 1991). According to Lincoln & Guba (1985), 

achieving trustworthiness in qualitative research requires attention to four 

interrelated criteria: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability.  

Credibility, the most important criterion of trustworthiness, refers to how 

robustly threats to the internal validity of the study as a whole are addressed 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Credibility threats are largely addressed through an 

appropriate study design (Krefting, 1991). The design of the present study, as 

discussed above and in Chapter 3, is appropriate for the stated purposes; and to that 

extent, the criterion of credibility is satisfied. 

The criterion of transferability refers to how well the findings can be applied 

to contexts outside of the study situation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and it is satisfied 

by the researcher providing sufficient descriptive data to allow meaningful 

comparisons to be made (Krefting, 1991; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The criterion of 

transferability is satisfied in the present study through close adherence to 

established good practice principles for reporting qualitative research (e.g. Pratt, 

2009). 

The dependability criterion refers to the level of assurance that all variability 

in the data can be fully explained, that is, tracked to the identified sources (i.e., 

researcher, participants) and it is satisfied by having auditable research processes 

(Krefting, 1991). This criterion is addressed in this study through the appropriate 

design of the data collection instruments and consistency in their implementation in 

the field, as discussed above.   

The fourth trustworthiness criterion, confirmability, refers to the extent to 

which the research procedures and results are neutral or free from bias (Lincoln & 
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Guba, 1985). This criterion is satisfied when the credibility and transferability criteria 

are established (Krefting, 1991). The threats to confirmability that may result from 

the directed qualitative content analysis approach used in this study include 

confirmation bias (i.e., the tendency to find confirming rather than nonconfirming 

evidence of a theory), social desirability bias (i.e., a tendency for the probe questions 

to lead interviewees to respond in a manner that makes them feel good or that they 

feel is favourable to the researcher), and an overemphasis on theory leading to 

contextual issues being ignored or glossed over (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  

The specific strategy I used to combat these threats to confirmability is 

reflexivity on the data (Krefting, 1991). Reflexivity on the data involved iterative 

reading of the text data in order to identify and include emerging themes (including 

contrary cases) in the search for understanding and meaning (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005; Krefting, 1991); this process generated the new code and sub-code categories, 

as discussed above.  

Further, the potential threat to confirmability that may result from a neglect 

of, or superficial attention to, the contextual aspects of shared leadership in the three 

research sites is not a concern in this study because my analysis asks specific 

questions (using the NVivo matrix query builder) about patterns in the data based 

on the contextual specificities of the informants and study situation (Jackson & 

Bazeley, 2019; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2011).  

 

6.6 Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I discussed the methods and techniques used for collecting and 

analysing the data for the qualitative study. I combined semi-structured interviews 

and archival review as data collection techniques and adopted Johns’ (2006) 

methodological framework for categorising and studying the influences of context in 

the qualitative study. Between them, the semi-structured interviews with external 

team leaders and the archival review generated over 400 pages of text data. I used 
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the directed qualitative content analysis approach to analyse the qualitative data, 

with the use of the NVivo software greatly assisting with the thematic coding, 

systematic comparison of thematic codes, and management of the data. The careful 

design of the study, the comprehensive reporting and auditability of the processes 

followed in collecting and analysing the data, and reflexivity on the data provide 

confidence about the trustworthiness of the qualitative study. In the next chapter, I 

present and discuss the main findings from the qualitative study.        
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Chapter 7  

Qualitative Study Results 

7.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I present and discuss the results of the qualitative study. The 

results of the qualitative study contribute directly to the stated objectives of this 

research (see §1.1). Three key findings from the qualitative study are developed in 

this chapter. First, there is evidence that team members do frequently emerge as 

leaders within their teams, but there is resistance to it, and it results in more 

centralised leadership. I argue that this finding might explain the null findings for 

shared leadership in the quantitative study (see Chapter 5).  

Second, the team task context is conducive for leader emergence. Specifically, 

the task context is supportive of the development of a collectivistic goal frame and 

team psychological empowerment, which is a powerful team motivational force that 

impacts on team members willingness to engage in actions to benefit the team, 

including performing leadership functions in the team (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; 

Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).  

Third, the combined effects of the dimensions of team social context are 

markedly negative. In particular, the ownership structure mediated effects of direct 

social influence (i.e., civil service mentality, legacy systems, political clientelism, 

nepotism, and strategic uncertainty) negatively impact on team morale and might be 

expected to result in increased employee withdrawal and turnover. However, these 

effects are countervailed by the lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian 

labour market.  

The discussion in this chapter is structured as follows. First, I discuss the 

evidence of individual, and shared leadership emergence. This is followed by, in 

turn, a discussion of findings on the impact of the task, and social context. I then 
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discuss findings on team innovation, team task performance and team resilience. I 

end with a chapter summary.  

 

7.2 Individual and Shared Leadership Emergence 

A key objective of this research was to examine whether and to what extent 

there was shared leadership in organisational work teams (see Chapter 1). As 

discussed in Chapter 2, informal leader emergence in teams is a necessary, but not 

sufficient, condition for shared leadership emergence. The qualitative study revealed 

evidence of leader emergence in work teams across the three research sites. Table 7.1 

shows the NVivo coding references that evidence leadership emergence, its 

legitimation, and development across the three research sites.  

 

Table 7.1: Leadership Development Coding References 

 

 

Across the three research sites, external team leaders reported that emergent 

leadership was widespread within their departmental work teams (example: 

“[T]here are leaders sitting across all layers within the organisation, but they are not 

formally appointed. I see it all the time […].”, Head of HR, Alpha). External team 

leaders value the contribution of emergent leadership to team processes and 

organisational effectiveness (example: “Leaders emerge everywhere, and some 

people too are natural leaders. I welcome that, because [when] people show 

leadership tendencies it helps you in your succession planning as well […].”, Head 

of Corporate Banking, Alpha). This finding here about the abundance of emergent 

leaders is consistent with the distributional properties of the team leadership 

network sociograms constructed for the quantitative study (see Chapter 5), which 

Alpha Beta Gamma
Leadership development 26 16 7

Coding Reference
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show that two-thirds of the 42 work teams across the three research sites included in 

the qualitative study had collectivistic (i.e., distributed or shared) leadership 

structures; this is because a collectivistic internal team leadership network structure 

implies the existence of a vertical leader and emergent leader(s) who perform 

leadership functions in a fragmented or coordinated fashion (Mehra et al., 2006).    

The findings also show that, due to a heightened requirement for individuals’ 

accountability for their actions, emergent leadership in teams at the three research 

sites cannot be claimed; rather, it must be granted. Emergent leadership is a 

contentious phenomenon at each of the research sites and one that external team 

leaders reported can have a disruptive effect on team effectiveness. As one external 

team leader commented, “[Y]ou don’t just decide to become a leader when there is a 

[vertical] leader. Obviously, the natural reaction is that you don’t want to see two 

leaders.”. As another external team leader noted, leader emergence in teams “[…] 

creates conflict because I believe the person [vertical leader] misinterprets the 

intention with which that job was done or …[is] jittery about their own position.”.  

How to legitimise and harmonise emergent leadership in the team is, thus, a 

problem for external team leaders (examples: “[T]he problem is how we as top 

management deal with such situations with the [vertical] leaders who sometimes 

feel their jobs are on the line.”; “[O]f course, because of the culture we have in 

Ghana, … when there is a [vertical] leader, you do not want to step on [their] toes 

and undermine their leadership.”). Emergent leadership is considered to be 

legitimate if it is occasioned by a leadership void (created by the absence or 

ineffectiveness of the vertical leader) or sanctioned by the vertical leader, and is 

undertaken for the collective benefit of the team (example: “[S]ometimes they 

[vertical leaders] may not have been around when something needed to be done and 

… so if someone else does it and does it properly then that should not be an issue, 

[…] so it’s just about explaining to people [vertical leaders] to understand.”, Head, 

HR, Alpha). Otherwise, any exercise of discretionary leadership by a team member 
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is viewed as being illegitimate and an attempt to undermine the authority of the 

vertical leadership.  

In order to avoid conflict and maintain harmony in the team, emergent 

leaders are fast-tracked by external team leaders to promotion into formal leadership 

roles (example: “[T]o minimise conflict, we have tried to engage with the 

[departmental] heads to make sure performance appraisals are done really well in 

order to move them [emergent leaders] up the organisational ladder”, Head, 

Premium Administration, Beta). In the short-term, emergent leaders are actively 

engaged in activities outside their teams (example: “[T]he team will continue to do 

what they have to do, but these other people [emergent leaders] will be treated in a 

way that will not bring discord into the team.”); these activities take the form of 

targeted upskilling and strategic training programmes and leadership delegation.  

The leadership delegations to emergent leaders are outside the team in order 

to avoid intrateam conflict; in other words, these are boundary spanning or upward 

influencing roles (examples: “[I]f I have something that I have to do myself, I find a 

way of getting them [emergent leaders] involved, and I do that without making an 

open show of it for people to think that I am discriminating against others.”; “[I]f 

there is an assignment for me, I give it to the person [emergent leader] to sort out.”). 

External team leaders belief that leadership delegation is a way of recognising and 

encouraging the effort of emergent leaders (example: “[I]t increases their level of 

commitment, they feel that there is opportunity for them to grow.”; “[T]he person 

[emergent leader] naturally feels that his efforts are being recognised”), and helps 

them acquire and horn the leadership skills needed to gain promotion to formal 

leadership roles (examples: “[I]t helps them … to achieve leadership skills.”; “[I]t’s a 

way of encouraging them [emergent leaders] to take responsibility.”).  

In summary, the qualitative study findings show that, first, emergent 

leadership is widespread across the three research sites. Second, rather than being a 

welcome enhancement to the leadership capacity in teams that propels the team to 

higher levels of effectiveness (see theoretical framing in Chapter 2), emergent 
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leadership is an existential threat to the team. Third, external team leaders manage 

the existential threat posed by emergent leadership, in the short-term, by 

legitimising it only when there is a vertical leadership void and changing its locus 

from the team to boundary spanning and upward influence behaviours and in the 

long-term, by channelling it into formal leadership.  

These findings are significant for two reasons. First, they suggest that the 

content and dynamics of leadership distribution may vary across settings. Given 

evidence of the shared leadership network sociograms in the quantitative study (see 

Chapter 5) and evidence above that emergent leadership is legitimate only during a 

vertical leadership void, the qualitative findings suggests that the leadership 

configuration in the work teams can be described as being substitutive rather than 

concurrent and widely distributed in the team. In other words, it does not entail 

leadership surplus in the team, as is the premise for there to be shared leadership 

(see Chapter 2; Zhu et al., 2018)); rather, it entails the distribution of leadership 

functions sufficient to ensure that there is no leadership void by having team 

members stand in (substitute) for an absent or ineffective vertical leader. Second, 

and partly because of the temporary and substitutive nature of this leadership 

distribution in this research, emergent leadership, in the long run, results in more 

leadership centralisation in the organisation – rather than leadership decentralisation 

within the team, a primary facet of the conceptualisation of shared leadership (see 

Chapter 2; Zhu et al., 2018).  

I suggest that the reasons discussed above (i.e., substitutive and 

precarious/short-term nature of emergent leadership in work teams in this study) 

might also explain the null findings for shared leadership in the quantitative study. 

In line with the cultural dimensions in management (e.g. Hofstede, 1993; Kuada, 

2010), these findings might reflect the high score for SSA on the power distance 

dimension of preserving and reinforcing power inequalities and organizational 

hierarchies. According to the cultural dimensions theory (Hofstede, 1993), lateral 

team leadership structures will be unstable in settings, such as Ghana, where power 
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distance is high. One Alpha executive remarked thus: “[I]n Ghana and in Alpha, 

which is a microcosm of Ghana, workers fear their [formal] leaders. Even when you 

are trying to reach out to them, they are keeping their distance. So, it is a difficult 

situation.” (Head, CIO, Alpha). However, it is worth noting here in passing that 

many Western studies have also reported mixed findings, at best, for shared 

leadership (see Chapter 2); I shall pick up on this point about the null findings for 

shared leadership in Chapter 8.  

 

7.3 Findings on Impact of Team Task Context 

As was discussed in Chapter 6, external formal leaders enact the task context 

of their work teams through their leadership behaviours. The team’s task context 

shapes team behaviour by affecting the levels of uncertainty, autonomy, 

accountability and resource availability. For example, uncertain team contexts might 

present cues for self-serving behaviour, while high levels of team autonomy and 

accountability foster team psychological empowerment and adaptive team 

behaviours (Johns, 2006; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995); one example of an 

adaptive team behavioural outcome might be the sharing of leadership between the 

vertical leader and emergent team leaders.     

In this study, I found evidence that the team task context is conducive for 

shared leadership emergence. Specifically, I found evidence for the positive 

influence of external team leaders on the cascade of collective vision and goals, 

signalling, and the overall state and condition of the team. The team leadership 

processes implemented by external team leaders reflect an integrated task and team 

design that is cooperatively linked with team and organisational goals. This leads to 

the development in teams of a collectivistic (“we”) goal frame and team autonomy 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010). Further, the 

way in which performance is measured, monitored and linked to incentives at the 

individual and team levels provides positive signals to teams about the stability of 
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the collectivistic goal frame (Ehrnrooth & Björkman, 2012; Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; 

Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).  

A collectivistic goal frame motivates team members to act appropriately in the 

service of the team, including discretionary leadership behaviours (Lindenberg & 

Foss, 2011). Further, along with team autonomy and team potency beliefs (resulting 

from high functional diversity, see §7.4.1), a collectivistic goal frame directly 

supports the development of team psychological empowerment (Foss & Lindenberg, 

2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Team psychological empowerment enhances team 

members’ willingness to engage in discretionary actions to benefit the team; and 

including performing leadership functions in the team (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; 

Kirkman et al., 2004). While claims to causality cannot be made, the evidence above 

on the abundance of emergent leadership in work teams across the three research 

sites (see §7.2) is consistent with a salient collectivistic goal frame and team 

psychological empowerment.    

In the sections that follow, I present and discuss, in turn, evidence from the 

qualitative study on the cascade of collective vision and goals, signalling, and the 

overall state and condition of the team. Table 6.5 (p. 130) shows the distribution of 

codings across the three research sites.  

 

7.3.1 Cascade of Collective Vision and Goals 

As discussed above, the cascade of collective vision and goals from the 

leadership network of external team leaders to lower-level departmental teams is 

important for the development of shared leadership, as it directly supports the 

development in the team of a collectivistic goal frame. The corporate vision and 

strategic priorities code in Table 6.5 contains codings of the articulated (i.e., in 

archival sources) and enacted (i.e., as reflected in external team leader interviews) 

strategic priorities of the companies and, together with the quantitative responses to 

the corporate goals question (see Chapter 6 and Table 7.2 below) and the codings of 
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team vision and mission statement, provides evidence of, and the role of external 

team leaders in, the cascade of collective strategic vision to lower level functional 

teams. The use of quantitative data in what is a qualitative study allows for data 

triangulation, and this has recently been strongly encouraged in leadership research 

(Dinh et al., 2014).        

 

Table 7.2: External Team Leaders’ Goal Agreement 

Corporate goal 

 Goal agreement a 
 Alpha (N = 12)  Beta (N = 12)  Gamma (N = 7) 
 M rwg_un rwg_ss  M rwg_un rwg_ss  M rwg_un rwg_ss 

Net profit over 5 years  9.17 .86 .81  9.58 .86 .81  8.00 .33 .09 
Rate of growth  8.58 .92 .89  9.17 .86 .81  6.71 .08 .00 
Market share  9.50 .95 .94  9.25 .85 .80  7.86 .65 .52 
Employee rewards and benefits  7.75 .69 .57  8.42 .81 .74  8.86 .85 .80 
Net profit over the coming year  8.17 .62 .48  9.00 .71 .60  8.29 .18 .00 
Company prestige  8.67 .79 .72  9.33 .90 .87  9.57 .97 .96 
Innovation  8.33 .43 .22  9.08 .77 .69  7.86 .39 .16 
Assets and reserves  9.17 .82 .76  9.42 .92 .89  8.29 .74 .65 
Dividend pay-out  7.83 .77 .68  8.42 .83 .76  6.57 .00 .00 
Service to community  7.33 .61 .47  8.25 .73 .62  8.86 .69 .57 
Note. Each item was rated with an 11-point Likert scale (0 = ‘not at all important’, 10 = ‘extremely important’). 
rwg_un is the James et al. (1993) interrater agreement statistic for a uniform null distribution 
rwg_ss is the James et al. (1993) interrater agreement statistic for a slightly skewed null distribution  
a Entries above .90 indicate very strong agreement, .71 to .90 strong agreement, .51 to .70 moderate agreement 

(Lebreton & Senter, 2008) 
 

 

For the cascade of collective vision and goals to take place, external team 

leaders must, first, interpret the priorities and leadership dynamics in their 

leadership networks (i.e., sensemaking). External team leaders must have a shared 

sense of organisational priorities in order to forge a common direction for their 

departmental teams (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Second, external team leaders must 

then cascade their shared perspectives about organisational goals and priorities 

down to their lower-level teams through a sensegiving2 process (Lindenberg & Foss, 

                                                 
2 Sensegiving, as used here, refers to attempts by company executives to guide the “meaning 
construction of others toward a preferred redefinition of organizational reality” (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 
1991: 442). 
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2011; Margolis & Ziegert, 2016). I discuss evidence on the two ways in which this 

was done across the three research sites: clear and consensual vision/mission 

statements, and cyclical performance goals and expectations.    

 The entries in Table 7.2 are the mean ratings (M; 11-point Likert response 

scale) of the importance of each of 10 common corporate goals/priorities provided by 

external team leaders at each research site, along with the James et al. (1993) 

interrater agreement index, rwg, for a uniform, and slightly skewed null distribution. 

Values of rwg of .71 or higher indicate goal agreement (Lebreton & Senter, 2008; West 

Jr. & Schwenk, 1996).   

As Table 7.2 shows, goal agreement on three corporate goals was reached by 

external team leaders at Alpha (rwg_ss ≥ .76, M ≥ 9.17): net profit over five years; 

market share; and assets and reserves. Thus, external team leaders at Alpha 

prioritised market share and corporate profitability. This is broadly consistent with 

the articulated corporate vision to command market leadership, and with the vision 

and mission statements for departmental teams (see Table 7.3).   

For Beta, goal agreement on five corporate goals (rwg_ss ≥ .80, M ≥ 9.17): net 

profit over five years; rate of growth; market share; assets and reserves; and 

company prestige. Thus, external team leaders at Beta prioritised corporate 

profitability and prestige. This is consistent with the articulated by corporate vision 

to be the leading and most trusted brand in the insurance industry, and with the 

vision and mission statements for Beta departments in Table 7.3. Finally, for Gamma, 

goal agreement was reached by external team leaders on one corporate goal: 

corporate prestige (rwg_ss = .96, M = 9.57). This is consistent with the articulated vision 

of the Gamma to be the retail banking partner of choice, and with the departmental 

vision and mission statements in Table 7.3.  

The second way in which external team leaders’ shared perspectives about 

corporate goals and priorities is cascaded down to lower-level teams is through the 

cyclical team performance goals and expectations. The processes for establishing 

performance goals and expectations across the three sites involve cascading the 
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strategic plan for the organisation down to the department, team and individual 

levels in consultation workshops and awaydays.  The agreed objectives are then 

entered into the balance scorecard-based performance management system, along 

with timelines, key deliverables and KPIs (key performance indicators); these then 

form the basis for the signalling functions, which I discuss below (see §7.3.2).  



 

 
 

 T
ab

le
 7

.3
: D

ep
ar

tm
en

ta
l V

is
io

n 
an

d 
M

is
si

on
 S

ta
te

m
en

ts
 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

A
lp

ha
 

Be
ta

 
G

am
m

a 
In

te
rn

al
 A

ud
it 

“[
T]

o 
he

lp
 m

an
ag

em
en

t t
o 

ac
hi

ev
e 

th
ei

r 
ta

rg
et

s. 
…

” 
(C

hi
ef

 In
te

rn
al

 A
ud

ito
r)

 
“[

M
]a

ke
 s

ur
e 

th
at

 w
e 

go
 b

y 
ou

r K
PI

s.”
 

(H
ea

d,
 A

ud
it 

&
 In

sp
ec

tio
n)

 
 

Sy
st

em
s &

 IT
 

“[
I]t

 is
 a

ll 
ab

ou
t s

er
vi

ce
 e

xc
el

le
nc

e 
an

d 
ou

r 
po

si
tio

n 
as

 e
na

bl
er

s 
to

 e
na

bl
e 

th
e 

bu
si

ne
ss

 
to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 b
us

in
es

s 
ta

rg
et

s. 
…

” 
(C

IO
) 

“[
T]

o 
[b

e]
 n

um
be

r o
ne

 in
 te

rm
s 

of
 

in
no

va
tio

n 
an

d 
te

ch
no

lo
gy

 in
 th

e 
lif

e 
in

su
ra

nc
e 

in
du

st
ry

.”
 (H

ea
d,

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Se
rv

ic
es

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t) 

 

H
R 

“[
T]

o 
be

 a
bl

e 
…

 to
 b

ui
ld

 a
 le

ar
ni

ng
 

or
ga

ni
sa

tio
n 

to
 s

up
po

rt
 th

e 
A

fr
ic

a’
s 

m
os

t 
w

el
co

m
in

g 
ba

nk
. …

” 
(H

ea
d,

 H
R)

 

 
“[

T]
o 

be
 o

ne
 o

f t
he

 b
es

t H
R 

su
pp

or
t t

ea
m

s 
in

 
th

e 
ba

nk
 a

nd
 b

ey
on

d.
 …

” 
(H

ea
d,

 H
R)

 

C
re

di
t 

M
on

ito
ri

ng
 &

 
Re

co
ve

ri
es

 

“[
T]

o 
m

ax
im

is
e 

co
lle

ct
io

n 
in

 G
C

B 
[a

nd
] 

re
du

ce
 th

e 
no

n-
pe

rf
or

m
in

g 
lo

an
 ra

tio
 …

 to
 

a 
si

ng
le

 d
ig

it.
 …

” 
(H

ea
d,

 C
re

di
t 

M
on

ito
ri

ng
 &

 R
ec

ov
er

ie
s)

 

 
 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

“[
T]

o 
…

 b
e 

se
en

 to
 b

e 
on

e 
of

 th
e 

be
st

 …
 

w
he

n 
it 

co
m

es
 to

 c
om

pl
ia

nc
e.

 …
” 

(H
ea

d,
 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e)

 

 
 

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 

“T
o 

pr
ov

id
e 

an
 e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

an
d 

ef
fic

ie
nt

 
op

er
at

io
na

l s
up

po
rt

 fo
r t

he
 b

an
k.

” 
(C

O
O

) 
“[

T]
o 

m
ak

e 
su

re
 th

e 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

n 
gr

ow
s, 

im
pr

ov
in

g 
th

e 
cu

st
om

er
 sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n,
 

cu
st

om
er

 se
rv

ic
e.

 …
” 

(H
ea

d,
 A

cc
ra

 A
re

a 
O

ffi
ce

) 

“[
T]

o 
be

 th
e 

pr
iv

at
e 

ba
nk

in
g 

pa
rt

ne
r o

f c
ho

ic
e.

 
…

” 
(H

ea
d,

 P
er

so
na

l M
ar

ke
ts

) 

C
or

po
ra

te
 

A
ffa

ir
s 

“[
T]

o 
m

ak
e 

A
lp

ha
 o

ne
 o

f t
he

 m
os

t 
re

co
gn

is
ed

 a
nd

 p
re

fe
rr

ed
 b

an
ks

 in
 th

e 
co

un
tr

y 
an

d 
be

yo
nd

. …
” 

(H
ea

d,
 C

or
po

ra
te

 
A

ffa
ir

s &
 In

ve
st

or
 R

el
at

io
ns

) 

“[
T]

o 
m

ak
e 

su
re

 th
e 

vi
si

on
 o

f t
he

 
co

m
pa

ny
 is

 a
ch

ie
ve

d 
by

 [b
ei

ng
] v

er
y 

ef
fic

ie
nt

 a
nd

 e
ffe

ct
iv

e.
 …

” 
(H

ea
d,

 
C

or
po

ra
te

 P
la

nn
in

g 
&

 R
es

ea
rc

h)
 

 

C
on

su
m

er
 

Ba
nk

in
g 

 
 

 “
[T

]o
 p

ro
vi

de
 c

ut
tin

g 
ed

ge
 m

ar
ke

tin
g 

an
d 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

so
lu

tio
n 

to
 th

e 
br

an
d 

an
d 

to
 b

e 
th

e 
le

ad
in

g 
so

ur
ce

 o
f l

ig
ht

 in
 th

os
e 

ar
ea

s.
 …

” 
(H

ea
d,

 M
ar

ke
tin

g)
 

 
   

   
   

   

183



 

 
 

184 

Taken together, across the three research sites, external team leaders’ goal 

agreement and interventions focused on aligning individual and team performance 

goals with departmental and corporate goals, creates a sense of shared purpose and 

autonomy in teams (examples: “If you give people the reason to do something and 

they see the benefit both for the team and themselves, then you would get their buy-

in to do that.”, Head, HR, Alpha; “[T]he key thing that gets them [team members] 

committed are the KPIs […]. Each person knows what he or she is expected to do.”, 

Head, Information Services Department, Beta). The sense of shared purpose and 

team autonomy are likely to result in motivated and empowered teams (Carson et 

al., 2007; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Spreitzer, 1995), who then engage in adaptive team 

behaviours, including emergent leadership behaviours.       

 

7.3.2 Signalling and Supportive Coaching 

The text data codes assigned to this theme reflect external team leaders’ 

efforts focused on providing performance-relevant feedback, incentivisation, 

management support, building shared commitment to the team and its objectives, 

and monitoring the team’s performance and expectations.  Table 7.4 shows the 

distributions of codings across Alpha, Beta and Gamma.  

 

Table 7.4: Signalling and Supportive Coaching 

 

 

Across the three companies, individual performance monitoring, feedback 

and sensegiving are provided mainly through the formal performance and reward 

Signalling and supportive coaching Alpha Beta Gamma
Feedback (sensegiving) 27 23 17
Incentivisation 27 37 11
Management support 84 69 43
Motivation and commitment building 24 16 12
Team monitoring 16 17 7

Coding Reference
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appraisal, based on the balanced scorecard approach. This is conducted annually by 

vertical leaders, with 3-4 interim progress review meetings, and the performance 

ratings are discussed with and endorsed by external team leaders. External team 

leaders conduct the performance and reward appraisals of the vertical team leaders 

in their department. The individual performance appraisal outcomes are linked to 

promotions (subject to a quota system at Beta), reward (i.e., performance bonus), and 

professional training requirements. Staff development training is mandatory at each 

research site, with team members required to undertake 3–4 learning 

sessions/modules per year. Each research site has a learning governance board or 

committee charged with the responsibility to manage and streamline training needs 

and provision and align these with the strategic corporate objectives. The budget for 

training and skills development is significant, upwards of 15% at each research site.       

In contrast, team performance monitoring, feedback and sensegiving are delivered 

by external team leaders during informal team meetings and briefings, the regularity 

of which varies across department, from daily, weekly, bi-weekly, to quarterly, with 

mandatory monthly reporting by each department to the CEO or board of directors. 

Team performance ratings are determined informally and are tied to annual team 

performance bonuses and symbolic recognition awards. Across the three research 

sites, the resource needs of work teams are determined and agreed as part of the 

annual planning and performance appraisal cycles and allocations are made at the 

start of the year.  

Taken together, across the three research sites, the performance monitoring, 

appraisal, feedback, sensegiving and support functions, along with the individual 

and team resources and their behaviourally linked contingencies reinforce the 

salience of the collectivistic goal frame in work teams and enhance team autonomy 

and potency (example: “They [work teams] are self-monitoring and that is why they 

are teams. If anything goes wayward, I blame the whole team.”, Head, CIO, Alpha). 

The collectivistic goal frame, team autonomy and potency are functional for the 

development of team psychological empowerment and, in turn, may lead team 
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members to engage in discretionary team leadership behaviours (Carson et al., 2007; 

Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Kirkman et al., 2004; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).   

 

7.3.3 Summary: Team Task Context 

In summary, generally, the evidence discussed above suggests that the task 

contexts in three research sites are conducive for shared leadership emergence. At 

each research site, the articulated company visions are aligned with external team 

leaders’ shared perspectives about strategic priorities and the vision and mission 

statements for their departments, thus providing a unified strategic direction for 

departmental work teams. Medium-term (i.e., 3-5 year) strategic plans developed in 

line with the corporate visions and missions are cascaded down, through a 

consultative process, to the departments, work teams and individual team members.  

The resourcing and composition of teams (i.e., new staff, internal staff 

transfers, role reshuffling/rotations; see §7.4 below) and the design of work systems 

and processes reflect an integrated task and team design that is cooperatively linked 

to team and organisational goals, with salient functional links to team production 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). The way in which performance is measured, monitored 

and linked to incentives at the individual level (i.e., formal processes) and team level 

(i.e., informal processes) provides positive signals to teams about the stability of the 

collectivistic goal frame (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).   

Taken together, these processes reflect a task context that is supportive of a 

collectivistic goal frame and the development of team psychological empowerment, 

which are generally associated with increased discretionary adaptive team 

behaviours, including sharing team leadership responsibilities (Foss & Lindenberg, 

2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Mathieu et al., 2008).     
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7.4 Findings on Impact of Team Social Context 

The social context is another salient dimension of discrete context that I 

examined. Specifically, three elements of social context were evidenced in the text 

data (see Table 7.5): demographic diversity, culture/climate, and socio-political 

influence. I found evidence for the effects of demographic diversity and direct social 

influence. I discuss these in turn below.    

 

Table 7.5: Social Context 

 

 

7.4.1 Demographic Diversity 

In the quantitative study, I controlled for the effects of demographic diversity 

– specifically, age, gender, tenure, and education diversity – on shared leadership 

and team effectiveness and found no significant effect. In the qualitative study, I also 

performed constant comparison analysis for demographic diversity (i.e., gender, 

education/experience, ownership structure, industry) using the NVivo matrix query 

builder (see Chapter 6). I found significant evidence in the text data only for 

functional diversity.  

Specifically, while most of the work teams in the three sites were already in 

place when the external team leaders assumed their positions, they (external team 

leaders) exercised oversight over staffing decisions including: (1) new additions or 

internal staff transfers to work teams in existing, newly created and restructured 

departments (20 in total: ten in Alpha, six in Beta, four in Gamma); and (2) 

Social context Alpha Beta Gamma
Culture and climate 11 2 3
Demographic diversity 22 25 13
Socio-political influence 24 28 15

Coding Reference
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reshuffling of work teams or rotation of team member roles within departments 

(nine in total: four in Alpha, three in Beta, two in Gamma).  

Significantly, these staffing decisions by external team leaders were carefully 

planned to support the departmental and work team objectives and to ensure the 

best role-person fit (examples: “[T]these teams were composed based on assessments 

that we did […] as to how we can support the strategy.  … [W]e run assessment 

centres [and] selected purely those who demonstrated the ability and potential to do 

what we wanted.”, Head, HR, Alpha; “The team […] was in bits and pieces so I took 

my time and put my team together. …[T]he objectives are managing the brand, 

growing the business, increasing the gross premium, so these three objectives guided 

me in choosing my teams.”, Head, Corporate Services, Beta; “[T]here is the need for 

everyone in the team to be able to know what the other person does. …[I] swap their 

roles … just to make sure that when any of them is absent, someone can take over 

[their role].”, Head, SME Personal & Business Banking, Gamma). 

The high level of functional diversity results  in higher work team decision 

quality and increased flexibility (Harrison & Klein, 2007) and induces feelings of 

team potency, meaningfulness and impact, thus enhancing team psychological 

empowerment (Kirkman et al., 2004), which may lead team members to engage in 

discretionary leadership behaviours. The finding of emergent leadership in the work 

teams across the three research sites (see §7.2) is consistent with this expectation. 

 

7.4.2 Social Influence 

One facet of social influence implicated in the text data analysed is direct 

social influence in the form of national political party influence. This is politics with 

a capital ‘P’, framed by the ownership structure of the organisations (i.e., public vs. 

private). This politics with a capital ‘P’ is concerned with the disruptive influences of 

national party politics on the functioning of the SOEs; thus, it applies to Alpha and 

Beta but not privately-owned Gamma. Ghana operates what is effectively a two-
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party national political system comprising the liberal New Patriotic Party (NPP) and 

the populist National Democratic Congress (NDC; Daddieh & Bob-Milliar, 2014). 

The electoral map (for both presidential and parliamentary elections) generally 

reflects a north-south divide, with regions in the north of Ghana being NDC 

strongholds and those in the south being NPP strongholds (Faanu & Graham, 2017).  

The effects of changes in the ruling political party (i.e., NDC vs. NPP) 

manifest as (perceptions of or attempts at) political clientelism (i.e., jobs, promotion 

or competitive advantage to political party members) and nepotism (i.e., jobs, 

promotion or competitive advantage to relatives, fellow northerners or southerners) 

in SOEs. Table 7.7 presents exemplars of the disruptive influences of direct socio-

political influence at Alpha and Beta. As Table 7.7 shows, clientelism manifests in 

(perceptions of) promotions, hiring decisions, CEO and board changes that are based 

on political party affiliation. Nepotism manifests as (perceptions of) treatment 

and/or hiring decisions that are based on one’s family or clan (i.e., northerner vs. 

southerner) affiliation. These acts (or perceptions) of political clientelism and 

nepotism have negative outcomes for team, including feelings of animosity and 

distrust among staff and the dampening of morale.  

Another manifestation of political clientelism is the CEO and board changes 

in SOEs, which routinely accompany every change of government in Ghana. This 

was the case for Alpha and Beta in this study. Alpha had a 5-year strategic planning 

cycle and had four CEOs in the previous five years. This resulted in a lack of 

stability, unity and strategic direction and significant process loss (examples: 

”[W]ork is very stressful, there is always pressure. One thing I would say […] has 

affected a lot of the business strategy is the change of leadership whenever 

government changes, they bring different people [i.e., CEO and board] from outside 

to manage the business and when they come, they are usually not interested in what 

the current strategy is. They automatically want to stop the current strategy and start 

theirs.”, Head, Chief Internal Auditor, Alpha; “[S]o, how can you be strategically in a 

position to look forward and be competitive?”, Head, CIO, Alpha).  
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Table 7.6: Disruptive Influences of National Party Politics 

Influence Alpha Beta 
Clientelism   

party 
functionaries 

“[W]e have spoken about promotions 
at length and whatever is in place […] 
is still not the best. Sometimes they 
put random people on a higher level 
than the people who actually know 
the job [...].” (Head, Corporate Affairs 
& Investor Relations, Alpha) 

“[I] was told by one head [of department] 
that some employees think there is some 
favouritism going on at the top. […] I do 
recognise a bit of unfairness in the 
system.” (Head, Premium 
Administration, Beta) 

 “You can easily be promoted or 
demoted depending on your 
relationship with the CEO […].” 
(Head, Internal Audit, Alpha)  

“[W]hen spaces are open for people to be 
employed, sometimes ministers [of state] 
and top officials send a list of their 
relatives to be employed and that does 
not sit well with me.” (CEO, Beta) 

 “[A]nytime there is a change of 
government they change the board 
and the CEO. I have been here 5 years 
and I have gone through three CEOs 
and four boards.” (Head, CIO, Alpha) 

“Another challenge is, […] like I said 
earlier, board members change, top 
management changes with every change 
in government […].” (Head, Corporate 
Services, Beta) 

Nepotism   
family 

members 
“[T]here is that kind of you ‘have to 
know somebody at the top’, so trying 
to instil discipline is a bit of a 
challenge […].” (Head, Treasury, 
Alpha) 

“[W]e had to work with twice the 
number of [national] service personnel 
[…] and when [national] service ended, 
we had people pulling strings here and 
there to get their family members 
employed, especially those at the top 
[…].” (CEO, Beta) 

 “The bank is not interested in getting 
the best for staff, they look at 
relationships and […] so they [some 
people] are here because either their 
parents or godfathers have authority 
and can employ them […].” (Head, 
Compliance, Alpha) 

“[I] hear staff are saying that my wife is 
the daughter of the former board 
chairman, [who] is a very good friend to 
the CEO; so, it means that I am [the 
CEO’s] family member and […] an NDC 
man; that is not true […].” (Head, 
Information Services Department, Beta) 

southerner vs. 
northerner 

“[Y]ou clearly see that certain 
decisions do not favour some of us 
[northerners]. […] In fact, it’s almost 
as if being a northerner in a big 
position is forbidden, and we 
[northerners] are somehow looked 
down on […].” (Head, Compliance, 
Alpha)  

“[O]ne person actually passed a comment 
[…] that I am a northerner and that was 
why the sitting president promoted me 
[to be CEO], because he is also a 
northerner, which is absolutely false.” 
(CEO, Beta)  

  

Beta also had a 5-year strategic planning cycle which was significantly 

impacted by the CEO and board changes and with similar negative effects on 

stability, strategic planning and process loss (examples: ”[M]embers have felt very 
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pressured and stressed dealing with each CEO and board change. I have witnessed 

several CEOs, and everyone comes with their own ideology and want immediate 

change.”, Head, HR, Beta; “[S]trategies are changed and new directives are given 

[with every change in top management]; this does not create a stable environment 

for work […].”, Head, Corporate Services, Beta). 

 Taken together, the effects on work teams of the direct social influence 

operating through political clientelism and nepotism are markedly negative: feelings 

of animosity, distrust, stress, anxiety, dampened morale, and environmental 

uncertainty. These factors do not create a conducive climate for shared leadership 

emergence. First, the activate the salience of other competing background (i.e., self-

gratification and self-gain) goal frames, which can displace or supplant the 

collectivistic goal frame (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Second, these factors act against 

the development of team psychological empowerment (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). 

Therefore, they will likely result in sub-optimal team outcomes, with team members 

being less likely to take personal initiative and engage in discretionary leadership 

behaviours (Johns, 2006; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). However, as I argue below, the 

negative effects of direct socio-political influence are countervailed by the effects of 

the lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian labour market (Johns, 2006).  

There is an acute shortage of knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian labour 

market, and this is also not helped by the 4-yearly national election cycle. The 

availability of knowledge-work jobs in the Ghanaian job market has consistently 

remained very low, and a large proportion of university graduates in work are 

underemployed (Baah-Boateng, 2015; Clementi, Molini, & Schettino, 2018; Honorati 

& Johansson de Silva, 2016; Paci & Pavelesku, 2015).  

Also, during the data collection period for this study, there was a ban in place 

on public sector recruitment. This was a conditionality of a four-year IMF funded 

Government programme designed to reduce the huge public sector wage bill (at 53% 

of domestic revenue at the start of the programme in April 2015; 43% of domestic 

revenue at exit from programme in April 2019 – that is, below the 30% target; IMF, 



 

 
 

192 

2019), which is lifted temporarily on occasion by the government. The import of this 

policy was that recruitment into the public sector should be only to fill existing 

spaces which have been vacated. The effects of this public sector employment ban 

are evidenced in this study by the many references by external team leaders in Alpha 

and Beta (both SOEs) to the large number of national service persons and people on 

fixed term contracts they have had to let go of because of the embargo on hiring 

(examples: “[Y]ou are looking at people on contract here for a long period of time, 

who have been trained by virtue of the fact that they have worked on schedules for a 

long time […].”, Head, Corporate Affairs and Investor Relations, Alpha; ”[W]e are 

not allowed to employ people without authorisation from the government […]. We 

had to let contract staff we have trained go when their contracts ended […] and then 

later [we] had to employ more contract people only to let them go again’; this was a 

huge struggle.”, CEO, Beta).  

Previous research suggests that employees will feel freer to act in line with 

their attitudes towards their current employment if there is an abundant supply of 

alternative employment opportunities in the labour market (Johns, 2006). Thus, in 

this study, whereas the effects of direct socio-political influence discussed above (i.e., 

political clientelism, nepotism, and environmental uncertainty) might be expected to 

result in increased employee stress, withdrawal and turnover (Carsten & Spector, 

1987) and, ultimately, prevent shared leadership emergence,  these effects are 

countervailed by the effects of the lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian 

labour market; specifically, employees avoid ‘rocking the boat’ or increase their 

behavioural engagement in order to safeguard their employment and demonstrate 

their worth to their organisations (examples: ”[T]he strategy is to keep quiet and try 

and do your best, otherwise you may be pushed out. It is very disheartening but 

there is nothing one can do about it.”, Head, Chief Internal Auditor, Alpha; ”[T]here 

is nothing we can do about it. …[S]ometimes you can see individual members falling 

off and trying to align here and realign there but […] that is the beauty 

demonstrated, the will power to stay focused and keep going.”, Head, HR, Alpha; 
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“[T]he people I manage are bending their backs to get the job done. …[I]t makes me 

very frustrated but what can I do?”, Head, Corporate Services, Beta).  

 

7.4.3 Summary: Team Social Context 

The composition and structure of work teams were planned with a view to 

ensure the best person-role fit and to increase functional diversity. The increased 

decision quality and flexibility that high functional diversity provides can induce 

feelings of team psychological empowerment (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Kirkman et 

al., 2004), which, in turn, leads team members to engage in discretionary behaviours 

to benefit the team. The evidence of emergent leadership discussed in § 7.2 is 

consistent with this expectation.  

In relation to direct social influence, the findings show that the effect of 

national political party politics is salient in Alpha and Beta, both SOEs, and 

manifests as political clientelism and nepotism. These, and the high CEO/board 

turnover the create, lead to feelings of animosity, stress, anxiety, distrust, low morale 

and heightened environmental uncertainty in work teams; all being outcomes which 

act against the development of a collectivistic goal frame and team psychological 

empowerment (Carson et al., 2007; Kirkman et al., 2004) and, ultimately shared 

leadership emergence. However, the negative effectives of direct socio-political 

influence are countervailed by the effects of the lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the 

labour market. Thus, instead of acting in line with their attitudes by withdrawing 

their work or quitting their jobs altogether (Carsten & Spector, 1987), team members 

avoided ‘rocking the boat’ and increased their behavioural engagement in order to 

demonstrate their worth to their teams and organisations and safeguard their 

employment.  

 



 

 
 

194 

7.5 Team Effectiveness 

In this section I discuss external team leaders’ evaluations of the effectiveness 

of their departmental teams. This evidence was elicited from external team leaders in 

order to address the objective of the qualitative study to explore how context shapes 

the nomological network of shared leadership more broadly than depicted in Figure 

2.2. Table 7.8 shows the coding references evidencing the effectiveness of 

departmental teams across the three research sites, while Table 7.9 presents 

exemplars of team innovation, team task performance, and team resilience 

assessments for departmental teams across the three research sites.     

 

Table 7.7: Team Effectiveness Coding References 

 

 

External team leaders provided both numerical ratings of the team task 

performance, team innovation and team resilience for their departmental teams in 

addition to the textual comments. Consistent with the textual comments showcased 

in Table 7.9, external team leaders rated their departmental teams highly or very 

highly (i.e., 7-10 out of 10) across all three dimensions. Only two teams in the 

treasury department of Alpha (i.e., the trading, and sales teams) received a moderate 

team task performance rating (5 out of 10). For the trading team, this was because IT 

challenges limited their ability to undertake certain kinds of trade and the moderate 

team task performance rating for the sales team was attributed to the fact that it is a 

newly created team in the department.  

 

Team effectiveness Alpha Beta Gamma
Team innovation 23 12 10
Team performance 45 32 16
Team Resilience 16 9 6

Coding Reference
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These findings are expected team outcomes when a collectivistic goal 

frame and team psychological empowerment exist, the conditions for which are 

evidenced across the three research sites, as discussed above (Foss & 

Lindenberg, 2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et 

al., 2010): an integrated task and team design that is cooperatively linked with 

team and organizational goals; effective signalling through the processes and 

procedures for resourcing, performance appraisals, monitoring, feedback, pay 

and rewards, and promotions. Also, as shown above, the negative effects of 

direct socio-political influence (i.e., political clientelism and nepotism) are 

countervailed by the effects of the lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the 

Ghanaian labour market.   

   

7.6  Chapter Summary 

This chapter discussed the analysis of data for the qualitative study, 

whose objective was to explore how context shapes the nomological network of 

shared leadership. The results from the qualitative study provide evidence of a 

task context that is supportive of a collectivistic goal frame and the 

development of team psychological motivation; these reflect opportunities for 

individual, and shared leadership emergence in teams, and are predictive of 

team effectiveness. The findings for emergent leadership and shared leadership 

in and the effectiveness of work teams across the three research sites is 

consistent with these expectations.  

The findings also show that, due to the heightened levels of 

accountability for team member behaviour, the scope for leadership 

distribution is limited only to   instances where there is a vertical leadership 

void. Therefore, the findings suggest that the leadership configuration tenable 

in SSA contexts, at least in Ghana, is substitutive rather than concurrent and 

widely distributed in the team, thus, reflecting a distributed leadership structure.  
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A related finding is that, partly because of the substitutive nature of 

shared leadership and also because of external team leader sponsorship, 

emergent leadership in the work team results in more leadership centralisation 

in the organisation – rather than leadership decentralisation within the team, a 

primary facet of the conceptualisation of shared leadership in the extant 

literature. The results of the qualitative study may, thus, provide plausible 

contextual explanations for the null findings for shared leadership in the 

quantitative study.      

Finally, the results also indicate the constraining influence of the social 

context. More specifically, the direct social influence of the national two-party 

political system with a four-year election cycle, operating via clientelism, 

nepotism and high CEO/board turnover in the SOEs, creates a lack of strategic 

direction, sows discord in teams and dampens morale; all factors which might 

reasonably be expected to make individual, and shared leadership emergence 

and team effectiveness less likely. However, these potential negative effects of 

direct socio-political influence are countervailed by the effects of the perennial 

lack of knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian labour market.  

On reflection, the use of external leadership as a data source has 

positively benefited this study. External team leaders (by virtue of their direct 

control over things like the level of autonomy and accountability within the 

team, the resources available to a team, the level of uncertainty the team has to 

grapple with, and the demographic diversity within the team) enact or shape a 

team’s task, and social context. The examination of external leaders’ behaviours 

through a functional leadership lens (Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010) 

has enabled the identification of the factors that facilitate (or not) team 

effectiveness and the emergence of shared leadership. These external leadership 

factors (i.e., collective goals and vision, integrated task and team design, 

signalling, and direct socio-political influence) are not new (see e.g., Carson et 

al., 2007; Maynard et al., 2013; Morgeson, 2005) and I integrate the findings 
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from the analysis of the qualitative data to develop a conceptual model linking 

the team context with emergent team states (i.e., psychological empowerment, 

collectivistic goal frame), leadership distribution within the team, and team 

effectiveness (see Chapter 8, Figure 8.1).   

The use of external leaders as (interview) data source has provided an 

important insight on the topology of leadership within the functional teams 

surveyed in the quantitative study. Specifically, this has provided an external 

(and more objective) insight into the temporal dispersion of leadership 

influence (or lack thereof) within the teams – an important insight that could 

not be gained within the cross-sectional design of the quantitative study. In the 

next chapter, I shall discuss and integrate the findings from the quantitative and 

qualitative studies and then relate these to the literature reviewed for this 

research. 
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Chapter 8  

Discussion 

8.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I first discuss the key findings from the quantitative (see 

Chapter 5) and qualitative (see Chapter 7) studies and situate these within 

existing findings from previous research (see §8.2 and §8.3, respectively). I then, 

consistent with the reporting standards for the multilevel triangulated mixed 

methods design (Levitt et al., 2018), integrate (or ‘mix’) these findings in a 

convergent manner as well as discuss their implications for theory and 

managerial practice (see General Discussion, §8.4). I end the chapter with a 

summary.    

 

8.2 Discussion of Findings from the Quantitative Study 

The purpose of the quantitative study was to investigate the antecedents 

and outcomes of shared leadership in teams. Mediational hypotheses 

connecting shared leadership with key antecedents (i.e., internal team 

environment, team psychological empowerment, and vertical leadership) and 

key team outcomes (i.e., team innovation, and team resilience) were empirically 

tested for corroboration using multiple linear regression (MR) analyses (see 

Chapter 5). In supplemental MR analyses, I also examined whether shared 

leadership moderates the relationships of internal team environment and team 

psychological empowerment with team innovation and team resilience.  

Those analyses did not find support for shared leadership as an 

intervening (i.e., mediator or moderator) variable in team processes. The 

analyses showed that vertical leadership predicts both team innovation and 

team resilience. internal team environment predicts team innovation but not 
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team resilience, and team psychological empowerment predicts team resilience 

but not team innovation. In the sub-sections that follow, I discuss these main 

findings from the quantitative study and locate them within existing findings 

from the extant literature. In s8.4, I integrate the findings from the quantitative 

study with those from the qualitative study and discuss their implications for 

research and practice. 

 

8.2.1 The Nomological Network of Shared Leadership 

In Chapter 2, I argued that the use of referent-shift aggregate measures of 

shared leadership on the one hand and SNA operationalisations based on either 

density or centralisation, on the other, are inconsistent with its theoretical 

conceptualisation (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Mayo et al., 2003; Zhu et al., 2018) 

and, thus, may explain the mixed findings reported in previous research. 

Further, I argued that the use in previous research of indicators of team 

performance that are based on performance outcomes (e.g., team sales, revenue, 

employee growth), rather than the performance behaviours per se, might have 

contributed to the mixed findings for shared leadership. In responding to these 

issues in the quantitative study, I used an SNA measure of shared leadership 

(i.e., network reciprocity) that combines both density and centralisation, and 

measured team innovation as the behaviour itself (not its outcome).  

Yet, the hypotheses involving shared leadership, as a mediator variable, 

did not find support (see Chapter 5). In seeking alternative explanations for the 

null findings for shared leadership, I performed supplemental MR analyses 

exploring a potential role of shared leadership as a moderator variable; those 

supplemental analyses did not find support for a moderator role for shared 

leadership either. Also, the findings show that shared leadership is not 

predicted by vertical leadership, internal team environment or team 

psychological empowerment.  
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Taken together, the findings suggest that, in financial service work teams 

in Ghana, shared leadership: (1) predicts neither team innovation nor team 

resilience, (2) is predicted by neither vertical leadership, internal team 

environment, nor team psychological empowerment, and (3) does not function 

as an intervening variable in team processes. Significantly, the quantitative 

study findings suggest that the null results for shared leadership are 

irrespective of its operationalisation and the analysis technique used.  

 The null results for shared leadership in the quantitative study are at 

odds with the findings of previous empirical shared leadership studies of work 

teams. In relation to shared leadership as an outcome of team processes, 

previous empirical studies have reported positive effects of vertical leadership 

(e.g. Burke et al., 2006; Hoch, 2013; Margolis & Ziegert, 2016), internal team 

environment (Carson et al., 2007; Daspit et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2020) and team 

psychological empowerment (e.g. Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; Mathieu, 

Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008; Spreitzer, DeJanasz, & Quinn, 1999) for shared 

leadership. In relation to the role of shared leadership as an intervening 

variable, studies have found support for the role of shared leadership as a 

mediator of team processes (Carmeli et al., 2013; Carson et al., 2007; Daspit et 

al., 2013; Hoch, 2013; Song et al., 2020). In relation to the effects of shared 

leadership on team effectiveness, while primary studies provide mixed support 

(see Chapter 2), four meta-analyses provide substantive support for the positive 

effect of shared leadership on team performance (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). Although not 

specific to team resilience, those meta-analyses also report positive results for 

shared leadership on other team cognition and attitudinal outcomes (D. Wang 

et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020).   

The basic explanation for the role of shared leadership in studies that 

reported significant effects (and in  my hypotheses, see Chapter 2) is that shared 

leadership in the work team enhances team learning and increases the pool of 
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resources (i.e., capacity, knowledge, expertise) – social capital (Balkundi & 

Harrison, 2006; Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006) – available to provide the direction, 

alignment, support and motivation needed to achieve team innovation (Hoch, 

2013; Song et al., 2020) and team resilience (Carmeli et al., 2013). Thus, shared 

leadership in work teams maintains focus on the widely distributed and 

concurrent acts of leadership influence exhibited by team members (DeRue, 

2011; Zhu et al., 2018).    

In contrast to the studies above that reported positive effects for shared 

leadership, the quantitative study in this research did not find support for 

shared leadership as a mediator or moderator. What is the explanation for the 

null results for shared leadership in the present study? As I discuss later (see 

§8.3), the qualitative study findings show that shared leadership does not exist 

in the research sites studied, which suggests that the shared leadership network 

structures identified in the quantitative studies were not shared but, rather, 

distributed (see §8.4; DeRue, 2011). Given that this research was undertaken in 

sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), in contrast to previous shared leadership studies, 

which were mostly undertaken within Western work settings, this finding 

suggests, tentatively, that shared leadership might not be a viable leadership 

configuration for work teams in SSA. 

 

8.2.2 Internal Team Antecedents of Team Effectiveness 

The quantitative study findings provided support for the substantive 

utility of vertical leadership, internal team environment and team psychological 

empowerment as predictors of team innovation and team resilience in the 

under researched SSA context. The findings showed that vertical leadership 

predicts both team innovation and team resilience, internal team environment 

predicts team innovation but not team resilience, and team psychological 

empowerment predicts team resilience but not team innovation.    
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My findings for team innovation are consistent with previous research 

that also found support for internal team environment (Carson et al., 2007; 

Daspit et al., 2013; Serban & Roberts, 2016) and vertical leadership (Hoch, 2013; 

Nicolaides et al., 2014) as predictors of team innovation. In work teams that are 

high in internal team environment, team members are willing and able, feel 

psychologically safe, and supported by colleagues to suggest creative ideas 

freely (Carson et al., 2007), which is an essential behavioural task in the 

innovation process (N. R. Anderson et al., 2014; Hülsheger et al., 2009; Janssen, 

2000; Mainemelis et al., 2015; Rosing et al., 2011). Vertical leaders can help work 

teams become more innovative by encouraging ‘thinking outside the box’ 

during exploration in the creativity stage, goal-orientated focus during 

exploitation in the implementation stage, and by helping the team switch 

flexibly between exploration and exploitation as the situation demands (Rosing 

et al., 2011).  

The quantitative study findings also provide an insight into the 

mechanisms that shape work team resilience. With rapidly changing 

organisational contexts, work team resilience is a capability that teams need to 

develop in order to effectively deal with increasing uncertainty and adversity 

(King et al., 2016; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 2007; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Yet, 

our collective understanding about the team-level mechanisms that connect 

workplace resilience to antecedents and outcomes is very limited (King et al., 

2016; West, Patema, & Caesten, 2009). My research addresses this knowledge 

gap.  

The findings from the quantitative study show that vertical leadership 

and team psychological empowerment positively and significantly influence 

work team resilience. The finding of a positive effect of vertical leadership on 

team resilience is consistent with the findings of a multilevel study by Sommer 

et al. (2016) which found that vertical leadership of the work team improved 

team members’ resilience during an organisational crisis. Vertical leadership 
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benefits team members’ resilience by increasing the emotional resources available 

to them to cope with adversity (Meneghel et al., 2016; Sommer et al., 2016). This 

can be achieved in two ways. First, vertical leadership can inspire optimism and 

confidence in team members’ (e.g. through a transformational leadership style) 

that they will overcome their adversity if they persevere (Sommer et al., 2016). 

The second way in which vertical leadership can increase team members’ 

emotional resources in the service of overcoming adversity is through 

emotional contagion (Meneghel et al., 2016). Team members are likely to align 

with the affective reactions of a vertical leader who acts courageously during a 

period of uncertainty or adversity (Sommer et al., 2016). 

The positive effect of team psychological empowerment on team 

resilience can be explained as resulting from the motivational impetus that 

empowered teams have to act proactively, improvise, and engage in team 

learning to benefit the team and its goals (Kirkman et al., 2004); all of which are 

resources that enable a work team to bounce back, even bounce forward, from 

adversity (Stoverink et al., 2020). Further, the meta-analytic study by Maynard 

et al. (2013) showed that team psychological empowerment increases team 

members’ affective reactions which, as noted above, constitute further 

(emotional) resources the team can draw on to cope with adversity.                

That only vertical leadership influenced both team innovation and team 

resilience in the quantitative study is noteworthy. This finding reinforces those 

of previous studies in highlighting the continuing central role of vertical 

leadership in affecting team outcomes, even in the new era of collectivistic 

leadership (Friedrich, Griffith, & Mumford, 2016; Friedrich et al., 2009; Margolis 

& Ziegert, 2016).  

Finally, these findings from research undertaken in SSA, with its known 

contextual specificities (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016), are consistent 

with those of previous, largely Western, research studies suggests that the 

determinants of team effectiveness generalise to SSA contexts. There are 
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important contextual differences between SSA and Western leadership and 

management contexts (Barnard et al., 2017; de Sardan, 2008; George et al., 2016; 

Iwowo, 2015; Kuada, 2010). Underdeveloped market institutions and missing 

infrastructure are persisting problems faced by SSA businesses and these 

problems lead them to prioritise strategic flexibility in order to cope and 

compete (George et al., 2016). The result is that many SSA businesses are forced 

to remain in entrepreneurial mode throughout their lives (Barnard et al., 2017).  

SSA businesses have to take more business-related risks, deal with 

constant change (and need for innovation) and engage in continuous 

prospecting in order to survive and, hopefully, thrive; these, along with the 

prioritisation of strategic flexibility, being features of an entrepreneurial 

orientation (Wales et al., 2020). The institutional voids also reinforce existing 

poverty and social inequalities, as access to markets and opportunities are 

governed by informal norms (e.g. nepotism, clientelism; de Sardan, 2008). These 

institutional voids and missing infrastructure, along with SSA cultural 

dimensions (Hofstede, 1993; House et al., 2004), reflect important  differences 

from Western leadership and management contexts. As I argued in Chapter 7 

and discuss in the next section, that the correlates of leadership behaviour and 

team effectiveness are similar between the two contexts (House et al., 2004; 

Liden & Antonakis, 2009), is not because these differences do not matter, but 

because their negative effects are countervailed by the effects of other 

contextual factors, notably the lack of jobs in the labour market.      

 

8.3 Discussion of Findings from the Qualitative Study 

The purpose of the qualitative study was to examine how context shapes 

the nomological network of shared leadership in financial services work teams 

in Ghana and was undertaken in parallel with the quantitative study using a 

convergent mixed methods research design. In addition to the broader 

contextual variables, context operates as a cross-level effect in which the 



 

207 
 

behaviour of external team leaders (at higher levels of an organisation) affects 

variables relevant to the behaviour and effectiveness of functional teams at 

lower-levels of the organisation (Johns, 2006). In furtherance of the study 

purpose, I collected archival and interview data and analysed them using the 

directed qualitative content analysis approach (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; see 

Chapter 7).  

Consistent with the standards for reporting qualitative studies, I have 

synthesised the key findings from the qualitative study in a model (see Figure 

8.1). Figure 8.1 connects properties of the team context to distributed 

leadership, external leader sponsorship, and team effectiveness (i.e., team 

innovation, team resilience and team task performance) via two emergent team 

states (i.e., collectivistic goal frame, and team psychological empowerment).  

The block of task and social context properties, distributed leadership, 

external leader sponsorship and team effectiveness are findings from the 

qualitative study and are grounded in the evidence discussed in Chapter 7. The 

team context block contains the cascade of collective vision and goals, 

integrated task and team design, and signalling functions (i.e., HRM practices) 

as key characteristics of the task context of the work teams across the research 

sites. It also shows the disruptive effects of direct socio-political influence 

(specifically, political clientelism, nepotism, high CEO/board turnover) on 

signalling functions. As discussed below, the negative effects of social context 

are countervailed by the effects of the omnibus contextual factor of resource 

availability, specifically, the lack of knowledge-worker employment 

opportunities in the external labour market. 

The two emergent team states – collectivistic goal frame and team 

psychological empowerment – are plausible explanations for the findings, 

consistent with the theoretical framework proposed in Chapter 2 (see Figure 

2.2) and with previous research (i.e., goal framing theory; Foss & Lindenberg, 

2012; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). No claims to causality are implied by the 
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relationships depicted in Figure 8.1. In the subsections that follow, I discuss 

these key findings from the qualitative study and relate them back to the 

literature.  

First, I discuss the salient characteristics of the task context for the work 

teams studied, namely the cascade of collective vision and goals, integrated task 

and team design, and signalling. These  are the outcomes of structures, policies 

and practices that are articulated and enacted by external team leaders 

(Morgeson et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 2004; Spreitzer, 1996). Next, I argue that 

these properties of the task context constitute optimal enabling conditions for 

the development of a collectivistic goal frame and team psychological 

empowerment (Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; Kirkman et al., 2004; Kirkman & 

Rosen, 1999; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Maynard et al., 2013), and suggest that 

they are the mechanisms through which the task context properties result in 

distributed leadership, team innovation, team task performance, and team 

resilience.  

I also discuss how the cultural dimension of power distance (Hofstede, 

1993; House et al., 2004) shapes emergent leadership such that, it results in 

distributed leadership (but not shared leadership) and, ultimately, through 

external team leader sponsorship, increased role formalisation and 

centralisation of authority within the organisation. Finally, I discuss my 

findings on the disruptive effects of socio-political influence on signalling 

functions and how these are countervailed by the effects of the lack of 

knowledge-worker jobs in the external labour market.  
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Figure 8.1: Model Summarising the Influence of Context 

 

8.3.1 Task Context Effects 

The findings of the qualitative study (see Chapter 7) show that, across 

the three research sites, the structures, policies and practices stipulated and 

enacted by external team leaders reflect integrated task and team designs that 

are cooperatively linked to team and organisational goals and have salient 

functional links to team production. The findings also show that the signalling 

effects of the HR policies and practices (e.g., the way in which performance is 

measured, monitored and linked to incentives at the individual and work team 

levels; cross-training and upskilling; promotions; see Chapter 7) enhances team 

members’ understanding of expectations, reduces situational ambiguity and 

aligns their efforts with team goals. These properties of the task context create 

the enabling conditions for the emergence and sustenance of perceptions of a 

collectivistic goal frame (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011) and team psychological 

empowerment (Ehrnrooth & Björkman, 2012; Foss & Lindenberg, 2012; 

Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson et al., 2010; Rapp et al., 

2016).   
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The notion of a collectivistic goal frame in work team production was 

introduced in Chapter 7 as one mechanism through which the contextual 

factors above lead to distributed leadership, team innovation, task performance, 

and resilience. A collectivistic goal frame requires more than just a shared 

purpose or collective goal orientation; the shared purpose needs to be focal or 

salient (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). When salient, a shared purpose steers 

cognitive/motivational processes towards ensuring its fulfilment, including 

suppressing other competing goals, prioritising collective goal orientated 

information processing, and ensuring that criteria for evaluating goal 

realisation are referenced to the shared purpose  (Carver, 2006; Kruglanski et 

al., 2002; Shah et al., 2002). However, the collectivistic goal frame is fragile and 

can easily be displaced or supplanted by other competing goals. Therefore, 

creating and sustaining a collectivistic goal frame requires deliberate strategies 

(Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).      

The properties of the task context described above (top, left of Figure 8.1) 

directly and indirectly supportive of a collectivistic goal frame. The cascade of 

collective vision and goals directly supports a collectivistic goal frame by 

ensuring that work teams have a shared purpose. The integrated task and team 

design also directly supports a collectivistic goal frame by promoting clearly 

perceptible interdependencies (in inputs, processes, and outcomes) within and 

across work team boundaries (Wageman, 2001). The signalling effects of HR 

functions performed by external team leaders, for example, the way in which 

performance is measured, monitored and linked to at the individual and work 

team levels to reward, promotion, and training opportunities (see Chapter 7), 

enhance the stability of the collectivistic goal frame.  

As I discuss later (see §8.3.2), direct socio-political influence in the form 

of political clientelism, nepotism, and high CEO/board changes threatened to 

erode the stability of the collectivistic goal frame at two of the research sites, but 

their effect was countervailed by the effect of the lack of knowledge worker jobs 
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in the Ghanaian labour market. Overall, therefore, across the three research 

sites, the task context was supportive of the development and sustenance of a 

collectivistic goal frame, and I suggest this as one of the mechanisms that 

connects the task context with the outcomes evidenced.            

The second mechanism which I suggest connects the contextual factors 

discussed above with distributed leadership, team innovation, task 

performance and resilience is team psychological empowerment. Team 

psychological empowerment was introduced in Chapter 2 (see also Figure 2.2) 

as an antecedent of shared leadership, team innovation and team resilience. The 

cascade of collective vision, integrated task and team design, and signalling 

enhance team members’ perceptions of team potency, autonomy, 

meaningfulness and impact (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Manz & Sims, 1987; 

Mathieu et al., 2008; Morgeson, 2005); and will likely increase team 

psychological empowerment directly and also indirectly, through a 

collectivistic goal frame.  

The qualitative study findings also show that, across the three research 

sites, work teams exhibited high levels of team innovation, task performance, 

and resilience. As I have argued above, the cascade of collective vision and 

goals, integrated task and team design, and signalling combined to produce 

these positive team outcomes, likely acting through two emergent team states – 

a collectivistic goal frame and team psychological empowerment (see Figure 

8.1). This is consistent with the findings of previous empirical studies that show 

that team psychological empowerment fully mediates the influences of external 

team leader behaviours on team performance and team members’ affective 

reactions (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Maynard et al., 2013). Empowered teams are 

better able and motivated to leverage their capabilities (i.e., human and social 

capital) to benefit team performance and these resources will also enable the 

work team to bounce back, even forward, from adversity and maintain/enhance 
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success in future performance episodes (Bell & Marentette, 2011; Grass et al., 

2020; Maynard et al., 2013; Stoverink et al., 2020).        

Another outcome of the trio of contextual factors discussed above, acting 

through a collectivistic goal frame and team psychological empowerment, is 

distributed leadership. The qualitative study findings showed that emergent 

leadership was a common occurrence in work teams across the three research 

sites. This finding that external team leader behaviour can encourage emergent 

leadership in work teams is consistent with the findings of previous studies 

(Carson et al., 2007; Mathieu et al., 2008; Paunova, 2015; Rapp et al., 2016). The 

finding is also consistent with expectations for a work team with a collectivistic 

goal frame and high psychological empowerment, as its members will, if 

necessary, self-manage and/or assume discretionary leadership roles to benefit 

the team (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Maynard et al., 2013). However, the resulting 

pattern of leadership relations within the work teams was distributed rather than 

shared. There are two reasons for this.  

The first reason for the distributed (rather than shared) leadership 

structures in the work teams in my qualitative study is that the simultaneous 

exercise of leadership by an emergent leader and the vertical leader is not 

considered to be appropriate or desirable; it is viewed as undermining the 

authority of the vertical leader and a potential source of discord in the team. 

Emergent leadership is considered to be appropriate and desirable only when it 

is occasioned by a leadership void, created by the absence or ineffectiveness of 

vertical leadership. This means that at any one time a work team will have one 

focal leader (i.e., the vertical leader or an emergent leader). The result is that 

emergent leadership is substitutive of – not concurrent with – vertical leadership. 

Because of this, the leadership network structure within a team, when viewed 

through time, is distributive (DeRue, 2011).   

The legitimation of distributed leadership – and delegitimation of shared 

leadership – in the work teams studied is based on a socially constructed and 
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shared system of norms, values and beliefs (Suchman, 1995), which I suggest 

may be referenced to the cultural dimension of power distance in Ghana that 

favours preserving and reinforcing power structures and organisational 

hierarchies (Hofstede, 1993; Kuada, 2010). The high incidence of the cultural 

dimension of power distance in Ghana (and SSA in general) means that 

leadership (and hierarchical) structures emphasize the role of an individual 

focal leader (i.e., the vertical leader or team member who emerges as a leader to 

fill a leadership void). Consequently, the leadership patterns that manifest 

within the work teams in Ghana (and SSA in general) are distributed rather 

than shared. This is supported by previous research (e.g. Day, 2000; Day et al., 

2014; Paunova, 2015), which suggests that the relationship between emergent 

leadership and shared leadership is heavily mediated by the institutional and 

cultural context.   

The second reason for the distributed leadership patterns evidenced in 

work teams within and across the three research sites, which is also a response 

to the first, is that, in order to avoid conflict and maintain harmony in the team, 

emergent team leaders are fast-tracked into formal leadership roles through the 

sponsorship of external leaders (Sparrowe & Liden, 2005; Wayne et al., 1999). 

This is achieved through the delegation of leadership tasks outside the team (i.e., 

liaison activities, boundary spanning, upward influence roles), targeted 

upskilling and, ultimately, promotion to a formal leadership role.  

The point of these interventions by external team leaders is to refocus the 

leadership capacity of emergent leaders outside the work team. While 

sponsorship of emergent leaders by external team leaders can – and should – 

serve as an effective strategy for leadership training and succession planning 

(Spreitzer et al., 1999; Yukl & Fu, 1999), its use across the three research sites in 

the qualitative study was motivated primarily by a need to avoid causing 

conflict in the team by “stepping on the toes” of the vertical leader. Therefore, 

emergent leadership, although recognised as being a force for good in the work 
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team, is also perceived in the long run to be an existential threat. Because of 

this, emergent leadership is carefully controlled and managed by channelling it 

into formal leadership.  

The findings show, therefore, that emergent leadership is temporary, at 

least across the three research sites in my qualitative study, and its interplay 

with vertical leadership results in a distributed leadership structure within the 

work team. However, while very significant in illuminating the boundary 

conditions for the appropriateness of shared leadership (and collectivistic 

leadership in general), the finding that emergent leadership has a temporary 

and unstable nature in my research context is not entirely surprising (Day, 2000; 

Day et al., 2014; Grint, 2010; Mehra et al., 2006). For example, Grint (2010) 

argued that because it will undermine the ‘sacred’ nature of leadership and, 

consequently, destabilise the ability of a team to function effectively, shared 

leadership will be viable for only the short term and must be legitimated.  

Mehra et al. (2006) cited several studies to support their contention that 

leadership in social groups tends to be relatively centralised, with only a small 

percentage of group members emerging as leaders at any point in time, as a 

basis for operationalising shared leadership on work groups as a pattern of 

reciprocal influence and deference between the vertical leader and emergent 

leader(s). In doing so, Mehra et al. (2006: 235) recognised that “[W]hen formal 

and emergent leaders do not recognise one another's leadership, the group can 

literally be torn apart”. As noted above from Day and colleagues’ research, the 

institutional and cultural context greatly shapes the kind of collectivistic 

leadership, if any, that might result from an interplay between vertical and 

emergent leadership. My qualitative study findings suggest that within SSA (at 

least in Ghana), the kind of collectivistic leadership that can be harmonised 

within the cultural milieu is distributed leadership.  
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8.3.2 Social, and Omnibus Context Effects 

The qualitative study found evidence that national political party politics 

threatened to undermine the signalling functions. Specifically, national political 

party politics manifested in the SOEs as (perceptions or practices of) political 

clientelism, nepotism and high CEO/board changes, which created animosity 

and distrust among staff, dampened employee morale, and heightened strategic 

uncertainty; all of which are factors that will hinder the development of team 

psychological empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Maynard et al., 2013). 

The blatant opportunism and favouritism that these practices evidence, 

communicates to work teams that top management have a gain goal frame; the 

contagion effect of this on work team members can supplant or erode the 

stability of the normative, collectivistic goal frame (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011).  

The conditions created by political clientelism, nepotism and high 

CEO/board turnover, contrary to expectation, did not result in team member 

work withdrawal and turnover; rather, the opposite happened. Work team 

members avoided “rocking the boat”, upskilled and increased their behavioural 

engagement with their teams. They did so to demonstrate their commitment 

and worth (i.e., gain competitive advantage during “idiosyncratic deals”; 

Rofcanin, Kiefer, & Strauss, 2017) to their teams and the organisations, as a 

strategy to safeguard their employment, because there were no knowledge-

worker job opportunities in the external, Ghanaian labour market. Therefore, 

the potentially negative effects of socio-political influence on distributed 

leadership emergence, team innovation, task performance, and resilience were 

countervailed by the effects of the non-availability of knowledge-worker jobs in 

the Ghanaian labour market.  

That the negative effects of direct socio-political influence (e.g. work 

withdrawal, employee turnover) were countervailed by the effects of the lack of 

knowledge-worker jobs in the Ghanaian labour market in my study is 

consistent with previous research (Johns, 2006), which suggests that employees 
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actions will align with their attitudes towards their current employment only if 

there is an abundant supply of alternative employment opportunities in the 

labour market. Thus, for example, the meta-analysis by Carsten and Spector 

(1987) found that the negative relationship between job satisfaction and 

employee turnover was stronger under conditions of lower unemployment, 

when there are expansive job opportunities.  

The divergences between professional public norms and the professional 

practices of public actors, as manifested in the practices of clientelism and 

nepotism in the SOEs in this study (see also, de Herdt & de Sardan, 2015; de 

Sardan, 2008), are attributable, arguably, to the perennial lack of knowledge-

worker jobs opportunities and the oversupply of skilled labour in the Ghana 

(e.g. Honorati & de Silva, 2016); the embargo on public sector employment has 

not helped this situation. Studies point to an increasing trend of a hollowed out 

middle in the Ghanaian household consumption distribution and propose, as a 

long term solution to maintain social cohesion, the creation of a modern social 

protection system and the expansion of access to critical infrastructure services 

(Clementi et al., 2018; Honorati & de Silva, 2016).  

In summary, then, the competing goal frames activated by direct socio-

political influence (i.e., political clientelism, nepotism, CEO/board changes) and 

resource availability (i.e., lack of good quality skilled jobs) countervail one 

another and, therefore, do not displace the collectivistic goal frame or 

undermine team effectiveness (Johns, 2006; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Crucially, 

while consistent with evidence in the extant literature about the resilience and 

entrepreneurship of SSA businesses (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016), 

the results of this study suggest that team effectiveness (and organisational 

effectiveness for that matter) in SSA businesses may come at a personal and 

social costs, and risk a vicious circle of social polarisation (Clementi et al., 2018).  
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8.4 General Discussion 

The purpose of the present research was to examine the presence of 

shared leadership in work teams in the financial services subsector in Ghana, 

the factors both internal and external to the team that shape shared leadership 

emergence (i.e., antecedents), and its effects on team innovation and team 

resilience. This was investigated using a multilevel triangulation mixed 

methods design. The quantitative and qualitative studies were undertaken 

concurrently in a convergent research design: the quantitative study utilised a 

questionnaire survey and focused on the work team (i.e., internal team factors); 

and the qualitative study focused on the team context (i.e., cross-level effects of 

external team leaders, and broader contextual factors) and utilised a case study, 

which combined semi-structured in-person interviews and archival reviews as 

data collection techniques. The findings of the quantitative and qualitative 

studies converge to provide important insights into the substantive utility of the 

shared leadership construct and its nomological network within the SSA 

context.  

First, the quantitative, and qualitative study findings converge in 

suggesting that the shared leadership construct may lack substantive utility in 

the SSA context. The null results for shared leadership in the quantitative study 

are explained by the findings in the qualitative study. The qualitative findings 

show that, while there is evidence of emergent leadership in the work teams, 

the interplay between vertical leadership and emergent leadership is shaped by 

the institutional and cultural norms such that the leadership enactments of the 

emergent leaders are substitutive of (not concurrent with) those of the vertical 

leader; this makes the resulting leadership network structure distributed rather 

than shared.  

As discussed in §8.3.1 above, the qualitative study findings show that the 

cultural and institutional norms within Ghana (and SSA in general) emphasize 

the role of an individual focal leader (i.e., the vertical leader) within the work 
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team and team members who emerge as leaders, and are recognised as such, do 

so temporarily to fill a leadership void created by the absence or ineffectiveness 

of the vertical leader. This results in a distributed leadership structure within 

the team, as the leading and following acts of the vertical and emergent leaders 

are sequential across time (hence, result in high centrality variance) (DeRue, 

2011).  

The quantitative study provided direct evidence of emergent leadership 

within the functional teams at the three research sites that participated in the 

qualitative study (N = 42), as two-thirds (i.e., 28) of the teams across the three 

sites had collectivistic leadership structures (see Table 6.3); specifically, fourteen 

of the teams were coded as having a distributed leadership structure and the 

remaining 12 teams, as having a shared leadership structure. The coding 

approach used was that developed by Mehra et al. (2006). This is a static 

approach in which a leadership sociogram is coded as distributed or shared 

depending on whether or not the vertical and emergent leaders recognise one 

another as leaders; it is shared if they do and distributed, if they don’t. 

However, this approach is unable to capture information about the temporal 

dispersion of leadership influence within the teams, which information is vital 

to establish the shared leadership criterion of concurrency of leadership 

enactments by the vertical and emergent leaders (DeRue, 2011; Zhu et al., 2018; 

also see §8.4.3).  This information about the temporal dispersion of leadership 

within the functional teams was provided by the qualitative study.  

Combining the findings of the quantitative and qualitative studies, I am 

able to definitively establish that the 12 functional teams that were coded as 

having a shared leadership structure in the quantitative study were 

misclassified; they have instead distributed leadership structures because the 

qualitative study findings confirmed that the leadership enactments of the 

vertical and emergent leaders are sequential (rather than concurrent) across time 

(DeRue, 2011). As DeRue (2011) notes, previous cross-sectional studies of 
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shared leadership may have involved leadership influence patterns that are not 

shared at all; and this leads to the final contribution. Taken together, the 

findings of this research suggest that the form of collectivistic leadership that is 

tenable within Ghana (and, by extension, SSA) is distributed leadership; 

therefore, while being a valid theoretical construct, shared leadership does not 

have substantive utility within the Ghanaian (and SSA) context.    

Second, in relation to the predictors of work team effectiveness, the 

quantitative, and qualitative study findings, as they relate to the roles of 

internal team environment and team psychological empowerment, converge 

and reinforce one another. The qualitative study findings, being about the 

cross-level effects of external team leadership on work teams, cannot be linked 

specifically to vertical leadership. The quantitative study findings showed that 

vertical leadership predicted both team innovation and team resilience. Internal 

team environment and team psychological empowerment differentially 

predicted team innovation and team resilience, with internal team environment 

predicting only team innovation and team psychological empowerment, 

predicting only team resilience. The differential effects of internal team 

environment and team psychological empowerment may be due to the 

partialling out of the shared variance between them that explains team 

innovation and team resilience; in other words, the differential results reflect 

the unique variances in team innovation and team resilience explained by 

internal team environment and team psychological empowerment, respectively 

(Hair, Black, et al., 2014).  

The zero-order bivariate correlation of .62 (p < .001) between internal 

team environment and team psychological empowerment and their zero-order 

correlations with team innovation and team resilience (r > .50, p < .001) may 

reflect this position. Carson et al. (2007: 1222) suggested – although they did not 

test – that team psychological empowerment is one mechanism through which 

internal team environment influences shared leadership. Internal team 
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environment and team psychological empowerment were included in the 

quantitative study, along with vertical leadership, because they have been 

shown in previous studies to be the most predictive of shared leadership in 

work teams (see Chapter 2) and, therefore, deemed appropriate for the purpose 

of this research. 

The three task-related contextual factors evidenced in the qualitative 

study (i.e., cascade of collective goals and vision, integrated task and team 

design, and signalling), each a predictor of team effectiveness in its own right, 

collectively, as I have argued above and previous research has shown (Foss & 

Lindenberg, 2012; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Lindenberg & Foss, 2011; Maynard 

et al., 2013), exert their influence, in a large part, through the development of a 

collectivistic goal frame and team psychological empowerment. This is 

consistent with the findings of the quantitative study for team psychological 

empowerment (M = 4.76, SD = .24, rwg = .90, ICC[1] = .57, ICC[2] = .87; see 

Chapter 4 and Table 5.1).  

The cascade of collective goals and vision evidenced in the qualitative 

study is central to the emergence in the work team of a shared purpose, which 

is one of the three dimensions of internal team environment (Carson et al., 

2007). The other two dimensions of internal team environment – social support 

and voice – are also supported by the three contextual factors evidenced in the 

qualitative study. The cascade of collective vision and goals, integrated task and 

team design, and signalling will likely create in a work team a high sense of 

interdependence, common fate and professional respect for team members, 

which will likely facilitate social support and voice within the team. The mean 

rating for internal team environment in the quantitative study lends support to 

this argument (M = 4.37, SD = .46, rwg = .85, ICC[1] = .75, ICC[2] = .95; see 

Chapter 4 and Table 5.1). However, the inclusion of social support and voice as 

dimensions of internal team environment, as has been argued by Paunova 

(Paunova, 2015), conflates an intrateam state (i.e., shared purpose) and facets of 
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socioemotional behaviour, which increases the likelihood of biased results 

(Mathieu et al., 2008). 

Beyond also evidencing positive effects for team task performance (not 

included in the quantitative study), the qualitative study findings provide a 

unique insight into the influences of social and omnibus contextual factors on 

team leadership and team effectiveness in SSA contexts. They suggest that the  

similarity in correlates of leadership behaviour and team effectiveness reported 

for studies (including the present research) in SSA vis-à-vis Western contexts 

(Liden & Antonakis, 2009), may be forced and risk social polarisation. This 

research makes several important contributions, which I discuss next.        

 

8.4.1 Theoretical Contributions 

This research makes important theoretical contributions. First, it 

responds to calls for studies that provides insights into shared leadership 

emergence and enactment in teams, and the boundary conditions for its 

appropriateness and effectiveness (Shuffler et al., 2012; Yammarino et al., 2012). 

Boundary conditions determine the limits of generalisability of shared 

leadership theories and frameworks, and reflect the effects of context on its 

correlates (Johns, 2006; Whetten, 1989). The literature on shared leadership has 

tended to focus on its substantive utility, including relative to vertical 

leadership, in predicting team performance, and moderators of that shared 

leadership-team performance relationship (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides 

et al., 2014). Despite numerous calls for such research, few studies have 

investigated the intrateam antecedents of and boundary conditions for shared 

leadership (Denis et al., 2012; Paunova, 2015; Zhu et al., 2018).  

The present research extends our understanding about the boundary 

conditions for shared leadership in work teams by demonstrating that within a 

SSA context, leadership centralisation in work teams is the norm, and shared 

leadership is not a tenable construct. Distributed leadership is tenable but can 
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only be legitimated on the basis of a leadership void.  My research, thus, 

challenges the widespread view within the extant literature that shared 

leadership is a more effective and preferred leadership network structure in 

work teams and, in line with DeRue (2011), suggests that a leadership network 

structure for a work team is good or bad in relation to a particular 

organisational and cultural context.           

Second, prior research examining the effects of context on shared 

leadership (and leadership for that matter) has tended to focus on a few 

elements either in some depth or as artefacts of their research designs (Eva et 

al., 2019; Liden & Antonakis, 2009; Oc, 2018; Paunova, 2015; Porter & 

McLaughlin, 2006; White et al., 2014). A recent review of contextual leadership 

research by Oc (2018) reported significant progress, but also noted that “less 

research has been devoted to understanding the effects of institutional forces, 

economic conditions, and social network characteristics on leadership” (p.230). 

My research develops insights from a systematic examination of  how context 

shapes shared leadership emergence (or not) and its enactment and 

consequences in work teams in the very under-researched (and extreme) 

context of SSA (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). Specifically, my 

qualitative study examined the effects of a team’s discrete context (i.e., task, and 

social context; conceptualised in my research as the cross-level effects of 

external team leadership) and omnibus context (i.e., the who-when-where factors 

for the research) for shared leadership in SSA work teams (Johns, 2006; Oc, 

2018; Whetten, 1989).  

My findings demonstrate that the internal team, and contextual 

antecedents for (individual and collective) leadership emergence and team 

effectiveness in work teams are similar to those reported in the largely Western 

leadership and management literature. This is consistent with the findings of 

previous cross-sectional studies of cultural dimensions in leadership and 

management that suggest that, although the mean levels of the cultural 
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dimensions (e.g. individualism/collectivism, power distance, strong versus 

weak contexts) differ across national cultures, the correlates of leadership 

behaviour and team effectiveness are similar across national cultures (House et 

al., 2004; Liden & Antonakis, 2009).  

Significantly, my findings also suggest that the emergent leadership and 

good team effectiveness evidenced in this research were achieved, not in spite 

of, but, rather, because of the extreme conditions faced by the SSA businesses 

(Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). The competing sub-goal frames 

created by direct socio-political influence (i.e., political clientelism, nepotism, 

high CEO/board turnover) and economic conditions (i.e., lack of good quality 

skilled jobs in the labour market) operate in the background and have opposing 

effects on the normative, collectivistic goal frame. Whereas direct socio-political 

influence undermines the normative legitimacy of external team leadership, the 

lack of skilled jobs in the Ghanaian labour market provides a conformist, 

instrumental legitimacy to external team leadership (Suchman, 1995). The 

resulting gain sub-goal frames have countervailing effects; the former attempts 

to displace the normative collectivistic goal frame, and the latter indirectly 

strengthens it (Lindenberg & Foss, 2011). Thus, instead of work withdrawal and 

turnover, team members exhibited greater commitment and job performance in 

order to safeguard their livelihoods.  

Further, the direct socio-political influence and lack of knowledge-

worker jobs in the labour market are themselves caused, in large part, by the 

same extreme conditions (i.e., institutional voids, underdeveloped markets). 

Thus, my research suggests that the similar leadership and team effectiveness 

correlates evidenced in the research sites, and indeed for other SSA businesses, 

may be masking a ticking social time bomb: a vicious circle of social 

polarisation, with consequent threats to social cohesion (Clementi et al., 2018).  

In this way, my research findings challenge those of previous research that 

suggest that the reported successes of SSA businesses are in spite of the 
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institutional voids and underdeveloped markets they have to deal with 

(Barnard et al., 2017).     

Fourth, my research responds to the calls for a social network approach 

to, and sociometric operationalisations of shared leadership that are in keeping 

with its theoretical conceptualisation (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Denis et al., 

2012; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). Meta-analytic 

studies have shown that sociometric operationalisations of shared leadership 

yield consistently higher validities than aggregate referent-shift model 

approaches (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 

2014), Most of the sociometric operationalisations of shared leadership in 

previous studies include either density or centralisation instead of both of them, 

as recommended (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; DeRue, 2011; Mayo et al., 2003).  

The present research used network reciprocity and network 

centralisation as the sociometric operationalisations of shared leadership. 

Network reciprocity captures the essence of shared leadership as involving 

reciprocated leader-follower behaviours (Contractor et al., 2006, 2012; DeRue, 

2011). This research is one of only a handful of shared leadership studies to use 

network reciprocity as an index of shared leadership in work teams (Chrobot-

Mason et al., 2016; Mendez et al., 2015; White et al., 2014, 2016). Network 

centralisation was measured using the Mehra et al. (2006) approach, which 

involved visually examining the leadership structure sociogram for each work 

team and qualitatively coding it as either vertical, distributed or shared (see 

Chapter 4). However, as I discuss in the section on limitations below (see 

§8.4.3), for cross-sectional study designs, the leadership influence patterns 

suggested by network reciprocity and network centralisation could be 

misleading.  

Finally, that the qualitative study findings were able to explain, 

corroborate and clarify the quantitative study findings is a core strength of the 

convergent mix methods research design used; my research is a response to 
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calls for more mixed methods designs in leadership studies (Parry et al., 2014). 

 

8.4.2 Implications for Practice  

That the quantitative and qualitative findings combine to show the 

presence of distributed leadership in the work teams studied implies that it is a 

viable and tenable construct in the SSA context and should also be a key 

consideration of leadership development programmes. Further, the finding that 

distributed leadership in Ghana (and, by extension, SSA) is temporary and 

needs to be legitimated has important implications for workplace leadership 

development programmes.  

First, it highlights the criticality of vertical, and external team leadership 

(i.e., collective leadership; Friedrich et al., 2016, 2009) in the enactment of 

collectivistic leadership in work teams. Vertical leaders can actively distribute 

leadership roles in the team based on team members’ expertise (Friedrich et al., 

2009; Yukl & Fu, 1999), and external team leaders can facilitate this happening 

through shaping the base rates of functional diversity in work team 

composition. Because emergent leadership – and by extension, distributed 

leadership – is considered to be legitimate only if enacted to fill a temporary 

leadership void, vertical leaders can provide legitimacy to emergent leaders by 

formally assigning them leadership roles in the team, a legitimation strategy 

referred to as co-optation (Suchman, 1995).  

The co-optation of emergent leaders into team leadership roles will 

preserve the ‘sacred’ in vertical leadership (Grint, 2010), increase the leadership 

capacity in the team and, given the finite number of vertical leadership 

positions in every department of the organisation to go round, it is perhaps a 

more effective strategy than removing the emergent leader from the team 

through the sponsorship actions of external team leaders, as was the practice in 

the three organisations studied. Thus, my research suggests that collective 

leadership can play a vital role in developing and sustaining distributed 
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leadership in work teams in the SSA context. Therefore, it is suggested that 

collectivistic leadership development programmes should give priority to the 

role of vertical and external leaders in channelling leadership pluralism in work 

teams.  

Second, the findings suggest that whether a leadership network structure 

for a work team is appropriate or not depends on the particular organisational 

and cultural context. Therefore, in line with DeRue (2011), this research 

suggests that institutional leaders need to adopt a contingency approach when 

deciding the type of leadership structure that will be appropriate for their work 

teams. This needs to start with a systematic examination of the context, as the 

type of leadership structure that will be tenable will depend on the interplay 

between the vertical and emergent leadership and whether and how it can be 

legitimated. Thus, the ‘more-leaders-the-better’ mantra in the literature may be 

unhelpful (DeRue, 2011; Grint, 2010), and institutional leaders need to be more 

circumspect in their choice of leadership development programme. In the 

context of SSA, my research suggests that distributed leadership might be the 

appropriate leadership structure for work teams to target.              

The quantitative and qualitative study findings converge in providing 

support for the often-hypothesised determinants of leadership emergence and 

team effectiveness. This implies that the leadership and management theories in 

the extant literature from which they derive, do generalise to the SSA context 

(House et al., 2004; Liden & Antonakis, 2009). This should prove instructive to 

institutional leaders in SSA context when designing team effectiveness 

programmes for their teams. However, the interesting and countervailing 

effects of social, and omnibus context uncovered in the present research echo 

calls for leadership and management researchers in general (Johns, 2006; Liden 

& Antonakis, 2009; Oc, 2018; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006), and SSA leadership 

and management researchers in particular (Barnard et al., 2017; de Herdt & de 

Sardan, 2015; de Sardan, 2008; George et al., 2016), as well as practitioners to 
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avoid explanatory reductionism by incorporating a systematic examination of 

context in their team effectiveness research and developmental programmes. 

 

8.4.3 Research Limitations 

This research, like any other, is not without its limitations. The first set of 

limitations relate to the quantitative data, both in terms of its quantity and 

quality. The sample size for the quantitative study was small. The analyses 

reported were for a sample of 47 work teams, with self-rated team innovation 

and team resilience. Leader ratings of team innovation and team resilience were 

available for only 30 of the 47 work teams; any analyses performed with this 

sample size would lack the statistical power to detect significant effects even if 

they existed (Hair, Black, et al., 2014).  

The small sample size for the quantitative study was due, in large part, 

to adherence to strict requirements for multilevel composition models (Chan, 

1998; Katzenbach & Smith, 1993; Lebreton & Senter, 2008). First, adopting a 

definition of a team as being composed of three or more members – not two or 

more members (see Kozlowski & Bell, 2003) – and a whole-network sociometric 

data collection approach resulted in data from 37 work teams being discarded. 

Second, data for a further 29 work teams were discarded because of low values 

of rwg and ICC. There were no systematic differences in key demographic 

variables between members of the 29 discarded teams and those in the 47 teams 

analysed and reported in the quantitative study (see §4.4.3). Lebreton and 

Senter (2008) show that, for the same number of items rated, the number of 

judges affects both the rwg and ICC[2] values; specifically, the more judges there 

are, the better. Given that the work teams surveyed in this research were all 

business units nested within departments in four financial services firms, 

higher within-team response rates than the average value of 61% obtained (see 

§4.4.2 and Appendix 3) would have significantly reduced the number of teams 

discarded because of low rwg and ICC[2] values and, hence increased the size of 
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the analysis sample. The need for very high within-team response rates is a 

recognised drawback of the whole-network approach to SNA (Contractor et al., 

2012).            

The analysis sample of 47 work teams also precluded the use of 

structural equation modelling (SEM) with latent variables to analyse the 

quantitative data. Among other advantages, SEM allows for the modelling of 

measurement error and common, unique, and unexplained variance; thus, with 

SEM, the issue of partialling out of common variance being possibly the reason 

for the differential effects of internal team environment and team psychological 

empowerment (see above), would have been a non-issue. A more fundamental 

advantage of SEM is that it allows for the operationalisation and testing of 

constructs using first-order and second-factor latent models, consistent with 

their unidimensional or multidimensional conceptualisations (Edwards, 2001; 

Johnson et al., 2012). Thus, one general limitation of the operationalisation of 

team-level constructs in this research is that the measures are composite 

measures derived by averaging the scores on construct dimensions (see §4.4). 

This was necessitated primarily by the small size of the team-level sample (N = 

47) and the consequent need to use linear multiple regression (instead of SEM) 

to analyse the data. This, although a common practice in team-level leadership 

studies, runs contrary to accepted construct measurement guidance (Edwards, 

2001; Johnson et al., 2012). 

There are also limitations arising from the methods used to measure the 

variables in the quantitative study. The first limitation relating to methods of 

research is the potential for common method variance (CMV) and common 

method bias (CMB). The basis for this is that all the quantitative measures were 

based on self-report questionnaires completed by team members in the same 

time period (Podsakoff et al., 2012). As noted above, an attempt was made to 

collect leader ratings of team innovation and team resilience, however, the 

small number of teams for which these were available (i.e., 30 teams) meant that 
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I could not use them in the quantitative analysis. Shared leadership was 

measured using a social network approach, which provides methodological 

separation from the measurement of the other five team-level variables (i.e., 

vertical leadership, internal team environment, team psychological 

empowerment, team innovation, and team resilience). I meticulously followed 

all the other procedural remedies for guarding against CMB (Podsakoff et al., 

2012). Also, I empirically tested for CMV and CMB using the individual-level 

data and the unmeasured latent method construct (ULMC) approach 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003; Williams & McGonagle, 2016); the results indicated 

evidence of CMV but not CMB.  

Another limitation of the quantitative measures used in this research is 

that three of the multidimensional scales included in this research did not work 

as intended. The dimensions in Kirkman et al.’s (2004) four-dimensional 

superordinate team psychological empowerment scale, Carson et al.’s (2007) 

three-dimensional superordinate internal team environment scale and Janssen’s 

(2000) three-dimensional team innovation scale were all found to lack 

discriminant validity based on both exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analyses conducted and, because of this, their dimensions were combined to 

create global scales for the respective multidimensional constructs (see §4.3.4.3).  

The finding of a lack of discriminant validity among the dimensions of 

the multidimensional team psychological empowerment scale (as well as the 

response to it) in this research is consistent with that reported in previous 

primary studies (Kirkman et al., 2004; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Two meta-

analyses found substantive support for the four-dimensional superordinate 

conceptualisation of team psychological empowerment (Maynard et al., 2013; 

Seibert et al., 2011). Seibert et al. (2011) argued that evidence of discriminant 

validity among the four team psychological empowerment dimensions would 

undermine support for its conceptualisation as a superordinate construct. This 

is inconsistent with the guidance on the use of multidimensional constructs (see 
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Edwards, 2001; Johnson et al., 2012), which guidance, as I explained above, 

could not have been followed in this research anyway because of the small size 

of the analysis sample. 

Carson et al. (2007) did not provide a robust test (beyond model fit 

statistics) for the discriminant validity of the three dimensions of the 

superordinate internal team environment construct. Instead, they used evidence 

of very high zero-order correlations (r range from .72 to .80) among the 

dimensions as a justification for averaging the dimension scores to create a 

composite scale for the construct. Other reported primary studies involving the 

multidimensional internal team environment (e.g., Daspit et al., 2013; Serban & 

Roberts, 2016) have generally followed the approach in Carson et al. (2007). The 

meta-analysis by Wu et al. (2020) showed that the internal team environment 

construct and its dimensions had almost equal validities for shared leadership, 

which casts doubt about the substantive utility of the multidimensional 

construct relative to its dimensions. Paunova (2015: 947) notes that social 

support and voice are socioemotional behaviours and that the conflation of 

intragroup environments and behaviours in the internal team environment 

construct constitutes a threat to collectivistic leadership research.     

Janssen’s (2000) three-dimensional team innovation scale also lacked 

discriminant validity in this research based on both the exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses conducted and, because of this, the three 

dimensions were combined to create a global team innovation. Citing very high 

zero-order correlations (i.e., .87, .85, .76) among the dimensions as a 

justification, Janssen (2000) created a global scale for team innovation by 

averaged its dimension scores. Other researchers using Janssen’s team 

innovation scale (e.g. Hoch, 2013), as well those building on it (e.g. De Jong & 

Den Hartog, 2010), have generally adopted the same approach and provided 

the same justification.  
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Taken together, the construct validity issues with the multidimensional 

scales in this research are consistent with those reported in the original scale 

validation studies and speak to the wider debate in the extant literature about 

the use and specification of multidimensional constructs. Yet, they also bring 

into sharp focus the question of the appropriateness of these scales for this 

research, undertaken within a non-Western context. Perhaps these scales do not 

generalise to non-Western contexts, which if they do not, there may be a need to 

develop new measures. These are questions for future research to address.    

There is yet another limitation that is specific to how shared leadership 

was operationalised in the quantitative study. The two sociometric measures 

used (i.e., network reciprocity and network centralisation) could not account for 

the temporal aspect of leadership dispersion in the work teams studied. In 

redressing the issues reported about empirical sociometric studies that used 

either network density (an aggregate index) or network centralisation, but not 

both, to operationalise shared leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et 

al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020), I operationalised shared 

leadership using both network reciprocity (which has been used in only a 

handful of shared leadership studies; Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016; White et al., 

2014, 2016) and network centralisation.  

Yet, because my research design was cross-sectional, rather than 

longitudinal, I could not quantitatively model the centrality variances of the 

leadership networks. As a consequence of this, the two indices (network 

reciprocity and network centralisation) could not account for the temporal 

aspect of leadership dispersion in the work teams studied (DeRue, 2011). This 

resulted in 12 work teams (across the three sites that participated in the 

qualitative study) being coded as having a shared leadership when, actually, 

they had distributed leadership. However, the qualitative study findings helped 

to spot this error and prevented it from potentially biasing the research 
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findings, which is a core strength of the convergent mixed methods research 

design I used.  

 

8.5 Chapter Summary 

The findings of the quantitative and qualitative studies have been 

discussed, integrated and related to the lines of relevant literature. External 

team leadership creates the conditions that allowed for high and salient 

collectivistic goal frame, internal team environment and team psychological 

empowerment to develop; these factors then, along with vertical leadership, 

resulted in emergent distributed leadership and team effectiveness. The 

quantitative findings show that internal team environment and team 

psychological empowerment have differential effects on team effectiveness 

dimensions, with the former only influencing team innovation and the latter, 

only team resilience.  

The interplay between emergent leadership and vertical leadership was 

shaped by national culture, requiring legitimation of emergent leadership. This 

resulted in a distributed leadership practice that was both fragile and short-

term, as external team leader interventions created more leadership 

centralisation within the organisation. Although this could not be examined in 

the qualitative study, it would be a reasonable expectation for vertical leaders to 

legitimate emergent leadership through co-optation. Either way, this reflects a 

system of leadership practice where distributed leadership is granted to – not 

claimed by – team members.  

Social, and omnibus contextual factors, namely direct socio-political 

influence (i.e., political clientelism, nepotism, CEO/board changes) and 

economic conditions (i.e., lack of good quality skilled jobs) shaped the 

relationships discussed above; however, their effects cancelled out, with no 

observable effect on team emergent states and team effectiveness. In the long-

term, however, this has the effect of deepening the social polarisation. Taken 
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together, the findings of this research have important implications for research 

and practice.
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Chapter 9  

Conclusion 

9.1 Introduction 

The purpose the present research was to examine the presence of shared 

leadership in financial services work teams in in Ghana, the factors internal and 

external to the work team that shape shared leadership emergence and its 

effects on team innovation and team resilience. Shared leadership is defined in 

my research as the process and emergent property of a work team whereby the 

vertical leader and emergent leader(s) recognise, coordinate and harmonise 

their simultaneous acts of leadership through reciprocal influence. As outlined 

in Chapter 2 (also see Chapter 8), this research addresses the gap in our 

collective knowledge about shared leadership emergence and enactment in 

work teams, its nomological network and the boundary conditions for its 

appropriateness and effectiveness.  

In the sections that follow, I provide an overview of the theoretical 

framework for my research and the research methods, and then present the key 

findings, contributions, and recommendations for practice and future research.   

 

9.2 Overview of Theoretical Framework and Research Methods 

The focus of my research is the internal leadership of the work team by 

the vertical, and emergent leader(s) and, a specific character of that 

collaborative leadership: shared leadership – the process and emergent 

property of a work team whereby the vertical and emergent leaders in a work 

team recognise, coordinate and harmonise their simultaneous acts of leadership 

through reciprocal influence. Shared leadership is embedded in the patterns of 
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ongoing interactions among work team members and, therefore, over time, the 

‘leader’, ‘follower’ role identities change (Contractor et al., 2012; DeRue, 2011).  

Building on previous research on social network and team leadership, I 

developed an integrative theoretical framework connecting shared leadership, 

as a mediator variable, with the contextual factors (i.e., task, social, and 

omnibus context; Johns, 2006; Oc, 2018; Porter & McLaughlin, 2006) and 

internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, Morgeson et al., 2010; internal 

team environment, Carson et al., 2007; team psychological empowerment, 

(Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) as proximal antecedents, and team innovation and 

team resilience as proximal outcomes (see Chapter 2, Figure 2.2).  

Work team performance, and viability are proximal outcomes of shared 

leadership (Nicolaides et al., 2014). For the research context, Ghana ( in SSA), 

where institutional voids and underdeveloped infrastructure and markets mean 

that businesses have to prioritise strategic flexibility and remain perpetually in 

start-up mode (Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016), team innovation and 

team resilience were considered to be appropriate indicators of team 

performance and team viability, respectively.  

I used the multilevel triangulation mixed methods research design to 

investigate the integrative theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2. The 

quantitative and qualitative studies were undertaken in parallel and examined 

the integrative framework from different perspectives. The quantitative study 

focused on the effects directly associated with the internal team factors (i.e., 

vertical leadership, internal team environment, and team psychological 

empowerment). The quantitative study utilised a questionnaire survey to 

collect data (see Chapters 3 and 4), which was used to test, for corroboration, 

directional mediational hypotheses, based on the integrative theoretical 

framework in Chapter 2, connecting shared leadership with the internal team 

factors, and team innovation and team resilience. While the quantitative study 

also considered the effects of contextual factors, these were artefactual – i.e., 
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included as control variables to account for possible alternative (i.e., to internal 

team factors) explanations for the results – and focused on team-level 

compositional variables (i.e., team size, demographic diversity – gender, 

education, age, and tenure diversity).  

I operationalised shared leadership using two social network analysis 

(SNA) metrics which reflect its conceptualisation as a socio-relational construct: 

network reciprocity (i.e., inclusive restricted exchange), and network 

centralisation (using the approach in Mehra et al., 2006). I used multiple linear 

regression (MR) analysis to test the study hypotheses. In supplemental 

analyses, I explored the possibility of differential results with alternative, 

aggregate measures of shared leadership (i.e., network density, shared 

traditional leadership). The quantitative data analysis and results are reported 

in Chapter 5 and the findings are discussed in Chapter 8. 

The qualitative study focused on the influences of the team’s context. In 

line with strong theoretical antecedents, the team’s discrete context was 

conceptualised as the cross-level effects of external team leadership. The 

qualitative study investigated the integrative theoretical framework, more 

broadly than depicted in Figure 2.2, using text data obtained from conducting 

archival reviews and in-person semi-structured interviews (see Chapters 3 and 

6). I analysed the text data using the directed qualitative content analysis 

approach. The qualitative data analysis and results are reported in Chapter 5 

and the findings are discussed in Chapter 8.    

                      

9.3 Main Research Findings  

The convergent mixed methods research produced several significant 

findings. First, my findings show that shared leadership is not a tenable 

construct in SSA (at least, Ghana); rather, it is distributed leadership that is a 

viable and tenable construct in workplace settings in SSA. The qualitative study 

findings show that the tendency is for leadership to be centralised in the vertical 
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leader. Thus, whereas the quantitative study results resulted in 15 of the 47 

work teams being coded as having a shared leadership structure, this may be an 

artefact of the approach used to measure network centralisation (Mehra et al., 

2006), which does not account for the temporal dynamics of leadership 

dispersion within the team.  

The qualitative study findings show that, although there exists reciprocal 

leadership influence between the vertical and emergent leaders, their leadership 

actions are sequential, rather than concurrent, which is consistent with a 

distributed leadership structure (DeRue, 2011). This is because emergent 

leadership is considered legitimate only when it is necessary to fill a leadership 

void, and emergent leaders are, through the sponsorship of external team 

leaders, given formal or delegated roles outside the work team. These normative 

interventions are taken to preserve the ‘sacred’ in leadership and avoid discord 

in work teams; the practical manifestation of which is that the enactment of 

emergent leadership is sequential – not concurrent – with vertical leadership.  

Second, my findings show that contextual factors (i.e., cascade of 

collective vision and goals, integrated task and team design, signalling) and 

internal team factors (i.e., vertical leadership, internal team environment, team 

psychological empowerment), between them, are responsible for important 

work team outcomes, namely (individual and distributed) leadership 

emergence, team innovation and team resilience. The quantitative study 

findings show that vertical leadership predicted both team innovation and team 

resilience. Internal team environment and team psychological empowerment 

differentially predicted team innovation and team resilience, with internal team 

environment predicting team innovation but not team resilience and vice versa 

for team psychological empowerment. The differential effects for internal team 

environment and team psychological empowerment might be due to partialling 

out of their common variance for team innovation and team resilience in the 

MR procedure.  
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The contextual factors evidenced in the qualitative study are, themselves, 

conditions for internal team environment and team psychological 

empowerment and these emergent states may have operated as mechanisms 

through which the contextual factors influenced leadership emergence, team 

innovation and team resilience. Overall, the correlates of the internal team 

factors and team effectiveness in this research are broadly similar to those 

reported in the largely Western extant literature (House et al., 2004; Liden & 

Antonakis, 2009), thus suggesting transferability of the underpinning Western 

leadership and management theories.       

Third, my findings show that the effects of the competing goal frames 

created by direct socio-political influence (i.e., political clientelism, nepotism, 

CEO/board changes) and national economic conditions (i.e., lack of good 

quality skilled jobs) countervail one another, such that the saliency of the 

normative, collectivistic goal frame is not compromised, and team effectiveness 

is not undermined. On the face of it, this preserves the similarity in the pattern 

of correlates of leadership and team effectiveness in this research and previous 

largely Western studies reported in the extant literature, and might lend 

support to claims about the resilience and entrepreneurial orientation of SSA 

businesses (see Barnard et al., 2017; George et al., 2016). However, as my 

research suggests, there is a grave long-term social cost: deepening social 

polarisation, negatively impacting social cohesion. 

 

9.4 Recommendations for Future Research 

I propose here several recommendations for future research. Some of the 

recommendations are warranted on the basis of the limitations of this research, 

as discussed in §8.4.3; the remaining are about how future studies can replicate 

and build on the research reported in this thesis. The first set of 

recommendations proposed relate to the data used in the quantitative study 

(i.e., sample size, cross-sectional data; see §8.4.3).  



 

239 
 

The small sample size for the quantitative study was due, in large part, 

to adherence to strict requirements for multilevel composition models (Chan, 

1998; Katzenbach & Smith, 1993; Lebreton & Senter, 2008). First, adopting a 

definition of a team as composed of three or more members – not two or more 

members (see Kozlowski & Bell, 2003) – and a whole-network sociometric data 

collection approach resulted in data from 37 work teams being discarded. 

Second, data for a further 29 work teams were discarded because of low values 

of rwg and ICC. Lebreton and Senter (2008) show that, for the same number of 

items rated, the number of judges affects both the rwg and ICC[2] values; 

specifically, the more judges the better. Given that the work teams surveyed in 

this research are all business units within departments in four financial services 

firms, higher within-team response rates than the average value of 61% 

reported (see §4.4.2 and Appendix 3) would have significantly increased the 

analysis sample. The need for very high within-team response rates is a 

recognised drawback of the whole-network approach to SNA (Contractor et al., 

2012).            

The analysis sample of 47 work teams also precluded the use of 

structural equation modelling (SEM) with latent variables to analyse the 

quantitative data. Among other advantages, SEM allows for the modelling of 

measurement error and common, unique, and unexplained variance; thus, with 

SEM, the issue of partialling out of common variance being possibly the reason 

for the differential effects of internal team environment and team psychological 

empowerment (see above, also Chapter 8), would have been a non-issue. A 

more fundamental advantage of SEM is that it allows for the operationalisation 

and testing of constructs using first-order and second-factor latent models, 

consistent with their unidimensional or multidimensional conceptualisations 

(Edwards, 2001; Johnson et al., 2012). Thus, one general limitation of the 

operationalisation of team-level constructs in this research is that the measures 

are composite measures derived by averaging the scores on construct 
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dimensions (see §4.4). This was necessitated primarily by the small size of the 

team-level sample (N = 47) and the consequent need to use multiple regression 

(instead of SEM) to analyse the data. This, although a common practice in team-

level leadership studies, runs contrary to accepted construct measurement 

guidance (Edwards, 2001; Johnson et al., 2012).  

To address the limitations due to the quantitative data, future research 

could usefully replicate the present research in a SSA workplace setting, using a 

larger sample size, and with predictor and criterion measures collected at 

different times and from different sources. Such future studies, free from any 

possible charge of method bias, are needed to provide corroboration or 

otherwise of the findings reported in this research.  

The second set of limitations relate to the construct measures used in the 

quantitative study. One such limitation arises from how shared leadership was 

measured in the quantitative study. In redressing the issues reported about 

empirical sociometric studies that used either network density or network 

centralisation, but not both, to operationalise shared leadership (D’Innocenzo et 

al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; D. Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020), I 

measured shared leadership using network reciprocity, which takes of account 

not only density, but also the reciprocated leading-following double interacts 

central to the conceptualisation of shared leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; 

DeRue, 2011) – and which has been used in only a handful of shared leadership 

studies  (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016; White et al., 2014, 2016). In supplemental 

analyses exploring its potential role as a moderator, shared leadership was 

operationalised as network centralisation, using the approach in Mehra et al. 

(2006). Yet, the two indices (network reciprocity and network centralisation) 

could not account for the temporal aspect of leadership dispersion within the 

work teams studied (DeRue, 2011) and, as explained in Chapter 8, this resulted 

in the leadership structure in 12 work teams in the quantitative study being 



 

241 
 

classified as shared when, as was evident from the qualitative study findings, 

they actually had distributed leadership structures.  

That the qualitative study findings helped to spot this error and 

prevented it potentially biasing the conclusions of this research, is a core 

strength of the convergent mixed methods research design I used. The 

implication of this is that future empirical shared leadership studies should 

implement a longitudinal research design (i.e., beyond just time separation 

between predictor and criterion variables), so that the centrality variances of the 

leadership networks within teams can be quantitatively modelled (DeRue, 

2011). Given how cumbersome one iteration of whole-network data collection 

for a sociometric study is, this represents a momentous undertaking that many 

studies may fail to fulfil. For studies that are unable to collect truly longitudinal 

whole-network data, as my research has shown, a mixed methods research 

design may provide a helpful workaround. 

Another limitation of the quantitative measures used in this research is 

that three of the multidimensional scales included did not work as intended. 

Specifically, the multidimensional construct measures for team psychological 

empowerment, internal team environment, and team innovation lacked 

discriminant validity (see §8.4.3). The dimensions in Kirkman et al.’s (2004) 

four-dimensional superordinate team psychological empowerment scale, 

Carson et al.’s (2007) three-dimensional superordinate internal team 

environment scale and Janssen’s (2000) three-dimensional team innovation 

scale were all found to lack discriminant validity based on both exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses conducted and, because of this, their items were 

combined to form global scales for the respective multidimensional constructs 

(see §4.3.4.3).  

The construct validity issues with the multidimensional scales in the 

quantitative study, while also evident in the original scale validation studies 

(Carson et al., 2007; Janssen, 2000; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) and studies building 
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on them (Daspit et al., 2013; De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010; Hoch, 2013; Seibert et 

al., 2011; Serban & Roberts, 2016), clearly point to a need for future research to 

investigate their theoretical dimensionality and specification as 

multidimensional constructs. These construct validity issues may also bring 

into sharp focus the question of the generalisability of the multidimensional 

measures to non-Western contexts, such as SSA. Future research might usefully 

address this question. 

Yet another limitation of the construct measures in the quantitative study 

is the fact that they were all obtained from the same source and during one time 

period; this raises legitimate concerns about common method variance (CMV) 

and the potential for common method bias (see §8.4.3). Although the posthoc 

tests conducted using individual-level data and the unmeasured latent method 

construct (ULMC) approach (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Williams & McGonagle, 

2016) found evidence of CMV but not CMB, future studies should replicate the 

study with construct measures obtained using different methods and at 

different time periods to both reduce the likelihood of and defend against 

criticisms of CMV and CMB.      

Future research might also usefully undertake conceptual replications of 

this research in other settings. For example, future research could examine other 

proximal internal team factors (e.g., team identification; Chrobot-Mason et al., 

2016); such studies would help to increase the evidence base of team leadership 

explanations for team innovation and, especially, team resilience (Hartmann et 

al., 2019; Hülsheger et al., 2009).   

The theoretical framing of this research is consistent with its statement of 

purpose, to understand shared leadership emergence in work teams and its 

nomological network within a SSA context. Future research might explore 

alternative theoretical frameworks involving variables in this research in non-

SSA contexts. For example, team psychological empowerment has been 

suggested as providing a mechanism through which internal team environment 
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influences shared leadership (Carson et al., 2007). Other studies have also 

suggested reverse causality, with, for example, some studies (e.g. Houghton, 

Pearce, Manz, Courtright, & Stewart, 2015) suggesting that it is rather shared 

leadership that leads to team psychological empowerment. It is to be expected 

that over time, the sharing of leadership roles within a team will increase the 

team’s confidence in its capabilities, feelings of autonomy and responsibility, 

leading to heightened levels of team psychological empowerment. However, 

the team psychological empowerment   shared leadership direction of influence 

seems more consistent with a developmental perspective, as is the case in my 

research; future research could shed more light on the precise nature of this 

relationship. 

Finally, future research studies using qualitative or mixed methods 

designs are required to provide an insight into how the interplay between 

vertical, and emergent leadership in work teams is shaped by different 

organisational and cultural contexts (Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014), like the 

present research has done within a SSA context. Such research would help to 

delineate the boundary conditions for when a particular leadership network 

structure (vertical, distributed or shared) may be appropriate and effective and, 

hence, might support a contingency based model for deciding on the 

appropriate leadership network structure for a work team (DeRue, 2011). Some 

research already points to the potentially negative aspects of emergent 

leadership in teams (e.g., Grint, 2010; Washington, Boal, & Davis, 2008; Zhu et 

al., 2018); thus, future research that provides insight into the legitimation 

processes associated with collectivistic leadership enactment and development 

in different cultural settings would seem critical to the success of intervention 

programmes.   
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9.5 Contributions to Knowledge  

Despite the limitations and future research directions noted above, this 

research makes several substantive contributions, which I now outline below.  

This research is the first to provide insights into the enactment of and 

boundary conditions for shared leadership in financial services work teams in a 

SSA context. The findings show that within a SSA context, the tendency is for 

leadership to be centralised, with distributed leadership considered to be 

legitimate only if occasioned by a leadership void. shared leadership is not a 

tenable construct within a SSA context. The findings support a contingency 

approach to the choice of leadership structure as the target of leadership 

development programmes, based on the organisational and cultural context.  

The findings of this research show that prior research findings on the 

conditions for leadership emergence and team effectiveness are similar to those 

reported in prior studies within Western settings, thus, suggesting that the 

underpinning theories are generalisable to work settings in SSA.  

My findings demonstrate that the similar correlates of leadership and 

team effectiveness in this research relative to prior mostly Western studies are 

not in spite of the institutional voids that SSA businesses have to navigate, but 

because of them. The findings show that direct socio-political influence (i.e., 

political clientelism, nepotism, CEO/board changes) and the lack of good 

quality skilled jobs are caused by the institutional voids in the first place and 

have countervailing effects on work teams which preserves the equilibrium in 

the correlates of leadership behaviour and team effectiveness. However, this 

equilibrium is precarious, sustained at a grave cost: a vicious circle of social 

polarisation, which, in the long-term, could undermine social cohesion. My 

research findings, thus, suggest caution when interpreting results of cross-

sectional studies of SSA business successes.   

This research is one of only a handful of studies, and the first within a 

SSA context, to provide a systematic examination of the impact of context on 
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leadership in work teams. In doing so, it demonstrates an application of a 

convergent mixed methods design in response to calls for more qualitative 

studies in leadership research (e.g., Parry, Mumford, Bower, & Watts, 2014) and 

underscores the benefits of heeding this call. The qualitative study in my 

research: (a) provided useful insight into the legitimation process that 

determines what leadership structure is produced by the interplay between 

collective, and emergent leadership in a SSA context, (b) uncovered the 

countervailing effects of the social and omnibus context that would have been 

missed in a cross-sectional study, and (c) uncovered the temporal dimension of 

leadership dispersion not captured in the quantitative study.  

My research contributes to the collective effort to advance knowledge by: 

(a) using operationalisations of shared leadership (i.e., network reciprocity and 

network centralisation) and team innovation (i.e., as the behaviour per se – not 

its outcome) that are consistent with their theoretical conceptualisations, and (b) 

providing insight into the previously underexplored relationship between 

shared leadership and team resilience.  

Finally, this research highlights the critical role of vertical, and external 

team leadership (i.e., collective leadership; Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016) in the 

enactment of collectivistic leadership within a SSA context. As work team and 

institutional gate keepers, vertical and external team leaders are responsible for 

legitimating emergent leadership and harmonising it within the team’s social 

milieu (i.e., determining whether and what form of collectivistic leadership is 

tenable). My research suggests that, within a SSA context, collectivistic 

leadership has to be granted by collective leadership.   
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hope	that	the	opportunity	to	reflect	on	your	experiences	and/or	discuss	them	in	relation	to	
the	study	will	prove	both	interesting	and	useful	to	you	personally.	

It	 is	 not	 expected	 that	 you	will	 experience	 any	 risks	 through	 participating	 in	 this	 project.	
Your	participation	 in	this	study	will	be	kept	confidential,	and	no	 information	that	you	may	
provide	will	be	made	personally	attributable	to	you	or	your	employing	organisation	within	
the	analyses	for	or	reporting	of	the	study.	All	data	collected	in	this	project	will	be	analysed	
and	reported	in	an	aggregate	format	and	no	individual	or	their	employing	organisation	will	
be	 identified	 in	 related	 reporting.	 Your	 manager	 and	 organisation	 will	 not	 receive	 any	
responses	specifically	connected	to	you.			

Your	consent	 form	and	any	 information	you	may	provide	 for	 this	study	will	be	stored	 in	a	
locked	 office	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Warwick.	 Survey	 responses	 will	 be	 anonymised	 before	
being	 printed	 and	 stored	 in	 the	 same	 place.	 The	 survey	 responses	 will	 also	 be	 stored	
electronically	 on	 the	 lead	 researcher’s	 password-locked	 laptop.	 All	 material	 will	 be	
destroyed	after	10	years	from	the	completion	of	the	research	project.	The	material	from	this	
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research	may	be	published.	You	can	request	a	copy	of	the	publication	from	the	researcher	
named	above.	

Should	you	have	any	further	questions	about	this	research,	please	contact	Juliet	Banoeng-
Yakubo	at	J.Banoeng-Yakubo@warwick.ac.uk	and/or	my	supervisors;	Dr	Tamara	Friedrich	at	
Tamara.Friedrich@wbs.ac.uk	 or	 Dr	 Dawn	 Eubanks	 at	 Dawn.Eubanks@wbs.ac.uk.	 You	may	
also	 contact	 the	 University	 of	 Warwick	 Research	 and	 Impact	 Services,	 University	 House,	
University	of	Warwick,	Coventry,	CV4	8UW,	UK.	02476575732	should	you	have	wish	to	make	
a	complaint	about	the	conduct	of	the	researcher.				
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Participant	identification	number	where	applicable								

1590948	
	

CONSENT	FORM	

Title	of	Project:	 Distributed	 leadership	 in	 the	 financial	 sector	 in	 Ghana:	

typologies,	manifestations	and	performance	consequences	

Name	of	Researcher:	

Name	of	Lead	Supervisor:	

Juliet	Nonneviele	Banoeng-Yakubo	

Dr	Tamara	Friedrich	

Dr	Dawn	Eubanks		

Dr	Andra	Serban	

Date:	 31st	August,	2016	 																										

												Please	initial	box			

1. I	confirm	I	have	read	and	understand	the	information	sheet	dated	[insert	
date]	for	the	above	study.		I	have	had	the	opportunity	to	consider	the	
information,	ask	questions	of	a	member	of	the	research	team	and	have	had	
these	answered	satisfactorily.			

2. I	 understand	 that	 my	 participation	 is	 voluntary	 and	 that	 I	 am	 free	 to	
withdraw	at	any	time	without	giving	any	reason.	

3. I	 understand	 that	 that	 my	 information	 will	 be	 held	 and	 processed	 for	 the	
following	 purposes:	 to	 be	 analysed	 by	 the	 researcher	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	
completing	 their	 PhD	 research	 and,	 where	 relevant,	 for	 the	 writing	 of	
associated	academic	journal	articles	or	monographs.		

4. I	agree	to	take	part	in	the	above	named	study	and	I	am	willing	to	be	interviewed	
and	have	my	interview	audio	recorded.	

	
	
	
	
_______________________	 _______________________	 ________________________	

Name	of	participant	 Date	 Signature	
_______________________	 _______________________	 ________________________	
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Name	of	Researcher	 Date	 Signature	
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Participant	identification	number	where	applicable								

1590948	
	

CONSENT	FORM	

Title	of	Project:	 Distributed	 leadership	 in	 the	 financial	 sector	 in	 Ghana:	

typologies,	manifestations	and	performance	consequences	

Name	of	Researcher:	

Name	of	Lead	Supervisor:	

Juliet	Nonneviele	Banoeng-Yakubo	

Dr	Tamara	Friedrich	

Dr	Dawn	Eubanks		

Dr	Andra	Serban	

Date:	 31st	August,	2016	 																										

												Please	initial	box			

1. I	confirm	I	have	read	and	understand	the	information	sheet	dated	[insert	
date]	for	the	above	study.		I	have	had	the	opportunity	to	consider	the	
information,	ask	questions	of	a	member	of	the	research	team	and	have	had	
these	answered	satisfactorily.			

2. I	 understand	 that	 my	 participation	 is	 voluntary	 and	 that	 I	 am	 free	 to	
withdraw	at	any	time	without	giving	any	reason.	

3. I	 understand	 that	 that	 my	 information	 will	 be	 held	 and	 processed	 for	 the	
following	 purposes:	 to	 be	 analysed	 by	 the	 researcher	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	
completing	 their	 PhD	 research	 and,	 where	 relevant,	 for	 the	 writing	 of	
associated	academic	journal	articles	or	monographs.		

4. I	agree	to	take	part	in	the	above	named	study	and	I	am	willing	to	provide	candid	
and	accurate	responses	to	a	questionnaire	survey.	

	
	
	
	
_______________________	 _______________________	 ________________________	

Name	of	participant	 Date	 Signature	
_______________________	 _______________________	 ________________________	
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Name	of	Researcher	 Date	 Signature	
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Appendix 2  

Survey Instrument 



Projects Contacts Actions Library Survey Director Help

Survey Actions Distributions Data & Analysis Reports

Changes LiveAlpha

This survey is currently LOCKED to prevent invalidation of collected responses! Please unlock your survey to make
changes.

!iQ Score: Fair

Informed Consent Block Options"

Q1.1
#$

%

Thank you ${m://FirstName} for participating in this survey. This survey is part of a research
project investigating how leadership evolves and is enacted in work teams within formal
organisations, and what makes it effective or ineffective. The survey should take approximately
20 minutes to complete.   

The questions are about your experiences of and perceptions about leadership in your work
team at ${e://Field/Organization}. As such, there are no right or wrong answers, just your candid
opinions. Your involvement in this project will help us understand leadership in organisations, as
your experiences and points of view will help to shape the quality of this PhD research project.

Your participation in this study will be kept strictly confidential, and no information that you
provide will be made personally attributable to you, your work team or ${e://Field
/Organization} within the analyses for or reporting of the study. All data collected in this project
will be analysed and reported in an aggregate format and neither you nor ${e://Field
/Organization} will be identifiable in related reporting. Your line manager and ${e://Field
/Organization} will not receive any responses specifically connected to you.

The survey has been designed to dynamically direct you to answer only the questions that are
relevant to you. Because of this, there is no "Back" button and it is not possible to go back to a
previous page in the survey after you have clicked the 'Next' button. Therefore, please ensure
that you are happy with your answers on each page of the survey before clicking the
"Next" button.

Please click the "Next" button to get started! By clicking on the "Next" button you will be
providing your informed consent to participate in this study.    

Q1.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Team 1 Block Options"

Q2.1
#$

%

The questions that follow refer to your proximal work team at ${e://Field/Organization}. When we
talk about your proximal work team, please think about the group of colleagues at ${e://Field
/Organization} and listed below, with whom you interact regularly and share information in order
to perform your work-related tasks dependably.

 Please confirm (by selecting) that the individuals listed below belong to your proximal work
team at ${e://Field/Organization}.

 (Leader)

 (Member)  

 (Member)

Alpha"

&

Page Break

Edit Survey | Qualtrics Survey Software https://wbs.eu.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks?ContextSurv...
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Q2.2
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which your work team relies on each of the individuals listed below for
leadership. 

Colleagues relied on for leadership may or may not be officially designated as leaders by the
${e://Field/Organization} management.

Not at

all

Small

extent

Moderate

extent

Large

extent

Very large

extent

» (Leader)

» (Member)

»  (Member)

Q2.3
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Team 2 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 3 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 4 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 5 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 6 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 7 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 8 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 9 (3 Questions) Block Options"

'

&
(
)
)

Edit Survey | Qualtrics Survey Software https://wbs.eu.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks?ContextSurv...
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Team 55 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 56 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 57 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 58 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 59 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 60 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 61 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Team 62 (3 Questions) Block Options"

Shared Traditional Leadership (4 Questions) Block Options"

Antecedents Block Options"

Q68.1
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your work team. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree

Neither

agree

nor

disagree

My team has confidence in itself

My team can get a lot done when it works hard

My team believes that it can be very productive

My team believes that its projects are significant

My team feels that its tasks are worthwhile

My team feels that its work is meaningful

My team can select different ways to do the team’s work

My team determines as a team how things are done in the team

My team makes its own choices without being told by management

My team has a positive impact on this company’s customers

My team performs tasks that matter to this company

My team makes a difference in this company

'

&
(
)
)
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Q68.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q68.3
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your work team.

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree

Neither

agree

nor

disagree

My team members spend time discussing our team’s purpose, goals, and

expectations

My team members discuss our team’s main tasks and objectives to ensure

that we have a fair understanding

My team members devise action plans and time schedules that allow for

meeting our team’s goals

My team members talk enthusiastically about our team’s progress

My team members recognize each other’s accomplishments and hard work

My team members give encouragement to team members who seem

frustrated

My team members are encouraged to speak up to test assumptions about

issues under discussion

My team members have a real say in how this team carries out its work

My team members have a chance to participate and provide input

My team members support everyone actively participating in decision

making

Q68.4
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q68.5
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your work team.

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree

If someone criticizes our team, it would feel like a personal insult

We are very interested in what others think about our team

When we each talk about our team, we usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’

Our team’s successes are our successes

If someone praises our team, it would feel like a personal complement

Our team says a lot about who we are as persons

My team members work closely with each other in doing their work

My team members frequently must coordinate their efforts with each other

The way individual members of my team perform their job has a significant impact

upon others in the team

'

&
(
)
)

'

&
(
)
)
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Q68.6
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q68.7
#$

%

What is your work location?

Q68.8
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Team Effectiveness (Self-Report) Block Options"

Q69.1
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your work team. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree disagree

My team meets or exceeds its goals

My team completes its tasks on time

My team makes sure that products and services meet or exceed quality standards

My team responds quickly when problems come up

My team is a productive team

My team successfully solves problems that slow down our work

My team members really enjoy being part of our team

My team members get along with others who are part of our team

Q69.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

'

&

*

'

&
(
)
)
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Q69.3
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your work team. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree disagree

My team members get a lot out of being members of our team

My team members are very happy to be members of our team

When my team has a setback at work, we have trouble recovering from it, moving on

My team usually manages difficulties one way or another at work

My team can be “on its own,” so to speak, at work if we have to

My team usually takes stressful things at work in stride

My team can get through difficult times at work because we’ve experienced difficulty

before

My team can handle many things at a time at work

Q69.4
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q69.5
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which your work team engages in each of the following behaviours. 

Never Sometimes

About

half

the

time

Most

of

the

time

My team creates new ideas concerning solutions for difficult problems

My team searches out new working methods and techniques

My team generates original solutions for problems

In my team, we acquire approval for innovative ideas

In my team, we make each other enthusiastic for innovative ideas

In my team, we mobilize support for innovative ideas

My team often implements innovative ideas in the work environment

My team evaluates the utility of innovative ideas

My team transforms innovative ideas into useful applications

Q69.6
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Vertical Leadership Block Options"

'

&
(
)
)

'

&
(
)
)
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Q70.1
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your team leader/manager. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree

My team leader provides a clear vision of whom and what our team is

My team leader is driven by higher purposes or ideals

My team leader shows enthusiasm for my efforts

My team leader encourages me to rethink ideas which had never been questioned

before

My team leader seeks a broad range of perspectives when solving problems

My team leader encourages me to go above and beyond what is expected (e.g., extra

effort)

My team leader encourages me to search for solutions to my problems without

supervision

My team leader urges me to assume responsibilities on my own

My team leader encourages me to learn new things

My team leader encourages me to give myself a pat on the back when I meet a new

challenge

Q70.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q70.3
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about your team leader/manager. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree

My team leader encourages me to work together with the others who are part of the team

My team leader advises me to coordinate my efforts with the others who are part of the

team

My team leader urges me to work as a team with other individuals who are part of the

team

My team leader expects that the collaboration with the other members in the team works

well

My team leader decides on my performance goals together with me

My team leader and I work together to decide what my performance goals should be

My team leader and I sit down together and reach agreement on my performance goals

My team leader works with me to develop my performance goals

Q70.4
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Team Effectiveness (Leader Ratings) Block Options"

'

&
(
)
)

'

&
(
)
)
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Q71.1
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about this work team that you formally lead. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree disagree

This team meets or exceeds its goals

This team completes its tasks on time

This team makes sure that products and services meet or exceed quality standards

This team responds quickly when problems come up

This team is a productive team

This team successfully solves problems that slow down our work

This team members really enjoy being part of our team

This team members get along with others who are part of our team

Q71.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q71.3
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
about this work team that you formally lead. 

Strongly

disagree

Somewhat

disagree disagree

This team's members get a lot out of being members of the team

This team's members are very happy to be members of the team

When this team has a setback at work, they have trouble recovering from it, moving

on

This team usually manages difficulties one way or another at work

This team can be “on its own,” so to speak, at work if they have to

This team usually takes stressful things at work in stride

This team can get through difficult times at work because they’ve experienced

difficulty before

This team can handle many things at a time at work

Q71.4
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

'

&
(
)
)

'

&
(
)
)
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Q71.5
#$

%

Please rate the extent to which this work team that you formally lead engages in each of the
following behaviours. 

Never Sometimes

About

half

the

time

Most

time

This team creates new ideas concerning solutions for difficult problems

This team searches out new working methods and techniques

This team generates original solutions for problems

This team acquires approval for innovative ideas

This team makes its members enthusiastic for innovative ideas

This team mobilizes support for innovative ideas

This team often implements innovative ideas in the work environment

This team evaluates the utility of innovative ideas

This team transforms innovative ideas into useful applications

Q71.6
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Study Block Options"

Q72.1
#$

%

Organization:

${e://Field/Organization}

Q72.2
#$

%

${e://Field/Organization} team ID:

${e://Field/Team}

Q72.3
#$

%

Team role:

${e://Field/Role}

'

&
(
)
)

'

+

*

'

+

*

'

+

*
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Q72.4
#$

%

Organizational unit:

${e://Field/Unit}

Q72.5
#$

%

Department:

${e://Field/Department}

Demographics Block Options"

Q73.1
#$

%

What is your organisational unit at ${e://Field/Organization}?

Q73.2
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q73.3
#$

%

What is your present job role/designation?

Q73.4
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

'

+

*

'

+

*

'

&

*

'

&

*
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Q73.5
#$

%

How many years of experience do you have (Drag the slider to set the value):

In your current job

role?

In your profession?

In ${e://Field

/Organization}?

 In your current

leadership role?

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Q73.6
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q73.7
#$

%

Please state any professional memberships that you currently hold.

Q73.8
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q73.9
#$

%

What is your gender?

Male

Female

Other (please describe if you wish):

× I'd prefer not to answer

Q73.10
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

&
(

'

&

*

&
(
)
)
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Q73.11
#$

%

What age were you on your last birthday? (Drag the slider to set the value)

Age

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Q73.12
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q73.13
#$

%

What is the highest grade or year of school that you have completed?

Secondary school

graduate

College, polytechnic

graduate Bachelor's degree

Some postgraduate/

professional school

Postgraduate/

professional degree

Q73.14
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Q73.15
#$

%

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Please
indicate whether each statement is true or false as it pertains to you:

True False

I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake

I always try to practice what I preach

I never resent being asked to return a favour

Never been annoyed when people express ideas different from my own

I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings

I like to gossip at times

There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone

I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget

At times I have really insisted on having things my own way

There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things

Q73.16
#$

%

This question lets you record and manage how long a participant spends on this page. This question will not be
displayed to the participant.

Debrief Sheet Block Options"

&

'

&
)
)

'

&
(
)
)
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Add Block

Q74.1
#$

%

Thank you for participating in this study to understand  how leadership evolves and is enacted in
work teams in financial sector organisations, and what makes it effective or ineffective.   

This research project has received full ethics approval and is overseen by the Warwick University
Data Protection registration reference No 021/15-16:DPO. Should you have any further
questions about this research, please contact Juliet Banoeng-Yakubo at J.Banoeng-
Yakubo@warwick.ac.uk and/or my supervisors: Dr Tamara Friedrich at
Tamara.Friedrich@wbs.ac.uk or Dr Dawn Eubanks at Dawn.Eubanks@wbs.ac.uk.   

You may also contact the University of Warwick Research and Impact Services, University
House, University of Warwick, Coventry, CV4 8UW, UK; +44 (0)2476575732 should you wish to
make a complaint about the conduct of the researcher.   

Click the "Submit" button to finish your survey. 

Survey Termination Options...End of Survey,

Qualtrics.com Contact Information Legal

'
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Appendix 3  

Within-Team Survey Response Rates 
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Appendix 4  

Leadership Network Sociograms 



Jacintho

Okyere
Bandoh

Vgco!2

Sackey

Harun Sapati

Danso

Vgco!3

Acquah

Bismark

Atsiatorme

Mensah

Vgco!4

Botwe

Adongo Addo

Acquaah

Sangber

Quartey

Akpaloo

Nyaye

Vgco!5

Leadership Network Sociograms



Oduro

Attiogbe

Kyeremateng

Annan

Vgco!6

Forkuo

Koranteng Pinkrah

Vgco!7

Bosrotsi

Incoom

Gyamera

Twumasi

Ghartey

Hanson

Ayisah

Vgco!8

Awuah

Ofori

Obeng

Wunu

Vgco!9



Bekoe

Asante

Lamptey

Aboagye

Bakuyeya

Vgco!;

Adam

Addotey

Attom

Seidu

AboagyewaaQuaye

Wiafe

Kuma

Vgco!21

Adamah

Osumanu

Fosu

Aggrey

Kegyedah

Sankah

Vgco!22

Amponsah Tetteh
Ewudzie

Sagoe

Kunutsor

Mahama

Brefo

Vgco!23



Adigbo

Sarpong

Arthur

Vgco!24

Essel

SimpsonOkai

Lamptey

Wereko

Asamani

Vgco!25

Yeboah

Sackey

Gardemor

Sekyi

Mensah

Vgco!26

Kudiabor

Badzi

Turkson

Bonsu

Owusu

Akyeampong

Vgco!27



Asiamah

Agamah

Senyeabor

Vgco!28

Senayah

Kodwiw

Amugi

Dawohoso

Vgco!29

Gaveh

Oguah

Okudzeto

Morttey

Vgco!2;

Bukari

Ewuah

Lartey

Klohoun

Vgco!31



Abudulai

Amoah

Ohene

Kuukorah

Asante

Vgco!32

Jacintho

Okyere

Bandoh

Vgco!33

Ashong Agbodeka

Paku

Vgco!34

CatoAppiah

Kwakye Mereku

Vgco!35



Kwakye

Adjaidoo

Mensah

Aboagye

Belbaar

Tenga

Ampem

Yeboah

Danquah

Vgco!36

Quayson

Asare

Brafi

Asante

Vgco!37

Tenga

Asante

Addai

Molbila
Brako

Coufie

Vgco!38

Abdul

Abubakari Boatey

Vgco!39



Ayiku

Edzorlevo

Agbedzinu

Quashie

Baafi

Boaten

Dompreh

Vgco!3;

Prah

Biaku

Nutsugah

Tackie

Vgco!41

Adjei

Dowuona

Budu

Owusu

Vgco!42

Botchway

Quaye

Addo

Ayebi

Vgco!43



Agyei

Okyere

Biga

Vgco!44

Manyo

Gborglah

Abbiew

Vgco!45

Baabereyir

Nortey
Ofosu

Mensah

Osei

Bryan

Sherwood

Vgco!46

Mumuni

Tetteh

Kpentey

Vgco!47



Kumordzi

Assiedu

Oguah

Vgco!48

Digber

Okang

Ansong

Yusif

Aryeetey

Tabase

Obeng

Vgco!49

Ayitiah

Quaynor

Seddor

Dutu

Vgco!4;

Kusi Antwi

Ahmed

Vgco!51



Morris

Quarshie

Mensah

Vgco!52

Adofo

Attibu

Amfo

Vgco!53

Eshun

Sarpong

Cooper

Vgco!54

ThompsonDzodzodzi

Lartey

Vgco!55



Boateng

Dzivor

Amekpor

Vgco!56

Timbilla
Bonsu

Kpodo

Osei

Vgco!57

Boahene

Vincent
Ritchie

Vgco!58



321 

Appendix 5  

Results of MR Analyses with Shared Traditional 

Leadership as a Mediator 
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Appendix 6 

Interview Protocol 



Interview Protocol 
[Total expected interview duration is 60 minutes.] 

Beginning  
• Introduce myself
• Ask interviewee if he/she has read the participant information sheet emailed in

advance [Have a copy to hand out if he/she has not read it].
• Reinforce/explain content of participant information sheet – purpose of study,

notion of informed consent, and confidentiality of responses, and aggregate
reporting of results/findings.

• Ask if he/she is happy to proceed with the interview and, if so, hand him/her the
informed consent form to sign.

• Ask interviewee if it is okay to tape-record the conversation

Interview Questions 

1. Tell me about your education and professional background.
• Basic background data about the interviewee [build off what’s stated on his/her

web profile] and probe for the following, if missed:
o Gender [Note this]
o Education – highest attainment
o Professional memberships held
o Years of experience in profession generally
o Tenure at current company
o Current job designation
o Years of experience in your current job designation

2. Tell me about the roles and expectations associated with your job.
• Probe for the following, if missed:

o Which job roles are formally required, and which are discretionary?
o Expectations regarding professional development and collegiality
o The leadership influence exhibited and the nature of this influence (internal

vs. external; formal vs. informal)
o Years of experience in current leadership role(s)

3. [Members of the executive/top management team only]: Tell me about your company’s strategic
goals and priorities.

• Probe for the following, if missed:
o How these are reflected in the company’s organisational structure
o The following is a list of 10 generic company objectives [adopted from Bourgeois,

1980]. Please indicate how important you feel each of the objectives is to your
firm, on a 10-point Likert scale, where 0 = ‘not at all important’ and 10 =
‘extremely important’. Objective is to maximize:

Questionnaire item Code   0   1    2   3    4   5    6   7    8   9   10 



Net profit over 5 years NET-5 
Rate of growth GROW 
Market share SHARE 
Employee rewards and 
benefits 

EMPLOY 

Net profit over the coming 
year 

NET-1 

Company prestige PRESTIGE 
Innovation INNOV 
Assets and reserves ASSET 
Dividend payout DIVID 
Service to community SERVICE 

4. Tell me about how you go about setting up and building commitment among members of the
units and sub-units (teams) in your department.

• Prompt to talk about the following transition phase leadership functions, if missed:
o Composing the team
o Defining the team’s mission
o Establishing team performance expectations and goals
o Structuring and planning the team’s work to achieve performance targets
o Training and developing the team
o Providing feedback for effective team functioning, maintenance and

development over time

5. Tell me about how you go about motivating, supporting and managing the units/sub-units in
your department towards overall effectiveness.

• Prompt to talk about the following action phase leadership functions, if missed:
o Monitoring the team
o Managing the relationship between the team and the larger organisational

context
o Challenging the team’s assumptions, methods and processes for task

performance
o Getting the team to perform team tasks
o Solving team problems
o Resourcing the team
o Encouraging team self-management
o Creating a supportive internal team environment

6. Tell me about the effectiveness and achievements of the units/sub-units (teams) in your
department.

• Prompt to talk about the following, if missed, for each unit/sub-unit:
o Team performance
o Team innovation
o Team satisfaction
o Team resilience
o Team awards/recognitions



End 
• Thank interviewee for his/her time [follow up with a ‘thank you’ email soon

afterwards]
• Ask for his/her final thoughts on the interview and how he/she felt about the entire

process
• Ask if he/she has any questions for me
• Prompt interviewee I may need to contact them again to clarify points made during

the interview and if it is okay to do so
• Prompt interviewee to impress upon members of their departments to complete the

online survey [Have list of non-respondents to hand should interviewee request for
this]
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Appendix 7 
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Serban, A., Banoeng-Yakubo, J.N., Katell, L.A. (2018). Leadership emergence in 

a virtual context: Trait and behavioural antecedents. 33rd Annual SIOP 

Conference. April 19-21, Chicago, IL, US. 

Banoeng-Yakubo, J., & Anvuur, A.M. (2017). Conceptualizations of university 

sustainability: Implications for change initiatives. Corporate Responsibility 

Research Conference 2017. September 13-15, Seville, Spain.  

Serban, A., Yammarino, F.J., Hao, C., Banoeng-Yakubo, J., & Mushore, A. (2016). 

Assassination of political leaders: Leader (in)actions and contextual factors. 

2016 Conference Meeting of the Southern Management Association. October 25-

29, Charlotte, NC, US. 


	Cover sheet
	Title page
	Contents
	Tables
	Figures
	Dedication
	Acknowledgements
	Declaration
	Abstract
	Abbreviations
	Chapter 1  Introduction
	1.1 Purpose and Rationale
	1.2 Outline of Research Methodology and Methods
	1.3 Research Contributions
	1.4 Structure of Thesis

	Chapter 2  Literature Review
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Leadership in Work Teams
	2.2.1 The Functional Approach to Team Leadership
	2.2.2 The Social Network Approach to Leadership
	2.2.3 Summary and Integration

	2.3 Conceptualisation of Shared Leadership in Work Teams
	2.4 Operationalisation of Shared Leadership in Work Teams
	2.5 Research Gap and Contribution
	2.5.1 The African Conundrum
	2.5.2 Leadership Research in Africa
	2.5.3 Research Contribution

	2.6 Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
	2.6.1 Team Effectiveness
	2.6.2 Shared Leadership and Team Effectiveness
	2.6.2.1 Shared Leadership and Team Innovation
	2.6.2.2 Shared Leadership and Team Resilience

	2.6.3 Vertical Leadership and Team Effectiveness
	2.6.3.1 Vertical Leadership, Shared Leadership and Team Innovation
	2.6.3.2 Vertical Leadership, Shared Leadership and Team Resilience

	2.6.4  Internal Team Environment
	2.6.4.1 Internal Team Environment, Shared Leadership and Team Innovation
	2.6.4.2 Internal Team Environment, Shared Leadership and Team Resilience

	2.6.5 Team Psychological Empowerment

	2.7 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 3  Research Methodology and Approach
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Methodological Approach
	3.3 Critical Realist Multilevel Mixed Methods Approach
	3.4 Research Context and Sites
	3.4.1 Research Context
	3.4.1.1 Ghana: At a Glance
	3.4.1.2 Financial Services Subsector
	3.4.1.3 Leadership-Specific Insights on Ghana and the Financial Sector

	3.4.2 Research Sites

	3.5 Ethical Implications of Research
	3.6 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 4  Quantitative Study Methods
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Sample and Procedure
	4.2.1 Sample
	4.2.2 Procedure

	4.3 Survey Data Examination
	4.3.1 Item Non-Response Bias
	4.3.2 Unit Non-Response Bias
	4.3.3 Subject Bias
	4.3.4 Construct Dimensionality and Multigroup Invariance
	4.3.4.1 Vertical Traditional Leadership
	4.3.4.2 Team Innovation
	4.3.4.3 Team Psychological Empowerment
	4.3.4.4 Internal Team Environment
	4.3.4.5 Team Resilience
	4.3.4.6 Shared Traditional Leadership


	4.4 Measures
	4.4.1 Multicollinearity
	4.4.2 Common Method Variance and Bias
	4.4.3 Data Aggregation
	4.4.4 Variables of Interest
	4.4.5   Control Variables

	4.5 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 5   Quantitative Data Analysis and Results
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Primary Analyses and Results
	5.3 Supplemental Analyses
	5.3.1 MR Analyses with Shared Leadership as a Moderator
	5.3.2 MR Analyses with Alternative Measures of Shared Leadership

	5.4 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 6  Qualitative Study Methods
	6.1 Introduction
	6.2 Methodological Framework for Contextualising Leadership
	6.3 Procedure and Data
	6.3.1 Semi-Structured Interviews
	6.3.2 Archival Review

	6.4 Qualitative Data Analysis Techniques
	6.4.1 Thematic Coding
	6.4.2 Systematic Comparison of Coding

	6.5 Trustworthiness
	6.6 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 7  Qualitative Study Results
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Individual and Shared Leadership Emergence
	7.3 Findings on Impact of Team Task Context
	7.3.1 Cascade of Collective Vision and Goals
	7.3.2 Signalling and Supportive Coaching
	7.3.3 Summary: Team Task Context

	7.4 Findings on Impact of Team Social Context
	7.4.1 Demographic Diversity
	7.4.2 Social Influence
	7.4.3 Summary: Team Social Context

	7.5 Team Effectiveness
	7.6  Chapter Summary

	Chapter 8  Discussion
	8.1 Introduction
	8.2 Discussion of Findings from the Quantitative Study
	8.2.1 The Nomological Network of Shared Leadership
	8.2.2 Internal Team Antecedents of Team Effectiveness

	8.3 Discussion of Findings from the Qualitative Study
	8.3.1 Task Context Effects
	8.3.2 Social, and Omnibus Context Effects

	8.4 General Discussion
	8.4.1 Theoretical Contributions
	8.4.2 Implications for Practice
	8.4.3 Research Limitations

	8.5 Chapter Summary

	Chapter 9  Conclusion
	9.1 Introduction
	9.2 Overview of Theoretical Framework and Research Methods
	9.3 Main Research Findings
	9.4 Recommendations for Future Research
	9.5 Contributions to Knowledge

	References
	Appendix 1  WBS Research Ethics Form
	Appendix 2  Survey Instrument
	Appendix 3  Within-Team Survey Response Rates
	Appendix 4  Leadership Network Sociograms
	Appendix 5  Results of MR Analyses with Shared Traditional Leadership as a Mediator
	Appendix 6   Interview Protocol
	Appendix 7  Publications



