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The Antecedents and Outcomes of Shared Leadership: A Conceptual Review

Abstract: Leadership studies have traditionally focused on formally assigned hierarchical leaders. The explosion of knowledge work has necessitated a shift toward shared leadership, expanding the investigation of leadership behaviors to all team members. Effective shared leadership helps teams become self-directed, autonomous, and better able to succeed in non-routine tasks. This conceptual review identifies the antecedents and outcomes of shared leadership to guide research and practice, increasing our understanding of the impact supervisors, team dynamics, individual attitudes and characteristics, and context have on the emergence of shared leadership and its effect on team performance. Shared leadership is vital for teams with inexperienced members or high task variety because it enables informal learning. Future research should determine whether team trust predicts or results from shared leadership, or both. Shared leadership will become increasingly important as robots and artificial intelligence replace humans in routine tasks, because the work left will involve novel, non-routine problems.
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INTRODUCTION

Information technologies have taken over much of the routine work that, traditionally, required significant manpower to complete, and those same technologies have enabled the emergence of a globally competitive marketplace. These trends have pushed work to become even more complex (Jacobs, 2017), which resulted in organizations developing flatter hierarchies and utilizing teams that can better capture the unique knowledge, skills, and abilities held by each employee (Drucker, 2009). Leadership, a key contributor for team and organizational effectiveness (Yukl, 2012), has traditionally been studied by examining hierarchical leaders, wherein the focus is primarily on the leadership characteristics, behaviors, and leader-follower interactions within the context of formal hierarchical leaders who are tasked with influencing followers to motivate them to complete shared objectives. However, flatter organizations create a greater need for collaborative problem-solving skills to succeed (Pearce, 2004), increasing the need for all team members, rather than only assigned team leaders, to provide leadership rather than only assigned team leaders (Pearce & Manz, 2005). Shared leadership (SL) expands the concept of leadership by focusing attention on “internally distributed forms of team leadership” (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007, p. 1217), rather than focusing on downward influence from formal hierarchical leaders (Fausing, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2015). 

Initial investigations of SL found it to be more important for team performance than hierarchical leadership (Pearce & Sims, 2002), making it an emerging area of study in leadership research particularly given the rapid rise of collaborative teamwork in the global workplace. Effective SL represents an important organizational process, both for cross-functional work teams and self-directed work teams, because it allows them to improve coordination and integration, span organizational boundaries, and reduce the production cycle time in new product development (Boroş, Gorp, Cardoen, & Boute, 2017; Kotlarsky, van den Hooff, & Houtman, 2015). Rather than relying on a supervisor for setting up meetings, organizing the work, and ensuring commitment to goals, team members can take on these responsibilities themselves. SL views leadership as a process facilitated among all team members who can adaptively decide when to evince leadership behaviors, providing just-in-time leadership that is applied when and where it is needed. SL can create a team-level competitive advantage by educating inexperienced team members and developing shared mental models, which may lead to more effective team interactions (Yammarino, Salas, Serban, Shirreffs, & Shuffler, 2012). SL is important primarily in “complex, rapidly changing and uncertain problems and environments” (Yammarino et al., 2012, p. 395). SL and its outcomes of shared mental models, increased communication, and greater collaboration put team members, to put it colloquially, on the same page, enabling them to more adaptively respond to new and unexpected challenges.


Early empirical investigations of SL focused on its antecedents and outcomes in the team context (e.g., Carson et al., 2007). As we discuss below, recent meta-analyses have found inconsistent results, demonstrating that our understanding of SL is incomplete. The deficiency in our understanding may be because no clear theoretical underpinnings have been proposed that explain why or how SL improves team performance. Additionally, it is important for both organizational research and practice to study the contextual moderators of SL, including diversity, task complexity, and task interdependence so that organizations can understand when and where SL is likely to provide competitive advantage by improving team performance. The antecedents, including hierarchical leaders, team characteristics, and individual differences among team members, will provide targets for the development of individual and organizational interventions that increase effective SL behaviors. Outcomes (beyond performance) such as team learning and trust will provide the justification of why it is important to expend time and energy developing these behaviors. No prior work exists on interventions for increasing SL behaviors, and detailing the antecedent conditions for SL can serve as a foundation for developing such interventions. Increasing SL is likely to be an effective form of organization development, since outcomes associated with SL behaviors focus heavily on team and individual learning. The remainder of this paper presents a conceptual review of the existing literature on SL, first providing an introduction to SL and then reviewing the antecedents, outcomes, and moderators of SL demonstrated in recent organizational research. We conclude by suggesting that learning may provide the theoretical core that highlights the potential of SL in team contexts.
INTRODUCTION TO SHARED LEADERSHIP

Shared leadership changes the unit of analysis from the formal, hierarchical leader to leadership behaviors evinced by the members of a team. Teams that face complex, ambiguous situations are unlikely to be able to rely on their leader for all leadership functions (Carson, 2007). Today’s knowledge workers have high autonomy and flatter organizational structures, giving them not only the opportunity but also the need to display leadership behaviors. In the absence of formal authority providing structure and other leadership behaviors to the team, these behaviors must be performed by team members. SL has also been referred to as collective, complexity, and emergent leadership (Yammarino et al., 2012). Collective leadership is related to the notion that a team should work towards a common goal and internally provide leadership behaviors of direction setting, coordinating, and social facilitation (Resick, Murase, Randall, & DeChurch, 2014). Complexity leadership focuses on the social constructionism that occurs as relationships evolve within and outside of the organization (Yammarino et al., 2012). Emergent leadership, on the other hand, refers to how team members ‘emerge’ as leaders, initiating structure, asking questions, and expressing opinions (Carte, Chidambaram, & Becker, 2006). This requires employees to simultaneously have a willingness to lead and to be led (DeRue, 2011).

SL, then, is not focused on the formal roles assigned to team members and supervisors. Rather, investigations of SL generally focus on the perceptions of team members regarding the leadership behaviors displayed by other team members. One of the widely utilized methods for investigating SL is Carson et al.’s (2007) measurement method adapted from social network analysis which was subsequently adapted by Chiu, Owens, and Tesluk (2016), among others. This method asks each team member to rate all other team members on how much the team relies on them for leadership. The scores for each team are averaged to generate a SL score that is then used to calculate SL’s relationship with team performance. As is characteristic of social network analysis research, such a method focuses on leadership ties as the unit of analysis but does not ask about the specific behaviors displayed by team members. This measurement method was found to be the most valid method of SL measurement in one meta-analysis (D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & Kukenberger, 2014). Carson et al.’s (2007) analysis of student project teams determined that team environment, consisting of shared purpose, social support, and voice, and external coaching, the level of supportive coaching from project team’s external leader, both related positively to SL. SL, subsequently, was positively related to team performance.

Carson et al. (2007) defined SL as perceptions that a given team member is relied upon for leadership. Other researchers have gone beyond leadership ties and examined perceptions of specific leadership behaviors from team members. Meta-analysis shows that charismatic and transformational leadership behaviors from team members are more valid for predicting team performance than more traditional forms of leadership such as initiating structure and showing consideration (Wang et al., 2014). Other researchers have utilized social network perspectives but defined leadership by asking respondents to indicate the extent to which each team member “provide[s] direction, alignment, and commitment” toward accomplishing collective goals (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi, & Cullen-Lester, 2016, p. 302). Figure 1 previews the remainder of this section, wherein the antecedents to, moderators, and outcomes of SL are described.
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Antecedents of Shared Leadership


Understanding the conditions under which SL is likely to occur is important for practitioners and researchers alike. Only by understanding which individual and group characteristics, contexts, and skills as they pertain to specific organizational environment and industry culture lead to SL behavior, can we take steps to increase SL among members of work teams. Behaviors from hierarchical leaders, internal team characteristics, and individual differences among team members have all been shown to relate to the level of SL.

Hierarchical leaders. Even though the focus in SL is on leadership behaviors within teams, they are still embedded in a larger organization and have formally assigned managers. These managers have an influence on the team’s behavior, and as Carson et al. (2007) demonstrated, coaching from managers can lead to greater amounts of SL behavior. Effective hierarchical and shared leadership may both be necessary in change management efforts, albeit with differential inputs at different stages of the process (Binci, Cerruti, & Braganza, 2016). Other researchers (Fausing et al., 2015; Margolis & Ziegert, 2016) found that empowering leadership from formal leaders can increase SL. A key contribution of assigned team leaders to establishing SL in their team would be through encouraging and empowering team members to take initiatives, make decisions, provide feedback, and suggest direction in all aspects of the team process. Empowering leaders are willing to pass the torch, so to speak, to their followers, perhaps a sign of humility, which also has a positive relationship to team SL behaviors (Chiu, Owens, & Tesluk, 2016). 

When hierarchical leaders are viewed by team members as prototypical of the team, then high levels of both shared and traditional leadership occur (Grille, Schulte, & Kauffeld, 2015). Formal leadership may be an important variable to consider when predicting SL behaviors. However, including hierarchical leaders in SL analyses may result in a deflated estimate of team SL, because formal leaders are less likely than others to perceive team members to be leaders (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi, & Cullen-Lester, 2016). 

Team environment characteristics. Internal team environment, psychological empowerment, and being fairly rewarded (similar to distributive justice) all lead to higher levels of SL behaviors (Grille et al., 2015; Serban & Roberts, 2016). The latter concepts are highly related since they are both associated with the team environment. Pearce, Wassenaar, and Manz (2014) argued that trust will lead to greater levels of SL, but it is currently unclear for SL how trust and overall team environment relate. Having a supportive and safe team environment is important for enabling SL behaviors. These team environment characteristics may be the mechanism through which formal leader empowering leadership increases team SL. 

Chiu et al. (2016) found that teams with proactive members demonstrate higher levels of SL. Proactive team members are more likely to initiate structure and take initiative, which are important components of leadership. Proactivity leads to self-management and self-improvement (Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2010), vital behaviors for teams expected to share leadership.  

Having prior ties or existing relationships with a team member, such as for advice seeking, social support, or informal mentoring, increases the likelihood that same member will be viewed as a leader (Chrobot et al., 2016; White, Currie, & Lockett, 2016). Multiplexity is the term from social network analysis that refers to having multiple types of ties with someone, such as advice seeking and leadership. Having advice or social ties with a team member, then, leads to greater likelihood of them being perceived as a leader, perhaps because investigations of SL have focused primarily on perceptions of leadership rather than on specific leadership behaviors. 

Additionally, team-level extraversion may influence who evinces SL behaviors. One study showed that team extraversion in male-dominated teams leads to more SL behaviors from women than would otherwise be expected (Lemoine, Aggarwal, & Steed, 2016). Muethel, Gehrlein, and Hoegl (2012), contrary to most SL researchers, conceptualized SL to include self-directed leadership behaviors, and found that in distributed teams, a higher ratio of women led to higher levels of SL. In other words, while men represent the majority of formal leaders in organizations today, under certain conditions, women are more likely than men to emerge as leaders in a leaderless setting.

Team member individual differences. Higher performing individuals are less likely to perceive others as leaders (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi, & Cullen-Lester, 2016), suggesting that having a need for guidance and support may increase the perception that others are leaders. Having such a need would lead to advice and information seeking, increasing opportunities for other team members to demonstrate leadership behaviors. SL may be particularly important for driving performance in teams with inexperienced members who require role models and mentors to get up to speed.


Team identification leads to increases in perceiving others as leaders, while organizational identification leads to increase in perceiving others as leaders and being perceived as a leader (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016). In other words, identifying with the team increases perception that others are leaders, but identifying with the organization also increases perceptions that individual is a leader. Organizational identification may be related to affective commitment, and highly committed teammates may be more willing and able to make contributions to team success that are not directly related to task performance (see: Shore & Wayne, 1993).

Friedrich, Griffith, and Mumford (2016) provided initial evidence that agreeableness may be associated with more intra-team communication, a central component of Friedrich et al.’s (2009) model. Conversely, in a lab sample, Resick et al. (2014) found that higher self-reliance beliefs lead to lower levels of SL. Agreeableness and belief in the importance of the collective, then, are important variables for selection in contexts where SL contributes to performance.

Practitioners can focus on several areas to increase and enhance SL behaviors within their teams. Hierarchical leaders should evince empowering leadership behaviors to help the team fully accept their role as an autonomous work unit. Team proactivity and environment can be developed in order to increase the team’s level of SL. Additionally, agreeable team members who identify highly with the organization are more likely to engage in SL behaviors in their teams. 
Outcomes of Shared Leadership

Wang et al’s (2014) meta-analysis determined that SL has a more direct relationship to team attitudes (such as job satisfaction, commitment, and emotional conflict) and behavioral processes (helping behavior and team cohesion) than to team performance. However, SL was still found to have a positive effect on team performance. Meta-analysis averages the impact of SL across various contexts, thereby reducing the relationship between SL and team performance, because it will likely improve proximal outcomes across a variety of contexts but will only improve performance in more ambiguous and autonomous ones. Due to these meta-analytic findings, recent studies of SL have investigated attitudinal and behavioral outcomes as mediators of SL’s relationship to performance. Additionally, although there is no empirical evidence supporting their assertion, Pearce et al. (2014) argued that SL can lead to responsible leadership, increases in corporate social responsibility, and decreases in unethical behavior because the various perspectives involved may prevent the groupthink that can lead to of unethical behavior (Sims, 1992).

Team attitudes and behaviors. SL leads to greater trust, which partially mediates the relationship SL has to performance (Drescher, Korsgaard, Welpe, Picot, & Wigand, 2014). Similarly, SL leads to high perceptions of psychological safety (Liu et al., 2014). Psychological safety and trust are highly related concepts, so developing a more tightly knit team through trust is likely be an important proximal outcome of SL. However, as mentioned previously, trust has also been examined as a predictor of SL. An important avenue for future research is to more closely examine the social network of the unit as a complement to the impact of SL to disentangle whether trust leads to or is an outcome of SL, or if trust and SL operate in a reciprocal relationship where trust increases SL and SL increases trust.

Information sharing among team members mediates the relationship SL has to performance (Hoch, 2014), similar to the findings regarding information elaboration (Resick et al., 2014). These findings indicate that the contextual moderators of SL are vitally important as well. Only certain contexts are likely to benefit from information sharing among team members, so defining those contexts is important to understand when and where SL may positively affect performance. 
Moderators of Shared Leadership’s Validity

The highly contextualized applicability of SL makes the study of moderators vital. The investigation of moderators helps researchers and practitioners to understand the boundary conditions of SL. As the context changes, the validity of SL for performance and other outcomes is likely to change. Liu et al.’s (2014) findings that SL leads to individual and team learning were moderated by job variety. They defined job variety as whether or not respondents perceive their job to require a wide range of skills and talents. Only when job variety and SL were both high did high levels of learning occur. If SL was high but job variety was not, team and individual learning did not necessarily occur, likely because employees do not feel a need to learn when job variety is low. A simulation study using students found that information elaboration, a concept closely related to learning, only occurred with high SL in turbulent environments (Resick et al., 2014).

Nicolaides et al’s (2014) meta-analysis determined that team tenure has a negative relationship with the validity of SL. The longer a team has been together, the less important SL becomes for performance. Potentially this reduced validity occurs because as shared mental models become established and as employees gain ever greater knowledge in their roles, the need for SL and the learning engendered by SL decreases. As discussed earlier, high performers on teams are less likely to perceive others as leaders (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2016), suggesting that a primary function of SL may be to help coworkers learn on the job.


Hoch (2014) found that diverse teams benefitted from SL more than homogeneous teams. Since conflict is likely to occur among employees with differences, it is especially important to explore the conditions under which diverse teams experience higher levels of SL. In other words, it is important to know what team and team leader characteristics are necessary to ensure high levels of SL among diverse teams. Greater diversity may increase SL in distributed teams (Muethel et al., 2012). Investigating the different types of diversity (see: Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999) may help uncover when additional support needs to be provided and which types of diversity lead to greater benefit from SL. For instance, informational diversity, diversity in educational background and work experience, is likely to provide the diverse ideas that will contribute to learning when accompanied by high levels of SL. One study examined the performance of entrepreneurial teams and found that high shared leadership paired with managerial skill diversity, a form of informational diversity, led to higher business outcomes (Zhou, Vredenburgh, & Rogoff, 2015). The same data set showed that relationship-oriented personality diversity shows a similar pattern to managerial skill diversity, although the importance of relationship-oriented personality diversity was minor compared to managerial skill diversity (Zhou, 2016).

The complexity of the task moderates the impact of SL (Wang et al., 2014), such that higher complexity work receives greater benefit from SL, whereas uncomplex work benefits little, if any, from SL. However, D’Innocenzo et al.’s (2014) meta-analysis found that higher complexity resulted in lower effect sizes for SL. Recent empirical work has indicated that knowledge work teams, characterized by complex and ambiguous tasks, receive a performance boost from SL, whereas manufacturing teams, those engaged in highly familiar and routine production work, do not (Fausing, Jeppeson, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2013). Fausing et al. (2013) also found team autonomy to moderate the relationship SL has to performance, but it may have been conflated with whether teams were knowledge or manufacturing teams since they did not provide the correlations between level of autonomy and whether the team was engaged in manufacturing or knowledge work.

Similar to complexity, one meta-analysis found highly interdependent tasks receive a large performance boost from increases in SL practices, whereas tasks that are not interdependent receive little to no benefit from SL (Nicolaides et al., 2014). However, D’Innocenzo et al.’s (2014) meta-analysis found no support for task interdependence as a moderator. While a significant amount of work has been completed, for both task complexity and interdependence, meta-analytic results have been inconsistent, so further primary studies and meta-analyses investigating these relationships are needed.

Job variety, team tenure, and diversity all affect the learning outcomes of SL. Greater job variety increases the need for learning, while increased tenure with the team reduces the need for learning. Informational diversity (Jehn et al., 1999) may increase the benefit gained from SL for team learning. Complex and interdependent tasks, while widely considered the most valid context for SL, have shown inconsistent meta-analytic results (D’Innocenzo et al., 2014; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014), contradictions which must be resolved to move our understanding of SL forward.
DISCUSSION

Much like other research using social network analysis, the theoretical underpinnings that explain exactly how and why SL behaviors improve team performance are lacking. The most valid contexts for SL appear to be those that require team members to learn from each other. This suggests that SL influences performance through the learning that occurs within the team. This is consistent with Friedrich et al.’s (2009) model of SL, since their model allows team performance capabilities to be impacted through team processes, team performance parameters, team affective climate, and team network.

Investigations into the impact of team makeup on team performance have begun to suggest that intercultural teams receive a greater benefit from SL than homogeneous teams (Hoch, 2014). This evidence is consistent with early research into diverse teams that demonstrated that well-managed diverse teams can outperform homogeneous teams (Distefano & Maznevski, 2000). In today’s work, teams must solve complex problems that are ill-defined and novel. Such knowledge work is likely to require ways of thinking that go beyond what has worked in the past. Informational diversity provides a diverse pool of ideas and problem-solving strategies that can be accessed only when the teams succeed at communicating, cooperating, and collaborating. SL is highly related to team communication, contributes to shared mental models, and provides the social support needed to help team members feel like they have ownership in the team process. Therefore, diverse teams with high SL behaviors are likely to outperform other teams because they are working together effectively, which enables them to access a greater potential pool of mental resources than more homogeneous teams.
IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE
Team Climate

Future research should investigate the level of agreement among team members of SL behaviors since Dineen, Noe, Shaw, Duffy, and Wiethoff (2007) showed that team-level agreement on low job satisfaction is associated with lower absenteeism. In other words, when team members agree that they are unsatisfied with their jobs, they may evince fewer counterproductive work behaviors than they otherwise would. Agreement among team members regarding SL may be yet another moderator of the impact of SL. Currently, some researchers have viewed agreement regarding SL levels as a measure of reliability (e.g., Liu et al., 2014). However, it is inappropriate to calculate reliability if differences in leadership perceptions represent meaningful information (in other words, the differences in ratings are not measurement error; Murphy & DeShon, 2000). If SL is highly rated by the team but the dispersion of their ratings is high, the team may be less effective since it would indicate some team members do not see their counterparts as leaders or that cliques have formed within the team. However, if the team has high agreement regarding who in their team are viewed as leaders, the team may be more effective since perceptions are consistent within the team, whereas disagreement may signal team conflict. Considering the level of dispersion or the pattern of SL as a moderator may be more insightful and appropriate than viewing dispersion as interrater reliability. Studies on SL evolved partially from the social network approach, making it surprising that the structure of SL has not been a focus of past leadership research.

Trust, an important dynamic of SL process, has not been widely examined in the literature. However, Pearce et al. (2014) argued that trust is foundational for developing SL behaviors in teams. As such, traditional team-building interventions, if paired with encouragement to demonstrate and initiate leadership, may increase SL in organizations. Ensuring that team trust is established prior to encouraging leadership behaviors may be the proper route for SL development, although studies have indicated that trust is also an outcome of SL (Drescher et al., 2014). Therefore, further longitudinal empirical investigation is needed to determine whether trust is a predictor of SL, and outcome of SL, or both. 

Just as was the case when Yammarino et al.’s (2012) review of collectivistic leadership was published, researchers have largely ignored affect in studies of SL. Affect is recognized today as an important component of organizational studies. Often, affect is not only an outcome of behaviors, but it is also a predictor of behaviors. Important research questions for future studies to investigate include whether or not SL can occur and be effective in teams experiencing negative affect. In other words, does SL only occur in teams with positive affective climate, and if not, can SL help team performance even when negative affect prevails? According to Friedrich et al.’s (2009) model, positive affective climate is necessary for high team performance and reciprocally impacts team communication, network, and performance parameters. It is possible that, like trust, affect is both an input to and outcome of SL. In that case, the team environment both supports and is improved by SL, and both affect and trust likely contribute to the team environment.
Team Learning

While no research has been conducted on interventions to increase SL, this will be an important future area of research for learning in organizations. One of the key mechanisms through which SL improves performance appears to be through learning (Liu et al., 2014) and the development of shared mental models (Yammarino et al., 2012). Organizations interested in increasing the frequency and intensity of both formal and informal learning may consider SL as an innovative way to transform their team structures and cultures. As discussed, diverse teams and teams with high job variety receive greater benefit from SL, while team members who have a longer team tenure receive less benefit from SL. Diverse teams have a greater variety of expertise that can be utilized for learning and problem solving, while individuals with high job variety have a greater need for learning. SL should be treated as a component of organization development that helps inform less-experienced team members, utilize the uncovered knowledge in team members, and improve upon existing problem-solving methods.

Friedrich et al.’s (2009) Model

One area that may be fruitful for future research into SL approaches is within the U.S. military. Yammarino et al. (2014) utilized Friedrich et al.’s (2009) model and argued that collective leadership approaches can help the U.S. Army respond to the rapidly emerging complex and ill-defined problems facing the Army today. However, Kirchner (2017) demonstrated that Army leaders are “anyone who, by virtue of assumed role or assigned responsibility, inspires and influences people to accomplish organizational goals” (p. 3). In other words, every U.S. Army soldier is expected to demonstrate SL behaviors, suggesting SL is already a key component of Army leadership development. Investigating their training and development practices may be effective for increasing SL behaviors in civilian work teams.


Friedrich et al’s (2009) model needs further revision, updating, and empirical evidence. One clear finding from this literature review was that the relationship between SL and outcomes is moderated by the context. Their model (2009) includes context explicitly as problem setting, which has reciprocal links to both leader and team networks. However, the problem setting (in their model, level of complexity, ambiguity, and social support) does not determine the composition nor density of team networks, with the exception of social support, which does not seem to fit with the problem setting. Rather, complexity and ambiguity are likely to moderate the relationship SL has to outcomes, since only in highly complex work is it important for team members to be highly engaged, interactive, and learning from each other. Engagement, communication, and collaboration lead to informal learning opportunities for employees. Additionally, only with an engaged and collaborative workforce will organizations be able to solve the novel, complex problems facing them today. Considering that context has been identified as such an important moderator for SL, it is clear Friedrich et al.’s (2009) model needs to be revised to better account for contextual factors that affect the validity of SL.

CONCLUSION

SL is an important consideration for teams facing highly complex tasks that require them to be interdependent. In these contexts, SL becomes a vital component of the team’s success because team members are able to effectively build a shared mental model that reduces the cognitive load experienced when encountering novel situations. Additionally, SL helps less knowledgeable team members learn about the task, the organization, and even the industry. Specifically, in situations where tasks are complex and varied, SL can help team members combine their knowledge to create new ways of solving problems. This vein of research is likely to increase in importance as routine tasks become automated due to robotics and artificial intelligence, because the work left for humans will involve novel problems that cannot be solved by computers. 
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FIGURE 1

A Proposed Model of Shared Leadership.
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