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Abstract

The aim of this study is to explore how individuals’ preferences for a leadership
structure (shared versus hierarchical) are developed and the influence of team
experience on their leadership preferences.

The study uses longitudinal data and relies on surveys and questionnaires
distributed to students throughout their course to collect data on individual
leadership structure preferences, personality, and team trust and leadership
structure.

The sample includes 621 members in 107 student project teams. Our analysis is
based on responses from 459 members from 105 teams. In this sample, 60% of
participants are white/Caucasian, 21% are Asian, 57 % are male, and average age
was 18.

We find that individuals’ preferences for a leadership structure (shared versus
hierarchical) are both fixed and malleable. The results of the study suggest that
team trust has a positive effect on individual’s preference for shared leadership
structure. In addition, we find that individuals in teams with high shared leadership
structures and low team trust show lower preference for shared leadership
structure, whereas individuals with high shared leadership structure and high team
trust develop even stronger preferences for shared leadership structures.

This study is the first of its kind to examine how individuals’ experiences in teams
influence their preferences for a specific leadership structure. Individuals may have
predetermined preferences for hierarchical or shared leadership structures, but
such preferences change based on individuals’ experiences in teams with certain
leadership structures. Our research contributes to the literature on leadership
schema by deepening our understanding of leadership structure preferences, and it
is the first to empirically test how our leadership schemas change due to individual
experiences in teams.

We also find that individuals’ preferences for shared or hierarchical leadership
structures are influenced by the past team experience. Specifically, we find that
team trust influences the preference for shared or hierarchical leadership, in a way
that individuals working in teams with higher team trust show greater preferences
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for shared leadership. Moreover, we find that individuals who experienced shared
leadership structure have more favorable preferences for shared leadership in
teams with high trust, whereas individuals that experienced shared leadership with
low team trust develop less favorable preferences for shared leadership structures.
Overall, the results suggest that managers can influence individuals’ preferences for
shared or hierarchical leadership by managing the team experience and building
team trust and a positive team climate.

Keywords: Leadership, Leaders, Teams, Schema, Trust, Shared Leadership
JEL classification: M13

Introduction

Prior research suggests that leadership structures (hierarchical versus shared)
have important implications for individual, team, and organizational outcomes
(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2014). With the increase of self-managed
teams in organizations, the topic of shared leadership (a group-level process) is
gaining increasing attention in terms of practice and theory as an alternative to
hierarchical leadership (individual-level) (Wu et al., 2020). For example, shared
leadership influences team performance and effectiveness, and attitudinal out-
comes such as team satisfaction (Wu et al., 2020). While prior research has
examined some antecedents when teams choose shared or hierarchical leadership
such as examining an internal team environment (e.g. a shared purpose, shared
support) and team characteristics (team heterogeneity, team size), scholars have
recognized the need to examine other antecedents to deepen our understanding of
the factors that influence the emergence of a specific leadership structure (Wu et al.,
2020; Zhu et al., 2018).

One of the most critical factors that influences the development of a leadership
structure is individuals’ leadership structure schema (LSS). Individuals differ in
their views about how leadership should be structured within groups or teams. In
particular, individuals range from preferring leadership to be distributed among
individuals (shared leadership) to a preference that leadership should be hier-
archical (individual leadership).

Schemas about leadership structure are important because individual knowl-
edge frameworks (e.g. schemas, implicit theories) inform information processing,
decisions and behaviors (Detert and Edmondson, 2011; Gervey et al., 1999;
Baldwin, 1992) and can shape important team and organizational outcomes.
Indeed, there is evidence that LSS shapes team processes and leadership structure
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(Evans et al., 2021; DeRue et al., 2015) which in turn are associated with group
effectiveness (Evans et al., 2021; Morgeson et al., 2010; Carson et al., 2007).

Despite the importance of LSS in team outcomes, and the significant attention
from leadership researcher given to DeRue and Ashord’s (2010) work regarding
LSS and its impact on leadership structure development, there is limited empirical
work regarding LSS. Indeed, to date, the limited research on LSS has focused onits
outcomes, rather than its antecedents (DeRue ez al., 2015). In other words, while
we are beginning to accumulate evidence that beliefs about leadership structure
can have important consequences on individual and team outcomes, we still
relatively know little about where those beliefs come from, what influences them
and how they might change over time. Our research poses a question in this paper,
“How do members’ experiences in teamwork influence their preferences for
leadership structure (LSS)?”

Given the implications for individual preferences for leadership structure
(LSS) on teams within today’s organizations, such as their impact on the
development of leadership structure development as well as their impact on
team and individual outcomes (Evans et al., 2021), it is important to understand
what impacts the development of individual’s LSS. First, individuals differ in their
preferences and “‘a major controversy involves the issue of whether leadership
should be viewed as a specialized role or as a shared influence process™ (Yukl,
2006). Second, individuals’ preferences influence the success of a leadership
structure; whether shared or hierarchical leadership leads to successful team
outcomes such as enhanced performance, enhanced team effectiveness, or positive
team attitudes. When all members have a similar LSS (e.g. all members prefer
shared leadership), this leads to individuals supporting the success of a shared
leadership (Evans et al., 2021) by acting in ways that ensure the success of shared
leadership (i.e. sharing responsibilities, self-motivating, self-directing). In con-
trast, when members disagree on which leadership structure is preferred (different
LSS), this may lead to conflict and to less successful team outcomes (DeRue and
Ashford, 2010). Third, individuals’ LSS influences their views on their leadership
identity and whether they assume leadership roles in teams or not. Thus, LSS
influences leadership development in individuals, and understanding how to shape
LSS can help inform research and practice on leadership development (Zaar et al.,
2020). Despite the importance of understanding how to build successful leadership

structures, research on the antecedents of shared leadership versus hierarchical
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leadership continues to emerge (Wu et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2018). Individuals’ own
preferences for a specific leadership structure (shared or hierarchical LSS) are an
important antecedent to the successful development of leadership structures.
Accordingly, deepening our understanding of where those preferences come from
and what shapes individuals’ LSS can help inform research on leadership
structures and how to build successful team leadership. In this paper, we explore
how members’ experiences in a team shape the development of an individuals’
LSS. Specifically, our research question focuses on how individuals’ experiences in
different teams influence their preferences (schema) for a hierarchical or shared
leadership structure. Our research paper contributes theoretically and practically
by deepening our understanding of how to influence the development of
individuals’ LSS. Examining the antecedents to LSS development is important
as LSS demonstrates how to impact the successful development of shared or
hierarchical leadership structures, which impacts team effectiveness and perfor-
mance, team attitudes (e.g. team satisfaction) as well as individual-level attitudes.
Understanding how team climate and structures impact individuals’ preferences
for a leadership structure offers insights into how organizations can shape
individuals’ preferences and ensure alignment of such preferences. For example,
organizations that desire to create shared leadership need further understanding of
what influences individuals’ preferences for such a leadership structure. This is
because prior research suggests that alignment between members in a leadership
structure (shared or hierarchical) influences the effectiveness of the development of
leadership structure as well as the effectiveness of the team (Evans et al., 2021; Wu
et al., 2020). For example, when members have the same LSS, with a preference
towards shared leadership, they are more likely to interact, share responsibility
and take accountability (Evans et al., 2021). However, when members have a
different LSS, it is more likely to be conflict over leadership. Overall, scholars
suggest that the exploration of how leadership structures affect subsequent LSS
beliefs would be particularly insightful (DeRue et al., 2015). Thus, we examine the
impact of the enacted leadership structure within the team and the level of intra-
team trust to understand how the team’s experience can influence one’s LSS.

We build and test theory in a sample of 621 members in 107 student project
teams. In doing so, we make several contributions to the literatures on teams,
leadership, and schemas. First, our research contributes to the literature on
leadership schema by deepening our understanding of LSS. LSS and other
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schemas, both alike, extend the field of leadership schemas beyond Implicit
Leadership Theories (ILT). While instructive, studies of ILT are largely performed
in laboratory settings and ignore shared patterns of leadership and other leader-
ship processes. Indeed, scholars suggest that other leadership schemas may exist
and could have important consequences for team functioning (Lord and Mabher,
2002) and that those schemas should be examined (Shondrick ef al., 2010).

Second, ours is one of the first empirical tests of LSS and the first of its kind to
examine its antecedents empirically. While considerable research examines the
outcomes of shared leadership, research about its antecedents is still in its infancy
(Zhu et al., 2018). Understanding the antecedents for individual leadership
preferences can inform managers about the conditions that might inhibit or
induce the formation of shared leadership structures, a growing form of leadership
in today’s complex organizations (Guadalupe et al., 2013; Ancona et al., 2007,
Carson et al., 2007; Ensley et al., 2006; Pearce and Conger, 2003; O’Toole et al.,
2002; Fligstein, 1987).

Finally, researchers suggest that the leadership structures are dynamic and vary
over time (e.g. Pearce and Conger, 2003). Indeed, some define shared leadership as
dynamic, interactive process of mutual influence (Carson et al., 2007). Our
research answers the call for more work regarding the temporal nature of shared
leadership (Zhu et al., 2018) by examining how a team’s experience can shape
individuals’ preferences for leadership structure.

Theory and Hypotheses

Leadership Structure Schema (LSS)

Individual schemas are generally conceived as organized representations of the
past behavior and experience that function as theories about reality to guide a
person in a construing new experience (Baldwin, 1992; Markus and Zajonc, 1985;
Bartlett, 1932). Those cognitive structures grounded in the past experience
(Higgins and Brendl, 1995) are often self-fulfilling (Shih et al., 1999) and
automatically applied (Chen and Bargh, 1997), and can vary in accuracy and
coherence. Schemas are most commonly implicit, or taken for granted as cognitive
structures, but are particularly important for coordinating behavior in relation to
others (Ridgeway, 2006; Brewer, 1997).
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When scholars consider individual beliefs about leadership, the majority of this
work focuses on Implicit Leadership Theories (ILTs) - a specific type of leadership
schema. ILT research is concerned with the notion that individuals differ from one
another in their conceptualizations of what attributes that define a leader and,
consequently, that individuals perceive leaders differently based on whether a
given leader matches a particular individual’s conceptualization of leaders (Schoel
et al., 2011; Epitropaki and Martin, 2004; Offermann et al., 1994; Eden and
Leviatan, 1975). Recognizing the shifting landscape and growth of new, non-
traditional, non-hierarchical leadership structures (Guadalupe et al., 2013;
Ancona et al., 2007; Carson et al., 2007; Ensley et al., 2006; Pearce and Conger,
2003; O’Toole et al., 2002; Fligstein, 1987). DeRue and Ashford (2010) introduce
the concept of the Leadership Structure Schema (LSS), conceptualizing it as an
individual’s cognitive preference for the leadership structure of groups or teams.

Specifically, a Leadership Structure Schema (LSS) reflects individuals’ pre-
ferences about how leadership should be configured within groups and teams.
According to DeRue and Ashford (2010) individuals have different LSS prefer-
ences ranging from shared leadership to hierarchical leadership (Carson et al.,
2007; Ensley et al., 2006; Pearce and Conger, 2003). These two archetypes - shared
leadership, in which leadership is conceptualized as a mutual influence process with
influence distributed among multiple team members; and hierarchical leadership,
in which leadership is consolidated in one member - represent contrasting
possibilities for the way in which teams are led (DeRue et al., 2015; Wellman et
al., 2014; DeRue and Ashford, 2010).

DeRue and Ashford’s (2010) claim that individuals can conceptualize leader-
ship structure ranging from one individual (Gemmill and Oakley, 1992) to
multiple individuals acting as leaders (Pearce and Conger, 2003) and that those
schemas can inform the leadership structure of a team. That is, individuals’
leadership structure preferences (LSS) influence the development of a leadership
structure in the team (DeRue and Ashford, 2010) as well as impacting the
outcomes of the selected leadership structure. For example, Evans ez al. (2021)
show that members’ LSS, influences the development of shared leadership and has
an impact on individual enjoyment of leadership. LSS influences individuals’
attitudes and beliefs about how work and responsibility should be distributed, and
how they act within a team (Evans et al., 2021). Individuals with a shared LSS
(believe in shared leadership) believe that all members should be leaders, and thus
all members must take on additional responsibilities. In contrast, individuals with
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a hierarchical or individual LSS, believe that one person should be the leader and
assume most leadership responsibilities. Individuals® LSS, thus, influences how
members interact with one another and how much responsibility each member
undertakes (Evans et al., 2021; DeRue et al., 2015; DeRue and Ashford, 2010).
Those differences in LSS then, influence the team processes and team outcomes, as
well as individuals’ attitudes towards working in the team.

For example, individuals with an LSS for shared leadership are more likely to
prefer shared leadership and thus are more likely to engage in behaviors necessary
for the success of shared leadership, such as self-motivation and self-direction
(Zhu et al., 2018). In contrast, individuals with an LSS for hierarchical leadership
are more likely to grant leadership responsibilities and behaviors to other
individuals, and to grant those responsibilities of motivation and direction to
others in the group. In teams where members have different LSS (some prefer
shared; others prefer hierarchical leadership), conflict may arise (i.e. who is the
leader?); disengagement may increase as well as less effective team function and
team performance (Evans et al.,2021; Liam et al., 2018; DeRue et al., 2015; DeRue
and Ashford, 2010). In other words, prior research shows that LSS influences
whether individuals take on a leadership role or not (Zaar et al., 2020). In teams
where all members prefer a shared leadership structure (they have the same LSS for
a shared leadership structure) the members are more likely to take on a leadership
role. In contrast, members who do not prefer a shared leadership structure, may
not work well in shared leadership teams, because they would either prefer a sole-
leadership role or prefer to take a non-leadership role. Accordingly, they may not
engage well in teams where everyone is expected to share team leadership

responsibilities.

In the focal study, we examine the factors that shape the formation and
development of an individuals’ LSS. Our theoretical model, which is displayed in
Figure 1, unfolds in two stages. In Stage I: A priori, we control for the factors that
may influence the LSS that an individual brings to a team experience, with a focus
on an individual’s core personality. In Stage II: Proximal Experience, we examine
how the team experience as such shapes the continued evolution of individuals’
LSS. In Stage 11, we focus our examination on the effects of the specific team
leadership structures enacted and the quality of the experience vis-a-vis team trust
in facilitating the development of LSS.
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Figure 1: Theoretical Model

LSS Development as a Function of Team Experiences

While core personality, values, and identity provide the foundation for the
development of LSS, we share the perspective of other theorists that schemas such
as LSS are also informed by social experiences that highlight the schemas in
question (Fiske and Linville, 1980). An individual’s experience as a team member
operating with a certain team leadership structure may constitute such an
experience. In this section, we explore a members’ LSS after experiencing
working with a particular team. Before exploring the team-level factors that
influence LSS, we pause to make an important clarification. As previously
explained, evidence and theory suggest that schemas exhibit qualities of both
durability and malleability. Underlying most of the schema theory is the notion
that once established, a schema is relatively durable, and likely to only change
through disconfirming events (Anderson and Lindsey, 1998; Dweck et al., 1995,
Fiske and Linville, 1980). This concept is echoed in the ILT literature, in which
ILTs are found to be stable for short periods of time (Epitropaki and Martin,
2004). As a result, despite our exploration of the malleability of LSS, we expect that
LSS is relatively stable, such that:

HI: Beginning LSS is positively associated with ending LSS.
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Shifting focus to the effect of past experiences on LSS, some suggest that
schema can indeed be malleable, changing later in life when individuals have
relevant information and experiences to provide content and context to schemas
(Ragins and Verbos, 2007). Further, schema may change in the presence of
disconfirming evidence (Epitropaki et al., 2013). For example, Labianca et al.
(2000) point to the role of significant organizational change in modifying
employees’ schemas about organizational functioning. Finally, a small body of
literature suggests that focused interventions may have at least short-term effects
on one’s schema (Gawonski and Bodenhausen, 2006). Those lines of research
suggest that the schema individuals employ may change over time with changes in
the situation or context.

In this section, we consider the effects of new relevant information - in the form
of a team experience - on individuals’ LSS after completing their work in teams.
This stands in contrast to the previous section which focuses on individuals’ LSS
before forming teams. Our underlying premise is that individuals’ experiences in
teams, which shed light on the relative attractiveness of various leadership
structures, will influence individuals’ LSS. We focus on two team experiences:
(1) the extent to which one or another leadership structure is enacted (i.e.,
members’ experiences with a certain leadership structure) and (2) the level of trust
within the team. We first examine the team leadership structure and the team trust
asindependent effects and then explore how the team trust and the team leadership
structure interact to shape individuals” LSS.

Team Leadership Structure as a Primer for LSS Evolution

We propose that the primary stimulus for the shaping of LSS perceptions
should be one’s exposure to and experience with shared leadership structures. As
described by Ragins and Verbos (2007) attitudes and implicit theories are most
susceptible to stimuli that are cognitively proximal to the attitude itself. In other
words, when individuals go through experiences, the more similar to the object of
evaluation the experience is (e.g., expressing opinion, challenging status quo,
working in teams) the more it affects individuals’ attitudes towards the focus of
evaluation. For example, an individual’s belief that voice behaviors (a person
expressing constructive challenges to the status quo) might be desired and
acceptable in organizations, should be shaped by his or her having witnessed or
experienced successful implementation of voice by others in the workplace.
Similarly, one’s opinion and attitude towards shared leadership (Shared LSS)
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should be shaped by one’s experience with shared leadership structures. Hence, to
have the greatest impact on one’s Shared LSS, the team member must be exposed
to a shared leadership structure. Then, the more a team exhibits a shared
leadership structure the more impact it is likely to have on individual team
members’ preferences.

To understand the independent effect of individuals experiencing a team
leadership structure on changes in the individuals’ LSS, we appeal to the theory of
confirmation bias in perceptions (Nickerson, 1998). Similar to P-E Theory, under
the confirmation bias perspective, individuals seek out information from the
environment that confirms their pre-existing perceptions and attitudes. While P-E
focuses on situations and their match with individual attributes, confirmation bias
focuses on information and its match with individual attributes. Under the
confirmation bias perspective information that is not consistent with one’s
preconceived perceptions is filtered out, such that previously held beliefs and
perceptions are reinforced or confirmed (Nickerson, 1998; Anderson and Lindsay,
1998). Then, in each additional team experience team members find elements of the
experience to reinforce or re-confirm their pre-conceived notions, leading to a
strengthening of one’s LSS.

However, situations vary in terms of how powerful the stimulus is. Some have
very clear stimuli and others have more ambiguous stimuli. Ambiguous situations
are particularly influenced by confirmation bias (Kassin et al., 2013). Prior
research suggests that perceivers are more likely to initially spot and react to
more extreme or clear stimuli, and thus become less susceptible to conformation
bias (Fiske, 1980; Taylor et al., 1979). With ambiguous stimuli, on the other hand,
perceivers are less likely to digest and accept new, possibly disconfirming data,
which results in a stronger confirmation bias effect. In the case of a team
experience, when the team experience is ambiguous - if the team leadership
structure is neither clearly hierarchical nor clearly shared- individuals may scan for
and internalize information that reinforces their existing beliefs. In other words,
they will confirm their original attitudes and preferences on shared or hierarchical
leadership. In contrast, the clearer or more unambiguous the leadership structure
is - when the team experience clearly exhibits a hierarchical or shared leadership
structure - the weaker the confirmation bias will be. Therefore, in instances of
highly shared or highly hierarchical structures, individuals are more likely to
respond and react to the actual benefits and weaknesses of the focal experienced
structure rather than to appeal to their pre-existing preferences. Thus confirmation
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bias will have the greatest effect reinforcing individuals’ prior beliefs about shared
leadership structures when the leadership structure is less clear and more
ambiguous. However, when the leadership structure experience is ambiguous,
individuals are less likely to be affected by confirmation bias.

Accordingly, we expect individuals’ preferences for a shared or hierarchical
leadership structure to be most impacted in extreme situations - when working in
teams with extremely low or extremely high levels of shared leadership structures;
such experiences will have a greater impact on their attitudes and preferences as
they provide clear information and stimuli. On the other hand, we expect
individuals’ preferences for shared or hierarchical leadership structures to
remain the same before and after the team experience when working in teams
with moderate levels of shared or hierarchical team leaderships; such experiences
do not provide any clear information to change their pre-existing attitudes and
preferences. In other words. we expect the relationship between LSS before
forming teams and LSS after completing their work in teams to be weaker (most
change) at extremely low or high levels of shared leadership because such an
experience represents a powerful information stimulus that causes members to
react. In contrast, at moderate levels of a shared leadership the experience or

information stimuli may not be powerful enough to cause a change in individuals’
LSS.

H2: Team leadership structure will moderate the relationship between beginning
LSS and ending LSS, such that the relationship between beginning and ending
LSS will be stronger on teams with moderate, but not high nor low, levels of shared
leadership.

Team Trust Shaping LSS

To materially change a schema, the experience of a particular structure or event
should be coupled with other proximal experiences that render it more or less
attractive (Labianca et al., 2000). For example, if a team has a shared leadership
structure and experiences a productive team process, the positive reactions that
likely derive from the team experience may attach to the experience of the structure
itself. In this section, we propose that team trust serves to provide a positive
experience for individuals because of the way in which it meets psychological
needs. In this regard, in the presence of team trust, individuals may change their
preferences for shared leadership structures.
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Team trust is an expectation among team members that others will behave as
expected and not be opportunistic (Barczak et al., 2010; Jarvenpaa et al., 1998).
Though team trust may be affective in nature (McAllister, 1995) anchored in a
shared commitment to the goals of the team. In this paper, we examine the
cognitive side of trust, resting on team members’ predictability and reliability in
carrying out their agreed-upon tasks (Barczak er al., 2010). Team trust is a
powerful team state that shapes the nature of interactions among team members.
Teams with high team trust experience high levels of collaboration (Barczak et al.,
2010), commitment (Costa, 2003), and communication and coordination (Penar-
roja et al., 2013). Finally, trust is associated with satisfaction and shared
commitment (Yang and Mossholder, 2010). Because team trust influences the
perceived fit between psychological needs and supplies, we expect that team trust
will shape LSS both directly and in conjunction with team leadership structures.

We posit that team trust increases one’s LSS (preference for shared leadership)
through two processes. First, at the team level, team trust creates a climate in which
individuals with certain psychological needs find fulfillment. Trust rests on two
factors: assessments of the other party’s benevolence and ability (Mayer et al.,
1995). Benevolence refers to the assessment that the focal party has the alters’ best
interests in mind and is trying to do good by them. Ability refers to the focal party’s
view that the alters are capable of executing the task at hand (Mayer et al., 1995). In
teams with high team trust, members believe that members of the group have the
interests of the group at heart (e.g. benevolence) and are capable of contributing at
a high level (e.g. ability) to help realize team goals. This belief creates an openness
to shared leadership structures. Taken to its full limit, this mechanism allows for
the possibility of distributed influence and ultimately shared leadership (Bligh et
al., 2006). The key point here, though, is that team trust creates an openness to
shared leadership that is greater even without team trust. Individuals who
experience high team trust are more likely to have a greater preference for
shared leadership or a high LSS because of more positive assessments of member’s
benevolence and ability. In contrast, when members experience working in a team
that lacks trust, members will have lower preferences for LSS in the future because
their experience causes them to doubt or have less belief that other members are
capable of executing their tasks or that members have each other’s interest at heart.
By experiencing working in teams with low trust, members will be more skeptical

of working in teams with shared leadership structures in the future.
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The second mechanism operates at the individual team member level and is
related to the establishment of leadership roles within the team. DeRue and
Ashford (2010) conceptualize the process of leadership structure formation as
being shaped through an interrelated process of leadership claims and grants.
Individuals can make leadership claims by proposing a solution, calling a meeting,
or challenging existing processes. Then, leadership grants may accept the
proposal, attend the meeting, or change the process. Team trust, we suggest, is a
lubricant that allows the claiming and granting process to occur. Making a
leadership claim or grant requires taking a risk and can render the individual
vulnerable. For example, leadership claims run the risk of being rejected by others
while making leadership grants entail a risk because they cede greater control to
other team members. Thus, team trust provides a safety net that enables
individuals to assume the risks of making leadership grants and claims. In an
environment of high trust, more members are likely to claim (and be granted)
leadership roles, leading to the possibility of more shared leadership. In addition to
likely yielding more shared leadership within the team, team trust allows team
members to see the possibility of shared leadership because it reduces the risks
associated with multiple team members making leadership claims and grants. Asa
result, we predict that individuals within teams with greater team trust will
experience a shift in LSS toward a preference for shared leadership.

In the absence of team trust, we suspect that neither of those two mechanisms
functions to increase LSS. To the extent that team members do not trust one
another, allowing multiple members to take on the leadership role could seem
risky. A simpler structure, with one member assuming most of leadership duties
requires less team trust. Further, without team trust, it seems unlikely that
members will be open to each other’s leadership identity claims - reinforcing a
preference for hierarchical leadership. Thus, we hypothesize:

H3: Team trust is positively associated with ending LSS such that individuals in
teams with high team trust will have a higher preference for shared leadership
structures.

Team Leadership Structure Effects Moderated by Team Trust

In the two previous sections, we theorize about independent effects that team
leadership structures and team trust may have on the evolution of individual LSS.
In this section, we theorize that the two together more definitively shape the
evolution of individuals’ LSS. Specifically, we conceptualize team trust as a key
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component of the team experience which provides context to allow for the
assessment of the relative attractiveness of shared versus hierarchical leadership
structures. Prior research suggests that team member reactions to shared leader-
ship may be either positive or negative (Fitzgerald et al., 2013; Mehra et al., 20006).
We suggest that team trust allows team members to experience a shared leadership
structure positively.

Team trust plays two roles that allow team members to make sense out of the
shared leadership structure and arrive at an opinion about it that is not simply a re-
affirmation of previously held beliefs. First, team trust enables effective shared
leadership because it provides the foundation for team communication and
collaboration (Penarroja et al., 2013; Barczak et al., 2010). Not all distributed
leadership structures are the same. Indeed, there is evidence that some distributed
leadership structures are more fragmented (Mehra et al., 2006) and lead to
infighting (Barczak et al., 2010). While those might be measured as “‘shared’; in
practice they may not function that way. Within a high trust environment,
distributed leadership structures are more likely to be integrated and coordinated
(Barczak et al., 2010). Higher levels of coordination, fostered by trust, are likely to
lead to higher real and perceived team effectiveness. The combination of
coordination and effectiveness leads to the possibility of team members experien-
cing the shared leadership process positively and leads them to have a more shared
version of LSS at the end of the project rather than at the beginning.

In addition, the feeling of team trust per se can be a positive experience or state
for the team. That in turn shapes the rest of the of the perception of the team. In
effect, a high trust environment may lead team members to perceive the entire team
experience positively. Observers are often influenced by the “halo effect.”” Under
the halo effect, a positive experience or assessments in one area of team or group
functioning may lead to a more generally positive assessment of most, if not all,
areas of group functioning (Rosenweig, 2007; Sine et al., 2003; Henik and Tzeglov,
1985; Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). In fact, research confirms that leadership ratings
are susceptible to other relevant events or factors related to the group experience
(Larson et al., 1984; Lord et al., 1978). Such halo effects exist at the group level and
the level of organization as well (Rosenweig, 2007; Anderson and West, 1998). The
halo effect suggested here may also be the result of the positive mood, engendered
by team trust. Under the Affective Infusion Model (Forgas and Bower, 1987),
individuals’ perceptions of others are shaped by the perceiver’s mood, such
perceivers experiencing a positive mood are more likely to experience others

138



Nawaf Alabduljader, Bret Crane and N. Cohen

positively. Team trust can be a positive affective state, such a high team trust is
associated with positive moods for the team members.

By virtue of being part of a positive (or negative) experience, other elements of
the team experience can be viewed through a general positive (or negative) lens and
derive positive assessments as part of the overall team process, in spite of whether
the specific element contributed to team success or not. As such, team trust may
allow participants to perceive the overall team experience positively and attribute
that effect to the team leadership structure. In the absence of team trust, we
hypothesize that the confirmation effect described in the above-mentioned
Hypothesis 3 continues to hold.

H4: Team Trust moderates the relationship between team leadership structure
and ending LSS, such that in teams with high team trust and high shared leadership,
individuals’ LSS will shift toward a higher preference for shared leadership
structures, while teams with low team trust and high shared leadership will shift
toward a lower preference for shared leadership structures.

Method

Sample and Procedure

We tested our hypotheses in a multi-period sample of 621 undergraduate
students working in 107 project teams. The students were enrolled in a semester-
long introductory management course at an east coast United States business
school. We chose students as they provided an ideal situation of structuring their
own leadership structure, allowing us to get a variety of leadership structure in the
same context. We also ensured that we had enough of a sample size to test our
hierarchical linear models, as we needed a big enough sample of students nested in
teams. Students were randomly assigned to teams of 5-6 people and given a
semester-long project assignment that accounted for approximately one-third of
the course grade. Teams ranged in size from 5 to7 students, with a median size of 6.
The teams wrote a business case that allowed the team to illustrate a sampling of
concepts from the course. The output of the project was a 12-15-page group paper
outlining the case, the team’s analysis and the final group presentation.

We gathered data using surveys conducted throughout the duration of the
project. While the project itself was a required course component, participation in
the surveys was not. Students were awarded extra credit for participation in the
study which could be worth 1% of their course grade. Two surveys were
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conducted: Time 1 (T1) was during the first two weeks of the course and
immediately prior to team formation. Time 2 (T2) was 10 weeks after T1,
approximately 1 week prior to the end of the semester. At T1, we asked
participants to complete surveys measuring control variables and a leadership-
structure schema (LSS). 593 (96%) participants from 107 teams completed the
surveys at T1. After adjusting for missing data, we were left with a sample of 463
participants (75% of the sample). In this sample of 463 participants, 58% of
participants were white/Caucasian, 23% were Asian, 57 % were male, and average
age was 18 years.("

The same students were asked to complete the survey at T2, which measured
team level trust and team shared leadership and an individual-level LSS at T2. 594
of participants completed the survey at T2, for a response rate of 88%. We
excluded participants who did not complete the LSS scales at both T1 and T2 in
order to test how leadership structure schema evolved over time (Hypotheses 1-4).
After deleting missing data, the T2 sample for testing H1-4 comprised 464
participants. To ensure sufficient representation within any team, we excluded
two teams with less than three members providing usable data. Our analysis of H1-
4 was based on a sample of 459 members of 105 teams. In this sample, 60% of
participants were white/Caucasian, 21% were Asian, 57% were male, and average
age was 18.

Measures

Dependent Variable

Leadership Structure Schema (LSS). To measure respondents’ beliefs on
leadership structure we developed an 8-item scale for Leadership Structure
Schema (LSS). We followed a modified version of Hinkin’s (1995, 1998) approach
to develop the LSS scale for this study. The exploratory factor analysis was
conducted on the LSS scale (Table 1). We used the resulting 8-item scale in the
current study and measured each item on a 7-point-agree-to-disagree scale, where
1 = “totally disagree” and 7 = “‘totally agree.” A sample item includes “Teams
work better when there are multiple people leading.” All measures in the study
used this 7-point scale unless otherwise noted. A high score on this scale indicates a
preference for shared leadership structures. A low score on this scale indicates a
preference for hierarchical leadership structures. We conducted a CFA on the LSS
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scale for the current study population and found that it had a CFI of.90, RMSA
of.152 and a SRMR 0of.068. Cronbach alpha was.89 at T1 and.78 at T2.

The specific items are listed in Table 1. We tested those items in a separate
sample of 229 working professionals through Amazon Turk (MTurk). For each
item, we used a 7-point- -agree-to-disagree scale (e.g. 1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree). We conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on those data
using the promax rotation with power =2, pre-rotated using equamax rotation.
The EFA yielded the two-factor structure we predicted. However, the LSS
construct consisted of eight out of the original nine items loading on the factor.
The LCS factor consisted of six out of the original nine items. The resulting factor
structure with item factor loadings is reported in Table 2. The Cronbach’s alpha
for the LSS scale was .935.

To further validate this instrument, we implemented the LSS scale in an
additional population of 216 respondents through MTurk. We conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on those 216 participants using MPlus
(Muthén and Muthén, 2011) and found that 8- item LSS factors had an acceptable
fit (x*(20)=167.6, CFI=.911, RMSEA = .185, SRMR = .047). The alpha for LSS
was .942.

Finally, we implemented the scale in another sample from MTurk, which
included 286 respondents. In this sample, in addition to the LSS scale, we asked
respondents to complete the 4-item scales of Learning Goal Orientation and
Performance Goal Orientation (Steele-Johnson et al., 2008), the 6-item scales of
Compassionate (Group Oriented) Goals and Self-Oriented Goals (Crocker and
Canevello, 2008), the 8-Item Need for Status scales (Flynn et al., 20006), the 7-Item
Preference for Group Work scale (Shaw et al., 2000) and the 7-Item Individual
Competitiveness scale (Cassidy and Lynn, 1991). In this sample, we first reconfirmed
the factor structure using CFA and reconfirmed the internal reliability of the LSS
scale. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and found that LSS scale
had an adequate, though not a superior fit (x*(20) =241.8, CFI=.879,
RMSEA =.20, SRMR =.048). The alpha for LSS was. 929. In this final sample,
we also examined the convergent and discriminant validity of the LSS scale by
examining the correlations of LSS to the other possibly related scales in the sample.
As we expected, Individual Competitiveness was negatively correlated with LSS.
Also consistent with our original prediction, Learning Goal Orientation was
positively correlated with LSS, but Performance Goal Orientation was not.
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Finally, Compassionate Goals were positively associated with LSS, while Self-
Interested Goals were not correlated with LSS.

Table 1
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Team Leadership Schema

Leadership Leadership
Structure  Competitiveness

Item # Item content Schema (LSS) Schema (L.CS)

1  Teams work better when there are multiple people leading. 0.81

2 Leadership cannot be shared among team members. (Reverse) -

3 There must be only one leader in a team. (Reverse) 0.85

4 If one person is leading, all others must be following or taking directions. (Reverse) 0.53

5 Leader is one role that must be performed by only one person at a time. (Reverse) 0.79

6  Teams are more successful when only one person i leading. (Reverse) 0.84

7 When multiple people share leadership in the team, better work can be produced. 0.88

8  When multiple people share leadership within a team, good ideas are generated. 0.86

9  Having more than one person lead on a team makes the team mefficient. (Reverse) 0.79
10 Leaders have more status or prestige than other team members. 0.60
11  Bemg the leader of a team means you are better than the others. -
12 Team members will compete with others for leadership roles. 0.64
13 People become leaders by competing with others for the role. 0.65
14 The leadership role is a prize to be won by a member of the team. 0.59
15  Being perceived as the team's leader is valuable. 0.67

16  Leadership is something we are obliged to do if called. -
17 People become leaders when others ask them to do so. -
18  People get ahead in life by being leaders. 0.62

N=229 Individuals
EFA conducted with promax rotation, power=2, pre-rotated with equimax rotation

Independent Variables and Moderators

Team Trust. We assessed team trust using four items from Kirkman et al. (2006). A
sample item is “My team members have a high degree of trust between each other.”
Cronbach alpha was. 90. We aggregated individual responses to the team level. To test
the validity of aggregating trust (Klein et al., 2001) we calculated the intra-class
correlation coefficients (ICCs), ICC(1) and ICC(2) and Rwg(j). The resulting statistics
were Rwg(j) =.74, ICC (1) =.08, ICC (2) =.30. These results were mixed in terms of
justifying aggregation. As Rwg(j) was the primary metric for aggregation, we deferred
to that in aggregating team trust to the team level of analysis.

Shared Leadership. We assessed shared team leadership by measuring team
leadership density using a social network approach (Carson et al., 2007). Density is
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defined as the “overall level of interaction of various kinds reported by members”
(Sparrowe et al.,2001). Thus, leadership density is a measure of the total amount of
leadership displayed by team members as perceived by the members of the team.
As described by Carson et al. (2007), the density measure can be a good
operationalization of shared leadership since, at high levels of density, leadership
must be shared by or distributed among many team members.

In the T2 survey, team members rated the extent to which each of their peers
provided leadership to the team. The specific question was “For each member
(including yourself), please assess the extent to which that person provides
leadership to your team.” Participants assessed each team member on a scale of
1 = “notatall”to7 = ““toavery great extent.” The resulting data set was an NxN
matrix of leadership assessments, where N was the size of the team. From this
matrix we calculated team leadership density as the total of all responses within the
team divided by the total possible responses in the team (Sparrowe et al., 2001).
Forexample, if the team has 5 members, the maximum possible of all responses for
the team is 175, which is the denominator of the team leadership density
calculation. If, across the team, members receive a total of 110 valued responses
(averaging 4.4), then the density of the team is 110/175 = 62.8%. We adjusted
these statistics to account for missing respondents by considering the missing
responses as being the average of those provided by the participating team
members (Sparrowe et al., 2001).

Control Variables. We included several demographic control values. Respon-
dents reported their age in years. Respondents also reported their sex (0: “‘male™, 1:
“female”) and their ethnicity/race (e.g. white, Asian, Hispanic, African or African
American, or others). 80% of our sample of participants were either white or Asian.
Therefore, we re-coded ethnicity/race into two dummy variables: white for which 1 =
“White,” 2= “not White”’; Asian for which 1= “Asian,” 2 = “not Asian.”

We also controlled for the individual’s Big Five Personality. We used the
International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) to measure personality in the T1
survey (Goldberg, 1992). The IPIP is a 50-item instrument with ten items for
each of the five personality constructs: extraversion, agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience. The full set of items can be
obtained from the following web site, http://ipip.ori.org/new_ipip-50-item-sca-
le.htm.. Prior research shows that personality traits such as agreeableness and
extraversion may influence leadership outcomes and leadership emergence
(Judge et al., 2002), so we included all five constructs in our analysis in order to
maintain the psychometric properties of the entire scale (Alterman et al., 2003;
Smith et al., 2000).
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Finally, we controlled for Leadership Identity. Beyond core personality, an
individual’s views about his or her own leadership may shape that individual’s
preference for shared leadership. Leadership identity is defined as the extent to
which an individual sees him or herself as a leader (Van Iddekinge et al., 2009;
Harms et al., 2007; Chan and Drasgow, 2001). Leadership identity is generally
associated with high individual competitiveness and achievement orientation
(Chan and Drasgow, 2001) that can discourage individuals from sharing the
leadership role with others (Coleman, 2004). Given that individuals seek situa-
tions that match their preferences, individuals who hold positive leadership
identity are more likely to prefer hierarchical leadership structures as this will
allow them to experience a leadership role. We assessed Leadership Identity by
using the nine-item Affective Identity factor of the Motivation to Lead (MTL)
scale (Chan and Drasgow, 2001). A sample item is “I am the type of person who
likes to be in charge of others.”

Analytical Considerations

To analyze the development of individuals’ LSS over time (Team effects, H1-4)
we use Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM- Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992). We
used HLM because the data in the present study are multi-level in nature with
participants nested within teams and because our theory and analysis occur at
multiple levels of analysis. Specifically, the dependent variable, LSS T2, is an
individual level construct, while the predictor variables (team trust and team
leadership structure) are at the team level of analysis. Our hypotheses predict that
significant variance in team members’ ending LSS can be explained by both team
and individual level effects. Hypotheses 1-4 are cross-level effects and HLM is well
suited for these cross-level effects as it allows the researcher to test the relationships
between team level variables and individual level variables (Bryk and Rauden-
bush, 1992). In particular, HLM overcomes the assumption that the outcome
variable (LSS T2) is purely independent of a group level effect such as team
experience.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Tables 2 and 3 provide the means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and
correlations of the measures and variables used in the study. Table 2 displays the
individual level variables, while Table 3 displays the team-level variables.
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Table 2

Individual-Level Variables Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

(N =463 Individual Members)

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 18.27 0.68
2. Female 0.43 0.50 157"
3. White 0.58 0.49 -081  -.042
4. Asian 0.23 0.42 123° 022 -.6497
5. Openness to Experience 5.15 0.78 -104"  -117° 195 197 0.75
6. Conscientiousness 5.19 0.99 -.015 .069 070 -.100" .110" 0.86
7. Extraversion 4.97 1.05 -071 042 24277 -1917° 359 041 0.87
8. Agreeableness 5.64 0.84 -043 1417 029 005 2027 1777 163 0.82
9. Neuroticism 3.22 0.97 -056 175 -074 12777 25377 2259 2377 142" 0.82
10. Leadership Identity 5.15 1.10 010 -.090 23177 -198"" 364" 228" 462" 035 -215" 0.88
11. Leadership Structure ~ 4.29 1.20 013 .096* 020 -066 .001 .037  .036 .174" -052 -.094" 0.89
Schema (LSS) T1
12. Leadership Structure  4.19 0.91 -107% 072 -037 .039 -011 -037 -112° 076  .027 -098 .293** (.78
Schema (LSS) T2
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Table 3
Team Level Variables Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
(N =105 Teams)

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2
1. Team Trust 5.17 0.59 .090
2. Team Leadership Density 54.38 12.34 0.082

HLM Results for Evolution Hypotheses: Team Effects on Individual LSS

Preliminary Analysis

Table 4 summarizes the results from hierarchical linear modeling (HLM)
analyses for Hypotheses 1-4. Our hypotheses suggest that team level variables
constructs team trust and team leadership density influence on an individuals’ LSS
at T2 after accounting for his or her LSS at T1. As indicated in Model 6, we found
significant between team variability (7oo =.053, p =.041) in LSS T2. Calculating
ICC (1) values for LSS T2 indicated that 6 percent of the variance in team
member’s LSS at T2 was between teams, and 94 percent was within teams (Liao
and Rupp, 2005). This contrasted with the results of the similar test at T1, in which
99.9% of the variance in LSS T1 was at the individual level.
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Table 4
Results of Hierarchical Linear Modeling for Effects on LSS Time 2

Variable 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
(Null) Baseline
Level I- Intercept
as Outcome
LSS1 ~10 214%% 213%% 208%*  213%* 207** 214%*% 214%* 208** 213%* 207** 216%* .209%*

Level 2 - Intercept Trust Y01 (Trust) Jd6s5*  163*  167*  .163*  .172*% 127 (133

Effect Density 02 (den- .002  .004 -.004 .002 .001  .003 .002 .008 -.001 .001
sity)
Density”> 03 (Density .000  .000 -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000
squared)
Level 2 - Slope Effect
Density 11 (Den- .006* -.000 .007* -.002 -.003
sity)
Density? 712 (Density .000 .000 .000
squared)
Level 2 - Intercept Effect Trust X Y04 013 .014*
of Interaction Term Density
Intercept (L2 variance) T00 053 .067 .065 .068 .065 .068 .058 .054 .058 .054 .059 .047 .049
Slope (L2 variance) T .020 .021  .019 .021 .019 .018 019 .019 .019 019 022 .021
Within-team (L1) variance r(0?) 774 664 663 656  .663  .656  .665 .666  .655 .666  .654  .664  .653
Reduction in slope variance * - 10% - 19% - 0% - 0% - 5%
Reduction in Intercept Var- 3% - 3% - 13%  19% 19% - 30% -
iance ®
Deviance ° 1210 1162.7 1162.5 1157.7 1162.4 1157.6 1158.1* 1158.1 1153.0* 1158.1 1152.7 1154.5 1148.3*
# Reduction calculated by comparing to previous model.

® Models compared to Baseline Model. N =459, individual team members, 105 teams *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
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Baseline Prediction: LSS T2 is Related to LSS T1.

Hypothesis 1 suggests that LSS T2 would be positively associated with LSS T1.
Model 7 includes LSS T1 (using grand mean centering) as a predictor of LSS T2.
As indicated in Model 7, LSS T1 was positively related to LSS T2 (v =.21,
p<.001). In this baseline model, the ICC (1) value indicates that 9% of the
variance resided at the team level. That is, after including LSS T1 as a level one
predictor, the amount of variance attributable to team level effects increases

compared to the null model. These results support Hypothesis 1.

The Moderating Effect of Shared Leadership:

Hypothesis 2 predicts that shared leadership will moderate the relationship
between LSS T1 and LSS T2 with a curvilinear relationship. Specifically, we
predict that individuals on teams with either very high-shared leadership or very
low shared leadership would demonstrate a weaker relationship between LSS T1
and LSS T2. To test this hypothesis we examined the cross-level effect of team
leadership density squared on the slope of the relationship between LSS T1 and
LSS T2.

To test cross-level moderating effects, we start only with a model with main
effects, followed by the cross-level effects. Taking this two-step approach is
necessary to evaluate whether team leadership density explains the variance in
slopes across teams (Aguinis ef al., 2013). In Model 8 we enter the linear team
leadership density variable as a level 2 predictor influencing the level 1 intercept,
and the result is not significant (yyp, =.002, p=.600). Next, in Model 9 we enter the
linear shared leadership variable as a level 2 predictor influencing the level 1 slope
coefficient. As indicated in Model 9, shared leadership is a significant predictor of
the strength of the relationship (the slope coefficient) between LSS T1 and LSS T2
(711=.006, p=.015), such higher levels of shared leadership strengthen the
relationship between LSS T1 and LSS T2.

After testing the cross-level effect of the linear shared leadership (Models 8 and
9), we begin examining our primary hypothesis by including the squared term of
team leadership to assess the curvilinear effect hypothesized. The curvilinear
hypothesis predicts that at extreme levels (high shared leadership or high
hierarchical leadership) will weaken the effect of LSS T1 on LSS T2. We apply

the same two-step approach used when testing the effect of the linear shared
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leadership. Specifically, in Model 10 we enter the linear and squared effect of
density on the intercept. Both the effect of shared leadership (o, =.002, p=.618)
and shared leadership squared (v93 =.000, p=.782) on the intercept are
statistically insignificant. Next, in Model 11, we include the linear and squared
effect of shared leadership on the slope. As indicated in Model 11, the effect of
shared leadership squared on the slope is not statistically significant (y;,=.000,
p=.656). In Model 16 we include the intercept effect of trust to Model 10. That is,
while Model 10 focuses specifically on H2, Model 16 tests both the cross-level
interaction effect of shared leadership squared (H2) as well as the cross-level
intercept effect of trust (H3) simultancously. Again, we do not find a statistically
significant effect of density squared on the slope of the relationship between
LSS T1 and LSS T2 (,,=.000, p=.571, Model 16). Therefore, hypothesis 2 is not
supported.

We also investigate the /inear moderating effect of team leadership density
(Model 9, Model 14). Model 14 also includes the intercept effect of team trust. The
effect of shared leadership on the slope is significant in Model 14 (v, =.007,
p=.012). To interpret the cross-level moderating effect, we plot simple slopes for
the grand means and + /- 1 SD of LSS T1 and Density predicting LSS T2. Figure 2
shows that the within-team effect of LSS T1 on LSS T2 is moderated by the
between-group effects of team leadership density, with the relationship stronger
under high density. The overall pattern of results indicates that high shared
leadership moderates (strengthens) the development of LSS from T1 to T2, but
that low shared leadership has no effect on this relationship. This set of findings
deserves further exploration that is beyond the scope of this paper. However, one
possible explanation is that shared leadership, while not a very new phenomenon,
remains a novel concept in use in a minority of organization designs. Research on
perceptions suggests that people’s attention is drawn to novel stimuli (Johnston et
al., 1990). In this case, exposure to high density (shared leadership) structures
draws attention allowing for a moderating effect.
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Figure 2: Cross-Level Interaction Effect of Density on the Relationship between LSST1-T2
The Main Effect of Team Trust:

Hypothesis 3 predicts that individuals on teams with high team trust will have
higher LSS at T2 compared to individuals in teams with low trust. We test this
hypothesis by modeling the intercept effect of team trust. We regress the intercept
coefficient obtained from the level 1 model on team trust at level 2, controlling for
LSS at T1. Model 12 includes the intercept effect of team trust only (H3), and
Model 16 includes the intercept effect of trust as well as the slope effect of team
density squared (H2). As reported in Models 12 and 16 team trust demonstrate a
significant and positive effect on LSS T2 (719=.165, p=.047, Model 12; v,o=.172,
p=.038, Model 16). Therefore, hypothesis 3 is supported.

The Interaction of Team Trust and Shared Leadership:

Hypothesis 4 predicts that the effect of Shared leadership on individual level
LSS at T2 differs based on the level of team trust. In H2, we predict that individuals
who experience particularly extreme versions of either shared or hierarchical
leadership (i.e. very high or very low density) will simply reinforce their LSS at T'1
in the form of LSS at T2; hence the focus of H2 is on the effect of shared leadership
on the slope of the relationship between LSS at T1 and LSS at T2. In contrast, in H4
we predict that if individuals experience high trust and high shared leadership, they
will change their LSS by shifting in favor of a stronger preference for shared
leadership. Analogously, if they experience low trust and high shared leadership,
they would be more likely to shift their preferences toward hierarchical leadership,
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or low LSS. Thus, in H4 we are interested on how the combination of trust and
shared leadership influences ending LSS at T2, independent of, but controlling for
of starting LSS at T1. Therefore, in H4, we examine intercept effects.

To test H4, we construct a team-level (level 2) interaction term in which team
trust interacts with shared leadership (Model 17, Table 4) and regresses the level 1
intercept coefficient (LSS T2) on the interaction term. As indicated in Model 17,
the interaction of team trust with shared leadership does not reveal a significant
positive effect on the intercept (v94 =.013 p=.061). Yet, the model with the
interaction term (Model 17), accounts for 30% of the variance in the intercept
(LSS T2). In other words, collectively, the main effects of team trust and shared
leadership, and the interaction of team trust and shared leadership explain 30% of
the variance in team’s average LSS score at T2. Finally, we include all hypothesized
relationships (hypothesis 2-4) in Model 18. That is, compared to Model 17, we also
include the slope effect of both team leadership density and team leadership density
squared in Model 18. As reported in Model 18, the interaction of team trust with
shared leadership shows a statistically significant positive effect on the intercept
(3g4 =.014 p=.036, Model 18), supporting H4. Overall, there is partial support for
H4.

To interpret the effect of the interaction of team trust and shared leadership on
the intercept (LSS T2), we plot the interaction in Figure 3. The graph of the
interaction shows that in teams with high team trust and high shared leadership,
individuals’ preferences for shared leadership increase. In comparison, individuals
in teams with high shared leadership but low team trust display the lowest LSS at
T2. More specifically, on average, individuals in teams with high team trust and
high shared leadership have the highest LSS at T2, while individuals in teams with
low team trust and high shared leadership have the lowest LSS at T2, lower than
individuals in teams with low shared leadership. The pattern of results supports
our hypothesis that solely experiencing shared leadership structure may not be
sufficient to increase individual preferences for shared leadership. Rather, trust
plays an important part in the way individuals perceive the attractiveness of shared
leadership.
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Figure 3: Level 2 Interaction Effect of Team Trust and Team Leadership
Density on Individual LSS T2.

Discussion

Our objective in this paper is to build and test theory regarding the antecedents
and development of Leadership Structure Schema (LSS). Although DeRue and
Ashford’s (2010) work on leadership identity negotiation and LSS captured many
researchers’ attention, there is a surprising lack of work devoted to examining
various aspects of LSS. To our knowledge, none has focused empirically on the
factors that may shape the formation and evolution of this key preference. Thus,
the major contribution of our study is in explicating the contours and dimensions
of LSS, bringing it from theory into grounded empirics and practice.

Our set of hypotheses examines the effects on one’s LSS from a specific team
experience. Here we have three sets of findings. First, team trust shapes a given
individual’s preference for shared leadership. When team trust is high, people
gravitate toward a preference for shared leadership. This is likely because team
trust opens individuals up to the possibilities of more fluidity in team management
and role definitions. Second, we find that trust interacts with the actual structure
enacted to increase the effect on LSS. When the team enacts a shared leadership
structure, the level of team trust determines whether members react positively or
not. In a high trust team, team members see the value and potential of shared
leadership and their LSS shifts toward a greater preference for shared leadership.
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However, in a low trust scenario, members do not react favorably to the shared
leadership structure. Thus, we find evidence that trust may be necessary for
making shared leadership function and for building comfort among team
members with it. Without trust, shared leadership is complex and possibly
threatening, leading members to retreat to a preference for simple, more well
understood models of leadership such as hierarchical leadership.

Our third finding is that when people are in teams with shared leadership, their
previously held LSS is reinforced and held more strongly. In teams with
hierarchical leadership, according to our finding, individuals’ preferences regard-
ing leadership structures are less likely to be reinforced. This finding deserves more
exploration. One possible explanation is that shared leadership represents the
“new” phenomenon, coming on the heels of hierarchical leadership as the
predominant model. The presence of the new and novel awakens one’s cognitive
processing and draws our attention to the situation. However, without additional
new information with which to evaluate the scenario (e.g. team trust) individuals’
confirmation biases dominate and they revert to their prior held beliefs.

In this paper, we focus our theory and empirics on a general form of LSS, a
general preference for shared leadership (or not) that individuals hold more or less
independent of the specific situation. Though we don’t explore it in this paper, we
also believe that individuals can hold a situation specific LSS. A situation specific,
or contingent, LSS would have the form of a preference for leadership in this team
or at this time. For example, individuals may prefer hierarchical leadership during
times of crisis or when team members lack sufficient skills to share in a leading role.
We believe there is a need for future research which examines the range of
contingencies and integrates them with our more general view.

Theoretical Contributions

First, our paper of findings contributes to the theory on the role of LSS on team
leadership. Specifically, our findings build on prior research that examines the
effect of LSS on team processes (Evans ez al., 2021), by reversing the relationship
and examining the effect of team climate (team trust) on the LSS development. In
other words, we find that team trust impacts individuals’ preferences for a shared
leadership structure. Second, our finding that team trust impacts the development
of LSS demonstrates the malleability of LSS, and so builds on the theory regarding
the construct of LSS (DeRue and Ashford, 2010). In other words, we find that
individuals’ LSS can be impacted based on their team experiences.
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Third, we build on the theory regarding shared leadership. While prior research
examines some antecedents when teams choose shared or hierarchical leadership
such as examining an internal team environment (e.g. a shared purpose, shared
support) and team characteristics (team heterogeneity, a team size), scholars
recognize the need to examine other antecedents to deepen our understanding of
the factors that influence the emergence of a specific leadership structure (Wu et al.,
2020; Zhu et al., 2018). Recent research examines LSS as an antecedent to the
successful development of shared or hierarchical leadership structures, which
impacts team effectiveness and performance, team attitudes (e.g., team satisfac-
tion), as well as individual-level attitudes (Evans et al., 2021). We build on this
research by showing that team trust may be an initial climate necessary for the
development of LSS, before the team is formed to select a leadership structure.

For example, the prior theory and empirical findings suggest that individuals
with an LSS for shared leadership are more likely to prefer shared leadership and
thus are more likely to engage in behaviors necessary for the success of shared
leadership, such as self-motivation and self-direction (Zhu et al., 2018). In
contrast, individuals with an LSS for hierarchical leadership are more likely to
grant leadership responsibilities and behaviors to other individuals, thereby
granting those responsibilities of motivation and direction to others in the
group. In teams where members have different LSS (some prefer shared, others
prefer hierarchical leadership), conflict may arise (i.e. who is the leader),
disengagement may increase, thereby less effective team function and team
performance (Evans et al., 2021; Liam et al., 2018; DeRue et al., 2015; DeRue
and Ashford, 2010). Therefore, prior research suggests that when members have
different preferences of a leadership structure, team functioning may, therefore,
suffer. We build on this prior research that examines individual differences for
different leadership structures by demonstrating that team-level constructs such as
team trust can play an important role in shaping individuals’ preferences for
leadership structures. Our findings suggest that without team trust, members’
preferences for shared leadership may be diminished, which can impact their roles
in the team, and can possibly have an impact on their preferences and views of
leadership structures in later teams.

We also contribute to the limited theory on the construct of LSS. Our theory
and empirics point to a complex view on the durability of LSS. On the one hand,
our stage 1 examination - and our measurement approach - find evidence for LSS
as a construct close to a trait, an individual difference that endures through time
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and is independent of situation and context. On the other hand, our theory and
findings in stage 2 support a view that LSS is malleable over time. Our findings
focus on students early in their careers. And so the team intervention can be one of
a small number of data points that fuel or shape their perspectives on team
leadership. Thus, a new experience that adds meaningfully to an individual’s
experience set can lead to a shift to his or her LSS. This is consistent with, though
slightly different in tone from the views of Labianca ez al. (2000) who focus on a
profound change in an environment leading to shifts in schemas.

Managerial Implications

Our two-stage model provides distinct implications and guidance for practi-
cing managers. First, we note that individuals’ experiences in teams and the
leadership structure in them may affect their preferences for hierarchical or shared
leadership. This points to the role managers and leaders can have in shaping team
processes. While shared leadership suggests having positive effects on team
outcomes without positive team trust, this form of leadership may result in
individuals developing less favorable preferences for this structure of leadership in
the future. Accordingly, the results suggest that building team trust may be a
necessary precondition for managers before attempting to create shared leadership
teams. Second, the results indicate that LSS is an interesting hybrid of stable and
malleable. This provides management with the latitude to shape team members’
perspectives proactively, either through well managed team experiences or
through their own advocacy for particular team preferences and behaviors. This
is the spot for leaders to drive team culture and climate. As a result, there is a risk in
leaving the team unmanaged, that the prior held beliefs can be simply reinforced or
that the beliefs of others might infiltrate the team as a whole. Finally, the role of
trust in solidifying the positive perspectives on shared leadership present
opportunities for management. Alternatively, actively engaging the mechanisms
that promote team trust can have effects at both the team and individual levels.

From a practical perspective, the finding that team trust impacts LSS suggests
that organizations can shape individual’s preferences for shared leadership. For
example, organizations that wish to create shared leadership need to pay special
attention to first building team trust. This is because the prior research suggests
that alignment between members on a leadership structure (shared or hierarchical)
influences the effectiveness of the development of leadership structure, as well as
the effectiveness of the team (Evans ef al., 2021; Wu et al., 2020). For example,
when members have the same LSS, with a preference towards shared leadership,
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they are more likely to interact, share responsibility and take accountability
(Evans et al., 2021). However, when members have different LSS, there is more
likely to be conflict over leadership. In other words, individuals’ LSS influences
how members interact with one another how much responsibility each member
undertakes (Evans et al., 2021; DeRue et al., 2015; DeRue and Ashford, 2010).
These differences in LSS, then, influence the team processes and team outcomes, as
well as individuals’ attitudes towards working in the team. Without first building
team trust, members may have different schemas on the leadership structure, and
this may increase the likelihood of conflict or failed leadership process.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

Though this research advances our understanding of LSS, it has its own set of
limitations and boundary conditions which, in turn, frame a future research
agenda. One limitation of this study is the use of a student sample. Prior
researchers have documented the possible weaknesses to generalizability of
student samples (Levitt and List, 2007). While acknowledging this limitation, we
see the student sample in this study as a good first step in the testing of our theory.
Students, earlier in their careers and in life, are more likely to be susceptible to live
interventions (Waterman, 1982) and changes in leadership schema. Indeed, while
we note in our theory section that schemas are more likely to change only in times
of major turbulence, the fact that college freshmen are early in their “careers,” this
early/first team experience can be quite salient. This is confirmed by the empirical
portion of the study which shows that a small, but significant, portion of the
variance in future LSS is a function of the focal team experience. Thus, the student
sample presents a good ‘“‘rule out” test of our theory. If it does not hold in this
population, then it is not likely to hold elsewhere. The next step, then, is to test
those theories in other populations beyond students.

Though our findings point to a team experience shaping one’s LSS, they are
limited by the time horizon of the empirical test. The team experience in our study
is relatively short and not the centerpiece of the participants’ work/school
experience. Further, we measure ending LSS immediately after the team
experience, rather than further in the future. While it is encouraging that we find
results in this short window, the study opens up several new questions. For
example, does this shift in LSS persist over time? Schyns et al. (2011) suggest that
developmental interventions may have an impact on one’s schemas and Labianca
et al. (2000) suggests that major organizational change or shock can serve similarly
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as an intervention. Yet, in each of these cases there is still limited information as to
the degree of intervention required to effect a lasting change. A more complete
research design would include a longer period of measurement and experimental
conditions that vary the degree of intervention within one team project and among
multiple team experiences.

Our third finding is that when people are within teams with shared leadership,
their previously held LSS is reinforced and held more strongly. Within teams with
hierarchical leadership, according to our findings, individuals’ preferences
regarding leadership structures are less likely to be reinforced. This finding
deserves more exploration. One possible explanation is that shared leadership
represents the “‘new’” phenomenon, coming on the heels of hierarchical leadership
as the predominant model. The presence of the new and novel phenomenon
awakens one’s cognitive processing and draws our attention to the situation.
However, without additional new information with which to evaluate the scenario
(e.g. team trust) individuals’ confirmation biases dominate and they revert to our
prior held beliefs.

In this paper, we focus our theory and empirics on a general form of LSS, a
general preference for shared leadership (or not) that individuals hold more or less
independent of the specific situation. Our framing, theory, and empirical design
examines LSS as a general belief held by individuals that they apply to most or all
group and team situations. A different, but related issue is whether individuals hold
an LSS related to a specific team or group. Though we don’t explore it in this paper,
we also believe that individuals can hold a situation specific LSS. A situation specific,
or contingent, LSS would have the form of a preference for leadership in this team or
at this time. For example, individuals may prefer hierarchical leadership during times
of crisis or when team members lack sufficient skills to share in a leading role. We
believe there is a need for future research which examines the range of contingencies
and integrates them with our more general view.

The concept of a specific LSS might be more related to a team mental model
(Mohammed and Klimoski, 2000) or a team climate (Eisenbeiss er al., 2008)
Similarly, our theory and empirics are situated in a US business school. So, though
there are likely multiple cultural frames of reference within our population, ours is
still a US centric view. Exploration of other cultural overlays is an important next
step in the overall research stream.

Finally, our study is one of the first to examine the drivers of leadership schema
formation, exploring the impact of real time experience. Our examination of the
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drivers of LSS, though, is simply a starting point. We and other researchers will
need to examine the evolutionary paths of any myriad of schemas, but certainly
those that have their roots in both early developmental activities and socially
influenced situations. Within the management literature, this could include
implicit theories of voice (Detert and Edmondson, 2011) and Implicit Theories
of Mentorship (Ragins and Verbos, 2007). In each case, the essential questions are,
“What shapes this schema a priori? How sensitive is it to the next current
experience? and “What are the factors that shape it in society and in the
workplace?”’

Conclusion

The advent of Leadership Schemas such as Leadership Structure Schemas
(LSS) reflect the changing landscape of group, team, and organization leadership
models in use today. With greater prevalence of shared and distributed leadership
models, individuals reach for new cognitive models with which to make sense of
and assess their group and team functioning. In this paper, we continue the
exploration of LSS by examining the factors that shape it, both early and over
time. We find that members preferences for leadership structures evolve based on
their experiences, suggesting ways to shape individuals’ leadership models.
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