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Resumo: 

 

Conforme indicado pela literatura na área, a adoção de um estilo coletivo de liderança 

pode se adequar bem ao contexto das organizações públicas, visto que a distribuição da 

liderança reflete o caráter representativo e participativo deste tipo de organização (Currie 

et al., 2011; J.-L. Denis et al., 2012; Van Wart, 2011). Contudo, apesar da importância 

deste tópico para a Administração Pública, apenas alguns estudos testam as características 

do time que podem levar ao florescimento deste tipo de liderança e seus efeitos no 

ambiente de trabalho. Para preencher esta lacuna, exploramos como a existência um clima 

organizacional caracterizado pela segurança participativa (um clima caracterizado por 

propósito compartilhado, apoio social e voz) pode facilitar o surgimento de formas plurais 

de liderança. Além disso, investigamos como a distribuição de liderança pode impactar 

um importante indicador organizacional: rotatividade. Para testar estes efeitos, realizamos 

uma pesquisa com 98 escolas da rede pública de ensino da cidade do Rio de Janeiro. 

Nossos resultados mostram a importância da existência de um clima organizacional 

favorável para o surgimento da liderança compartilhada. Além disso, mostramos que a 

distribuição de liderança tem efeitos positivos na redução dos índices de rotatividade. 

Palavras-Chave: Liderança Compartilhada; Participação; Clima Organizacional; 

Rotatividade; Administração Pública 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Abstract: 

 

As pointed out in the previous literature, a collective style of leadership may be a 

good fit for public organizations, as leadership distribution reflects the representative and 

participatory character of such bureaucracies (Currie et al., 2011; J.-L. Denis et al., 2012; 

Van Wart, 2011). However, despite the importance of the topic, only a few works test the 

empirical effects of shared leadership or team characteristics that can help the 

flourishment of plural leadership forms. To fill this gap, we will explore how the existence 

of an organizational climate characterized by participative safety (a climate characterized 

by shared purpose, social support, and voice) can facilitate the emergence of this type of 

leadership.  In addition, we investigate how the distribution of leadership can impact an 

important organizational indicator: turnover. To test these effects, we conducted a survey 

with 98 schools of the public education system of the city of Rio de Janeiro. Our results 

show the importance of the existence of a favorable organizational climate for the 

emergence of shared leadership. In addition, the distribution of leadership has positive 

effects on the reduction of turnover ratings. 

 

Key Words: Shared Leadership; Participation; Organizational Climate; Turnover; Public 

Administration  
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1 - Introduction: 

 

In later decades, the field of Public Administration has been exploring the role of 

leadership and its impacts on several outcomes in the public sphere (Getha-Taylor, 

Holmes, Jacobson, Morse, & Sowa, 2011; Van Slyke & Alexander, 2006; Van Wart, 

2013; Vogel & Masal, 2015). Scholarly research has focused on investigating the effects 

of the leader on individual and group-level attitudes and behaviors of public servants and, 

importantly, job performance (Van Wart, 2013; Vogel & Masal, 2015). However, most 

of the existent literature had adopted a vertical approach to leadership, disregarding the 

integrative and participative nature of the public administration domain and the need for 

managing in a collaborative and shared way (Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Jesper & 

Villadsen, 2010) 

The need for collaborative leadership emerges from the foundations of democracy 

and the need for representation in public bureaucracies (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; 

Newell, 2008). Thus, sharing leadership allows team members to assume, depending on 

individual skills and availability, leading functions that make the public machine work 

(Van Wart, 2013).  

Previous research has shown that such form of leadership is suitable for 

governmental institutions, specifically in the health, education and project management 

settings (Currie, Grubnic, & Hodges, 2011; Currie, Lockett, & Suhomlinova, 2009; 

Ospina, 2017; Tian, Risku, & Collin, 2016; White, Currie, & Lockett, 2016; Woods, 

2004), which are knowledge-based organizations characterized by task complexity and 

highly qualified employees, whom are  more prone to take leadership roles and 

responsibilities (J.-L. Denis et al., 2012; Craig L. Pearce, 2004; Craig L. Pearce & Manz, 

2005). For this reason, we will test the impact of shared leadership in schools from a 

public system in Brazil.  

Schools are not only one of the most adequate setting for the emergence of plural 

forms of leadership (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Leithwood et al., 2008), they also are 

the most common public bureaucracy in many countries (Raffel, 2007) and represent an 

average of 11% of the total government expenditure of OECD countries (OECD, 2018). 

Therefore, looking into public education central to research on Public Administration.  



Previous research shows the effect of shared leadership in important indicators, 

such as performance, productivity, commitment and innovation (Lacerenza & Salas, 

2017). Looking into the literature on education, there are also positive effects on teaching 

quality and students’ outcomes (Gumus et al, 2018). Still, most of the work in the PA area 

is theoretical or focus in the institutional contexts that can influence the distribution of 

leadership (see (Currie, Lockett, et al., 2009)). Yet, only a few works test the empirical 

effects of shared leadership or team characteristics that can help the flourishment of plural 

leadership forms. 

In a review of shared leadership, Lacerenza and Salas (2017) not only show the 

most common effects of the variable but also the conditions that facilitate the emergency 

of this process of leadership. The most common predictor of shared leadership is an 

internal team environment, which indicates a climate characterized by shared purpose, 

social support, and voice (Serban & Roberts, 2016). However, most of the empirical work 

on antecedents is made on private organizations. Due to the differences between public 

and private settings and the specificity of public leadership (Rainey, 2003; Van Wart, 

2013), we believe it is important to test the importance of the antecedents in the specific 

setting of public organizations. Therefore, we will test if having a positive internal 

environment, using the variable Participative Safety, will facilitate the distribution of 

leadership in the public context. 

Apart from the antecedents for the emergence of shared leadership, we believe 

that such a collaborative climate and participative decision making have a direct effect on 

several outcomes at the group level. Specifically, we explore the role of leadership in the 

decreasing teachers’ turnover ratings, as an objective measure known to be related to 

shared leadership (D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & Kukenberger, 2016).  

By examining more closely antecedents and consequences of shared leadership in 

the Public sector, we believe to contribute to the broader leadership, but especially, to 

public leadership literature and practice in three ways. First, we empirically test the effects 

of the distribution of leadership. Second, we explore the conditions that allow the rise of 

shared leadership and its effects on an important observable variable, turnover. Finally, 

our study may help practitioners to understand how sharing the leadership can as an 

effective way to cope with common public managers’ dilemmas, such as representation 

and democracy in governmental settings.  



This work is structured as follows. First, we discuss the particularities of public 

leadership and why shared leadership can be a good fit for public organizations. Second, 

we outline our hypothesis, the proposed model and the methodology used in our analysis. 

Third, we present the results of our quantitative analysis, which encompassed 98 schools. 

Finally, we move to the discussion of findings and conclude with an outline of our 

theoretical contribution and policy and practice implications for leadership. 

 

2 – Theoretical Background 

 

2.1.1 – Public Administration and Leadership  

 

Leadership was not a major topic in the Public Administration literature until the 

early 1990s (Ospina, 2017), as focusing on individual attributes went against the plural 

and democratic perspective of public institutions (Orazi, Turrini, & Valotti, 2013). 

However, the growth in complexity of governmental bureaucracies and the widespread 

of reforms entailed greater responsibilities and higher autonomy of senior officers (Dull, 

2009).  These forced a change of perspective in bureaucracy heads, from only being 

managers (meaning the ones that produce order and efficiency), to assume the roles of 

leaders (as in producing change and movement, by influencing others) (Kotter, 1990). 

Such a shift of perspective has fostered the relevance of leadership studies in the field of 

Public Administration (Orazi et al., 2013; Van Wart, 2013). The need to understand 

different aspects of leadership in public organizations led to the development of different 

perspectives on the role of the leader in the public sector. In this paper, we will review 

the different streams of the literature according to the perspective of Vogel and Masal, 

2015, that propose the division of the research on leadership in public organizations four 

major streams: public leadership outcomes, public leadership ethics, the reformist 

approach of leadership and the behavioral approach of leadership. 

The first perspective of analysis, Public Leadership Outcomes, focuses on the 

effect of leadership on variables of interest, not the leadership process itself. (e.g. 

Avellaneda & Gomes, 2017; Hansen & Villadsen, 2017; J. O’Toole, Galbraith, & Lawler 

III, 2002; L. J. O’Toole & Meier, 2015; Seidle, Fernandez, & Perry, 2016). In addition, 

while using the terms leader and leadership broadly, we believe that research on this 

segment does not look at what we understand as leadership, “a process whereby 



intentional influence is exerted over other people to guide, structure and facilitate 

activities and relationships in a group or organization” (Yukl, 2010, p. 21). But rather, the 

managerial skills and strategies that organizational leaders need to achieve better results. 

(e.g. Melton and Meier, 2016; Nielsen, 2014; Walker, 2013). Regarding the 

methodologies used, the analysis is based on major governmental surveys, archival data 

or outcomes from performance management systems, using theoretical perspectives from 

economic theory, contingency theory and resource-based-view of organizations.  

In a perspective called the Ethics of Public Leadership, scholars explore how the 

particularities of public leadership (e.g., Concern for the common good and respect for 

democratic values) can be a challenge for leaders in the field. Most of the work of this 

group analyzes the leader in an isolated and romanticized perspective, as one who alone 

must deal with the challenges and contradictions of the public arena, always taking ethics 

as the center of decisions (e.g. Lee et al., 2010; Quill, 2009). Thus, great political figures, 

such as presidents and ministers, are the center of the analysis.  Still, on the approach of 

Public Ethics, Vogel and Masal (2015) include recent works that focus on how ethics can 

be preserved in contemporary times, with the challenges created by collaboration with 

other bureaucracies and with private organizations (e.g. Downe et al., 2016; Menzel, 

2014; Frederickson and Ghere, 2014; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011). Despite the differences 

between the two perspectives cited (the heroic view of the leader and the analyzes 

focusing on contemporary challenges), we can see that the common ground of work in 

this approach is the analysis of the challenges of being an ethical leader in a public 

organization. 

The third approach, Public Reform Leadership, is concerned with the impact of 

New Public Management reforms on the role of leaders since this new perspective 

requires leaders to have new skills, other than traditionally required, such as a strong 

emphasis on innovation orientation to results and empowerment (Kim & Yoon, 2015). In 

addition, the area looks at how these leaders implement the changes proposed by NPM, 

seeking the most effective approaches to implement the ongoing reforms proposed for 

public bureaucracies (Vogel & Masal, 2015). Therefore, leadership is not seen as a feature 

to improve organizational results or motivate employees but to influence others towards 

the common goal, which is to carry out administrative reforms. 

The last approach pointed out by Vogel and Masal (2015), in which this work is 

positioned in, is the so-called Behavioral Approach to Leadership, which investigates the 



impact of different leadership styles and loci on team behavior. Unlike the other 

approaches, which have their roots in Public Administration and Political Science 

research, the behavioral perspective is rooted in the behavioral tradition of management 

and behaviorist psychology. Such traditions analyze how a leader's characteristics, 

abilities, and behaviors can influence factors that influence his team to achieve a common 

goal. Transformational Leadership is the most explored style in the literature of P.A., as 

it is pointed out by researchers as an appropriate style to lead teams in public 

organizations, due to the constant need for decisive leadership and motivation of 

subordinates. Several studies have provided evidence of the positive effect of this style. 

(e.g. Caillier, 2016; Jensen and Bro, 2017; Wright et al., 2012; Wright and Pandey, 2010) 

Despite the preponderance of Transformational Leadership in the studies of this 

line, in recent times other styles and approaches of leadership have been smoothed by 

scholars of the area, such as LMX (Hassan & Hatmaker, 2015), ethical leadership 

(Hassan, Wright, & Yukl, 2014) and  servant leadership (Miao, Newman, Schwarz, & 

Xu, 2014). In addition, collective leadership approaches that are appropriate for public 

environments because they allow for democratic inclusion and pluralism (Currie, Lockett, 

et al., 2009; Ospina, 2017; White et al., 2016). 

Through these different approaches, research has shown that how leadership can 

influence aspects in public organizations such as service performance (Andrews & 

Boyne, 2010; Andrews, Boyne, Law, & Walker, 2011); innovation (Fernandez & 

Moldogaziev, 2011; Wright et al., 2012) and satisfaction (Trottier, Wart, & Wang, 2008) 

So far, we have analyzed the different leadership perspectives found in the Public 

Administration literature and how these can influence important results in this type of 

organization. However, a very important issue when we talk about leadership in 

governmental settings is to think about how the characteristics of the public sphere bring 

require unique needs of their leaders, shaping their actions and characteristics. (Chapman 

et al., 2016; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Van Wart, 2013; Vogel & Masal, 2015) Despite 

the notorious knowledge of the uniqueness of public bureaucracies, many studies in the 

field still do not take this into account, using the so-called universal concepts of 

leadership, which were actually thought in the light of private organizations. (Perry, 2016; 

J. A. Raffel, Leisink, & Middlebrooks, 2009; Vogel & Masal, 2015).  In this way, in the 

next session, we will explore the characteristics of public organizations that give their 

leaders a unique character.  



2.1.2 – Public Leadership 

 

The study by Perry & Rainey (1988) marks a milestone in PA, being one of the 

first to discuss in detail the main differences between public and private organizations. 

The authors focus on three main differences: property, the source of financial resources 

and model of social control. Thus, while private institutions are privately owned, public 

ones are collectively owned by the community they serve, which finances their actions 

through taxes and has an important influence on organizational actions. (Hvidman & 

Andersen, 2014; Meier & O’Toole, 2011) 

In addition, while private companies have performance as the main objective, 

public companies deal with intangible, symbolic, multiple, and difficult to measure goals 

that must respect principles such as democracy, justice, responsiveness, social equity, 

openness, accountability, and moral correctness. Often, some of these goals are 

conflicting and strongly influenced by political actors and public scrutiny (Appleby, 

1945; Currie, Lockett, et al., 2009; Palguta, 2015; Rainey, 2003). In addition, due to legal 

restrictions, public organizations have less capacity to make decisions because they are 

formally controlled and overseen by other branches of government and courts (Getha-

Taylor et al., 2011; Hvidman & Andersen, 2014; Rainey, 2003) 

Differences in human capital are also an important distinction between public and 

private administration. Government agencies often have elaborated administrative 

structures that make management more complex and overburden staff with excessive red 

tape (Rainey, 2003; Van Wart, 2013). Further, public leaders do not have complete 

freedom to hire and fire their employees and there are few extrinsic motivators to 

stimulate the work of public servants (e.g. raises, bonuses, and promotions). In addition, 

public workers have many behavioral characteristics that are different from those that 

operate in private companies, such as a higher sense of identification with organizational 

missions and greater intrinsic motivation. (Bullock, Stritch, & Rainey, 2015; Chapman et 

al., 2016; Park & Rainey, 2008; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Wright et al., 2012) 

Finally, the constant influence of politicians and the existence of institutional 

constraints influence decision making in such bureaucracies, which impacts 

effectiveness. (Hvidman & Andersen, 2014; Van Slyke & Alexander, 2006)Despite the 

stability among regular civil servants, there is a high level of turnover among political 



appointees due to changes in (Bullock et al., 2015; Rainey, 2003), which may affect also 

performance. 

These differences between private and public institutions demand unique skills 

for public leaders, for the character of their role requires them to be committed to the 

public good while preserving the value of public service and democratic values, taking 

into account the demands of many masters and take a long-term view (Getha-Taylor et 

al., 2011; Van Wart, 2013). 

Because of the characteristics listed, which make the character of public 

leadership very particular, some styles and practices may be better suited to this context. 

Transformational leadership, for example, is indicated as a good choice for government 

agencies as it enhances two key aspects of the character of such organizations: mission 

valiance and goal clarity, both of which impact important outcomes such as performance, 

satisfaction, and motivation (Wright & Pandey, 2010; Wright et al., 2012) 

However, since democratic inclusion and pluralism are key features of public 

administration, a collective style of leadership may be an even better fit for this type of 

organization, as leadership distribution reflects the integrative and participatory character 

of government bureaucracies, making democracies more democratic. Therefore, we argue 

that the process of sharing leadership can be a more appropriate way of achieving the 

important goals of the public leader (e.g. serving the public interest, promoting 

democratic and ethical) than vertical processes of leadership. (Currie et al., 2011; J.-L. 

Denis et al., 2012; Van Wart, 2011). In this way, in the next session, we will discuss the 

characteristics of shared leadership and its benefits to P.A.  

2.2 –  Shared Leadership 

 

Most leadership research focuses on the role of an individual leader, on whom 

much of the organizational expectations are relying on (Yukl, 2002). However, many 

authors have emphasized that it is very difficult for a single person to possess all the 

characteristics and skills necessary for effective leadership, an issue that has become even 

harder nowadays, with the increasing complexity of organizations and need to adapt to 

constant changes (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Kocolowski, 2010). Therefore, having a 

horizontal leadership process that counts with plural leaders with different abilities can 

be an effective way to cope with the dilemmas of contemporary organizations 



(Kocolowski, 2010; J. O’Toole et al., 2002; Van Wart, 2013). As pointed by O’Toole et 

al., 2002: “Frequently, organizations learn the hard way that no one individual can save 

a company from mediocre performance—and no one individual, no matter how gifted a 

leader, can be ‘right’ all the time” (p. 67). 

Shared leadership can be understood as a collectivist process, in which multiple 

people assume leadership roles, both formally and (Van Wart, 2013; White et al., 2016; 

Yammarino, 2012). In such process, the leadership responsibility is divided between 

individuals, according to their capabilities. The combination of different expertise can 

create a stronger type of leadership, based on sharing knowledge and competencies. 

(Gronn, 2002; Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Van Wart, 2013). In this collectivist perspective, 

leadership is not only a style or a set of individual actions and characteristics, but rather 

a process of influence among two or more individuals, leading and influencing one 

another, toward the achievement of a common goal (Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Ospina, 

2017; Craig Lewis Pearce & Conger, 2003; Yukl, 1989) 

In a seminal paper on distributing leadership, Gronn (2002) defines two basic 

characteristics of the phenomena. The first attribute is the interdependence, which refers 

to the reciprocal dependency between members that participate in the leadership process, 

as their responsibilities are (Feng, Hao, Iles, & Bown, 2017; Gronn, 2002; J. P. Spillane, 

Halverson, & Diamond, 2001). The second characteristic shared leadership is 

coordination, that perceives collective leadership as the sum of each part of individual 

actions, meaning that even though each team member has responsibility for his/her 

specialty, leadership only influences the interaction of each individual action. For this 

reason, the unit of analysis is not on the leader or follower and his/her actions, but in the 

practices of leadership, that involves the team as a whole (Feng et al., 2017; Gronn, 2002; 

Zhang & Faerman, 2007) 

Feng et al. (2017) build on Gronn (2002) view and propose other two attributes of 

collective types of leadership, that fit into what they call ‘role space occupation’, which 

refers to the fact that in a shared leadership environment, some leadership functions are 

allocated to some individuals, which they call the conjoint perspective of leadership, 

while others are shared among them, in a way that individuals have the same 

responsibilities, the shared aspect of leadership (Heenan & Bennis, 1999; James P. 

Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2004; Yukl, 1989). Therefore, distributed leadership is 

a multidimensional construct comprising four distinct aspects: interdependence, 



coordination, shared and conjoint (Feng et al., 2017), in a perspective that goes beyond 

the individual leader (J.-L. Denis et al., 2012). 

Despite the importance of collective leadership and its effects on performance and 

behavior, characteristics of the institution and the team are determinant for the emergence 

of this phenomena. Complex, knowledge-based organizations, with highly trained 

professionals are the most adequate ones for the development of shared leadership, as 

individuals with knowledge usually prefer to work independently in an integrated form 

(Kocolowski, 2010; Lacerenza & Salas, 2017; Craig L. Pearce, 2004). Also, in this 

context, sharing leadership is decisive, as it is very difficult for a single leader to have all 

the knowledge and skills required to lead different specialties of work (Craig L. Pearce, 

2004; Craig L. Pearce & Manz, 2005). As a result, research in plural forms of leadership 

usually finds stronger results in specific types of teams, such as top management 

(Mihalache, Jansen, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2014), volunteers (Routhieaux, 2015); 

virtual team (M. A. Drescher, Audrey Korsgaard, Welpe, Picot, & Wigand, 2014) and 

research and development teams (Fausing, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2015). In 

the field of Public Administration, research is concentrated in schools and hospitals 

(Currie et al., 2011; Currie, Koteyko, & Nerlich, 2009; Currie & Lockett, 2007; Currie, 

Lockett, et al., 2009; Ospina, 2017; Craig L. Pearce, Wood, & Wassenaar, 2018; Scribner, 

Sawyer, Watson, & Myers, 2007; White et al., 2016) 

Up to this point, we have used the concepts of shared, distributed, collective and 

plural leadership interchangeably, as it is usually done in the literature (Avolio, 

Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). Notwithstanding, it is important to point out that there are 

different types of plural leadership recognized by scholars. For instance, Denis et al., 2012 

acknowledges the existence of five streams of such leadership, they are: collective (J. L. 

Denis, Lamothe, & Langley, 2001), shared (Craig L. Pearce & Sims, 2002; Craig Lewis 

Pearce & Conger, 2003), democratic (Harris & Chapman, 2002; Woods, 2004), 

collaborative (Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Harris, 2007) and distribute (James P. Spillane, 

2005). Moreover, Yammarino (2012)points to the existence of five different approaches: 

team leadership (Sivasubramaniam, Murry, Avolio, & Jung, 2002), network (Jarvenpaa 

& Tanriverdi, 2003), shared (Craig L. Pearce & Sims, 2002; Craig Lewis Pearce & 

Conger, 2003), collective (Yammarino, 2012) and distributed leadership (Spillane, 2005).  

Despite the differences in approaches, all the types of plural leadership can be 

defined as relational and collaborative processes, in which members of a group influence 



one another and collectively share duties and responsibilities of leadership (Bennett, 

Wise, Woods, & Harvey, 2003; Harris, 2007; Harris & Chapman, 2002; von Krogh, 

Nonaka, & Rechsteiner, 2012). Therefore, for the sake of simplicity, we will employ this 

broader definition of shared leadership, not focusing specifically on any of the different 

approaches mentioned. 

Previous research on the different forms of plural leadership has shown its impact 

in variables such as commitment (Akbari, Kashani, & Hooshmand Chaijani, 2016; 

Colbert, Barrick, & Bradley, 2014), performance (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; G. 

Drescher & Garbers, 2016; Fausing et al., 2015; Hmieleski, Cole, & Baron, 2012), 

cohesion (Bergman, Rentsch, Small, Davenport, & Bergman, 2012; Daspit, Tillman, 

Boyd, & Mckee, 2013) and trust (Bergman et al., 2012; Berson, Da’as, & Waldman, 2015; 

Boies, Lvina, & Martens, 2011).  

Shared Leadership is also one of the most studied models in the field of education, 

with more than 200 papers published on the topic in the period between 1980 and 2014 

(Gumus et al, 2018). Despite the theoretical nature of most of the works on the subject, 

empirical research indicates the impact of the distribution of leadership on teachers' self-

efficacy (MacBeath, 2005; Mitchell, Sackney, & Imants, 2002), teaching quality  (Jossey-

Bass Inc, 2013; Little, 1990), organizational development and change (Blase & Blase, 

1999; Hallinger, 2011; Leithwood et al., 2008; Portin, 1998) and students'  outcomes 

(Hallinger & Heck, 2010). 

Finally, regarding the PA field, the distribution of leadership not only is an 

influencer of organizational and team outcomes, but also an action that reinforces 

democratic inclusion and pluralism in public bureaucracies (Currie, Lockett, et al., 2009).  

Literature shows that the positive impact of distribution of leadership in different 

outcomes happens as participation increases individual motivations to contribute with a 

goal, which increases team cohesion, impacting results. Also, collaboration leads to better 

coordination and efficiency, thereby increasing the team’s overall level of performance 

(Bergman et al., 2012; Boies et al., 2011; Carson et al., 2007; Craig L. Pearce, 2007). 

Despite the advantages of plural forms of leadership, it is important to point that 

it is a process that emerges from the interaction between individuals. Therefore, some 

conditions can facilitate or even constrain distribution of leadership, which we will 

discuss in the next section. 



3 - Framework and Hypothesis 

 

Most research on shared leadership focuses on the importance of this type of 

leadership and its impact on the variables of interest. However, an important focus of 

analysis is the conditions that facilitate the emergence of plural leaders. Thus, in this 

work, we will focus on the conditions that allow the emergence of shared leadership and 

the impact of this leadership on the performance of the organization. To do this, we will 

use the input process results structure (McGrath, 1964), which looks not only at the 

impact of a given process on a result, but also looks at the conditions that allow the process 

to exist. 

According to the I-P-O framework, team outcomes (such as performance, 

satisfaction, or turnover) are a result of team interactions toward a specific goal. In our 

case, shared leadership is the result of team interaction to achieve their goal, which the 

decrease in turnover rates. In the I-P-O framework, the relationship between the team's 

actions and the result represents the so-called process  output. However, as recognized 

by the previous literature, there are different factors that can facilitate or restrict the 

interaction of the members of a group, such factors are called inputs or antecedents (Hoch 

& Dulebohn, 2017; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008; Salas, Reyes, & McDaniel, 

2018). Thus, to understand the results of the group processes, this framework considers 

three stages: the inputs, the process, and the results.  

Unlike processes, which emerge from relationships between people, inputs are 

qualities and characteristics of the organizational environment, team or individuals, which 

do not necessarily depend on the joint action of individuals (Antoni & Hertel, 2009; 

Mathieu et al., 2008; Urbini et al., 2018). For example, a team can be extremely efficient 

by adding up the individual efficiency of its members, not necessarily by the group work 

performed. There are different types of inputs, however, and our focus here will be on 

inputs that Marks et al., 2001 call emerging states, which are variables that represent 

attitudes, values, cognition, and motivators that may be in the workgroup or organization, 

such as effectiveness or commitment. In the case of shared leadership, Currie et al., 2009 

argue that a formal leader will only relinquish his role when the climate between the 

members is positive and collaborative. Thus, we have climate as an input that allows the 

emergence of the process of shared leadership. 



Yukl, 2002 defines leadership as a process of influencing others to understand and 

agree about what needs to be done to achieve a common goal. However, in a process in 

which multiple individuals influence one another, it’s important to consider the 

importance of the environment for the flourishment of shared leadership. As pointed by 

Currie et. al (2009), a formal leader will only relinquish his/her role when there is a 

positive and collaborative climate, in which people trust each other. Therefore, we will 

be looking into the effect of having a climate of participation and safety in the distribution 

of leadership. 

The concept of Participative Safety was coined by Anderson & West, 1996, as a 

factor that facilitates team performance and development, as teams could only work 

towards improvement when they feel at ease with one another (Fairchild & Hunter, 2014). 

The construct is composed of two factors: security and intragroup participation. 

Intragroup safety refers to having a non-threatening environment to manifest ideas, 

characterized by mutual support and trust (Peltokorpi & Hasu, 2014). Intragroup 

participation refers to participation in the decision-making process, as participants feel 

encouraged to share and listen to ideas (Fairchild & Hunter, 2014; Peltokorpi and Hasu, 

2014). 

The existence of an environment with psychological safety allows team members 

to contribute with more ideas, improving discussions and work processes (Bradley, 

Postlethwaite, Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown, 2012). Also, the feeling of being free to act 

without censorship or interpersonal consequences can enhance the willingness of 

individuals to seek more responsibility in their work, and thus take on informal leadership 

roles. In this way we propose the following hypothesis: 

H1: An environment of participative safety positively influences the emergence of 

shared leadership 

 

As pointed by previous research, the process of shared leadership that will emerge 

from a climate of trust and participation can not only affect organizational outcomes but 

also affect individual behaviors and attitudes, enhancing engagement and job satisfaction 

(Kocolowski, 2010). In this work we will investigate the effect of shared leadership in an 

important indicator of job satisfaction, that is turnover.  



Employee turnover is one of the most explored topics in the field of organizational 

behavior, as it not only affects organizational functioning, but it also indicates problems 

with engagement and job satisfaction (Hom, Lee, Shaw, & Hausknecht, 2017). 

Satisfaction with work is directly related to the existence of intrinsic motivators 

(which arises from the intrinsic value of the work for the individual) and extrinsic factors 

(which arises from the desire to obtain outcomes that are apart from the work itself) 

(Amabile, 1993). A peculiarity of the Brazilian public service is the presence of several 

extrinsic motivators, which lead not only to the option for such a career but also to the 

permanence in it (Filho, 2018).  

As can be seen in Figure 1, wages in the Brazilian public sector are an average of 

84% higher than those in the private sector. In addition, public servants usually experience 

lower pressure for productivity, good retirement benefits, and tenure. In this way, we 

believe that the intrinsic motivators that make the difference when deciding whether to 

stay in the organization.  

 

Figure 1: Average income of public sector employees and the private sector  

 

Source: Departamento Intersindical de Estatística e Estudos 

Socioeconômicos, 2018 

 

As shown in previous research, issues related to climate, leadership, and 

participation are directly linked to the rotation in the Brazilian public service (Klein & 

Mascarenhas, 2016). Therefore, the existence of a collaborative process of leadership can 

be a determining factor in the decision to stay in the organization. Which brings us to our 

second hypothesis. 
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 H2: Shared leadership will have a negative effect on turnover, as it will 

decrease its rates. 

 

Finally, we move to out complete I-P-O model, in which Participative Safety is 

the environmental characteristic (input) that facilitates relationships among team 

members, allowing the emergence of shared leadership (process). Such a process has a 

direct effect on our output of interest, that is turnover. In a sum, participative safety 

facilitates the emergence of shared leadership, and the existence of shared leadership can 

diminish turnover results. This leads to your third hypothesis: 

 H3: Shared Leadership mediates the relationship between Participative Safety 

and Turnover. 

 

4 – Methods 

 

4.1 - Organizational Context 

 

This study will analyze the antecedents and effects of shared leadership in public 

school systems in the municipality of Rio de Janeiro, the largest public school system in 

Latin America, with 1,537 schools, 654,949 students, 41,216 teachers, and 14,963 school 

bureaucrats (Secretaria Municipal de Educação da Cidade do Rio de Janeiro, 2017). Such 

a system offers universal education for the first 9 years of elementary education (1st to 9th 

grade), as well as classes in early childhood education and adult education. Like all 

Brazilian public schools, they are tuition-free institutions, with employees admitted by 

public tender, counting with tenure. Bureaucrats, responsible for secretarial activities and 

teachers, make up the school staff. 

The management of the school is the responsibility of the management team, 

composed of the director, deputy director, and pedagogical coordinator. Such individuals 

are part of the faculty of the school, elected by the school community to fill these 

positions. They have the autonomy to set instructional plans for the school year, following 

established the minimum prerequisites, accept and transfer students, and manage part of 

the school budget that is reserved for improvements. However, one important limitation 



is that even the management team exerts formal leadership over school servants, they do 

not have the freedom to choose or fire personnel. 

The use of these schools as a sample offered us three main advantages. First, all 

units that offer basic education follow the same school curriculum, and students are 

submitted to the same standardized tests; therefore, the outcomes are comparable. Second, 

as Rio is a large city with diverse regions, we have the presence of different minorities 

and representative contexts. However, due to these variations, some aspects such as 

region demographics and school size will be considered. Finally, as the study is a 

partnership with the municipal office of education, we will be able to access leaders and 

subordinates simultaneously. 

 

4.2 - Sample and procedures 

 

To guarantee the representation of different types of schools and regions of the 

city, our sample was selected using the probabilistic approach of stratified sampling. 

 First, our population was divided into the 11 geographic regions the system of 

education of Rio de Janeiro is divided in. Within each group, schools were separated into 

smaller subgroups: large schools in areas with high HDI; large schools in areas with low 

HDI; small schools in areas with high HDI; and small schools in areas with low HDI. 

Schools were randomly chosen from each group, according to their proportion in that 

geographic area. In our final sample, the total number of schools in each of the 11 regions 

is proportional to their representation in the population of schools in the municipality. 

After randomly selecting the participant schools, a post-hoc analysis was made to 

guarantee that schools also represented the population in approval rates, standardized test 

grades and number of teachers. 

The next step was contacting each principal to inform about the research. Then, 

materials were sent to each school to communicate and explain the project. Only after all 

principals informed their teams, individual text messages with the link to our survey were 

sent to all the 4.200 teachers, principals, vice principals and coordinators in our sample 

of 163 schools. 



Teachers, principals, vice principals and pedagogical coordinator from 151 

schools responded to our survey, with a total of 1.372 participants. However, as data is 

analyzed at the school level, we could only analyze schools that had responses from the 

principal, the vice principal or the counselor (the management team), and at least 2 

teachers that answered the DVs. Therefore, we have ended with a sample of 97 schools, 

with a total of 1.015 participants. Table 1 shows the characteristics of the schools in the 

population and in our final sample.  

 

Table 1: Average Characteristics of the Sample 

 Sample Average Population Average 

# students 630 598 

# of classes 22 21 

# of teachers 27 26 

Total Employees 51 48 

Socio-Economic Level 3 3 

School Complexity 3 3 

Aproval Rating 91% 92% 

 

4.3 - Measures  

 

Shared Leadership was measured using the 4-item scale answered by teachers, 

adapted from Wahlstrom and Louis (2008), that was specifically designed to measure the 

distribution of leadership in schools. In a 5-point scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly 

agree”) participants had to answer items such as: “Teachers have an effective role in the 

school-wide decision making”. We averaged the responses of teachers to the items to 

form a school perception of shared leadership (α = 0.92; 
r
WG = 0.64; ICC (1) = 0.21; ICC 

(2) = 0.57). 

Participative Safety was measured using the 8-item developed by Anderson and 

West (1996), for their Team Climate Inventory. The construct measures how participative 

the decision-making is and how psychologically safe team members feel to discuss and 

propose new ideas. A sample item is “We share information generally in the team, rather 

than keeping it to ourselves”. The measure is used in an average across school staff 

(managerial team and teachers), that answered their perceptions in a 5-point scale 

(“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”) (α = 0.92; 
r
WG = 0.83; ICC (1) = 0.12; ICC (2) = 

0.42). 



Turnover1 was accessed through data on the number of servants that were 

transferred to other schools at the end of the year. We have used transfers as a measure 

of turnover as public servants in Brazil have tenure until retirement, which implicates in 

a very low turnover rate. However, asking to be transferred to another unit indicates the 

desire to leave that specific organization (M = 2.88; S.D. = 1.44). 

INSE in the socioeconomic indicator based on the individual data of the students, 

considering the possession of consumer goods (e.g. refrigerator, television, computer), 

characteristics of their home (number of rooms and bathrooms), family income (in 

number of minimum wages), parents schooling level and frequency of hiring domestic 

services. The official index is calculated by INEP (National Institute of Educational 

Studies and Research Anísio Teixeira) and it is aggregated at the school level, ranging 

from 1 (very low) to 7 (very high) (M = 3.40; S.D. = 0.49). 

School Complexity is an official index that calculates the complexity of school 

management according to 4 characteristics: (1) school size (number of enrollments); (2) 

the number of teaching stages offered (regular infant education, regular initial years, 

regular final years, regular secondary education, regular professional education, adult 

education) (3) complexity of the stages offered (classifies the stages offered according to 

complexity, with adult education as the most complex step), (4) number of shifts offered 

(morning, afternoon and evening). The scale, created by INEP, and it ranges from 1 (less 

than 50 students, single shift, with child education as a single and higher step offered) to 

6 (more than 500 enrollments, operating in 3 shifts, with 4 or more stages of education, 

being adult education the highest) (M = 3.38; S.D. = 1.19). 

Number of Students per Teachers is proxy class size, an important indicator or 

education quality and teacher effort (Koc, N., & Celik, B., 2015) (M = 22.71; S.D. = 

5.21). 

Violence Indicator is the total number of homicides that occurred up to 500 m 

from the school, between 2014 and 2016 (M = 3.37; S.D. = 2.89). 

Complete scales are shown in Appendix A. 

 

                                                           
1 Four outliers in turnover were replaced with the average of the sample. 



5 – Results 

 

5.1 – Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

In the first stage of the analysis, a CFA using the maximum-likelihood method 

was applied to test the fit of the proposed three-factor model. When running the model 

with covariances between the variables, results suggested a good fit (CFI = 0.98; TLI = 

0.97; RMSEA = 0.06). Also, an alternative model in which all items were loaded into a 

single factor exhibited worse fit (CFI = 0.77; TLI = 0.70; RMSEA = 0.19), providing 

further evidence to support our proposed model. 

Moreover, the convergent validity of the model was evaluated by the examination 

of factor loadings. Loadings were above the recommended threshold of 0.5 (Hair, Black, 

Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Also, the squared correlation between constructs is smaller 

than the AVEs of these constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), which also indicates 

convergent validity.  

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Matrix for variables (n = 97) 

  Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Participative Safety (1) 4.00 0.40 2.5 5  
     

Turnover (2) 2.88 1.44 0.54 7 -0.08  
    

Shared Leadership (3) 4.05 0.70 1.88 5 0.26 -0.38  
   

Violence Index (4) 3.37 2.89 0 13.33 0.33 -0.24 0.63  
  

Social Economic Indicator (5) 3.39 0.49 3 4 0.01 -0.23 0.07 0.08  
 

School Complexity (6) 3.38 1.19 1 6 -0.28 0.23 -0.32 -0.22 -0.09  

Students/Teacher (7) 22.71 5.21 12.36 34.85 0.02 0.26 -0.21 0.01 -0.20 0.68 

 

The composite reliabilities were above the minimum cut off at 0.60 (Bagozzi & 

Yi, 1988), which indicates good reliability of the variables. AVEs, indicators of 

discriminant validity, for Shared Leadership and Participative Safety crossed the 

minimum threshold of 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 3 shows factor loadings, 

AVE and CR for the constructs. 

 

 

 



Table 3: Factor Loadings, Composite Reliability and AVE 

Variable Item Loading CR AVE 

Shared Leadership 

Shared_Leadership 1 0.80 

0.93 0.75 
Shared_Leadership 2 0.93 

Shared_Leadership 3 0.82 

Shared_Leadership 4 0.92 

Participative Safety 

Participative_Safety 1 0.78 

0.92 0.61 

Participative_Safety 2 0.84 

Participative_Safety 3 0.65 

Participative_Safety 4 0.79 

Participative_Safety 5 0.76 

Participative_Safety 6 0.76 

Participative_Safety 7 0.80 

Participative_Safety 8 0.83 

 

5.2 - Hypothesis Test: 

 

The results are presented in three parts. First, we examine if Participative Safety 

is a predictor of Shared Leadership, then we move to test if there is a significant 

relationship between Shared Leadership and our DVs (Turnover). Finally, we end with a 

mediation model, testing the effect of both Participative Safety and Shared Leadership 

our DVs. 

To test our first hypothesis, that states the significant impact of Participative 

Safety on Shared Leadership, we conducted a multiple regression analysis. Results 

showed that there is a significant direct effect of Shared Leadership in DV (b = 0.70, p < 

0.001), which supports Hypothesis 1. Table 4 shows the tested models. 

In another multiple regression, we’ve estimated the effects of Shared Leadership 

into Turnover. As we can see in table 4, there is a significant negative effect of Shared 

Leadership in Turnover (b= - 0.44; p < 0.05), which means that the leadership distribution 

among employees decreases school exit requests, thus supporting Hypothesis 2.   

 

 

 

 



Table 4: Results      

 DV: Shared 

Leadership 

 DV: Turnover  Mediatio

n 
 

 
Model 1 Model 2 

 Model 

3 

Model 

4 

Model 

5 

 
Model 6 

Violence Index -0.04 -0.02  0.08 0.06 0.08   
 (0.02) (0.02)  (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)   

Social Economic Indicator 0.07 0.06  -0.44 -0.41 -0.44   

 (0.15) (0.14)  (0.29) (0.28) (0.29)   

School Complexity -0.15* -0.08  0.25 0.18 0.27*   

 (0.08) (0.07)  (0.15) (0.15) (0.14)   

Students/Teacher 0.01 0.01  -0.04 -0.04 -0.04   

 (0.02) (0.01)  (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)   

Participative Safety  0.70***    0.21   

  (0.18)    (0.39)   

Shared Leadership     -0.44*    

     (0.19)    

 _cons 4.27*** 1.12  4.19** 6.05*** 3.24   

 (0.80) (1.08)  (1.53) (1.74) (2.10)   
 

Mediation 
 

        

a coefficient        0.71*** 
        (0.17) 

b coefficient        -0.60** 
        (0.22) 

Indirect Effect        -0.40* 
        (0.18) 

Direct Effect        0.61 
        (0.39) 

Total Effect        0.21 
        (0.37) 

N 98 98  97 97 97  97 

R2 0.08 0.22  0.09 0.14 0.10  0.16 

F 1.94 5.06  2.36 2.89 1.93  2.85 
Note 1: Robust standard errors in parentheses 

Note 2: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Note 3: Indirect Effect from Bootstrapping with 10.000 resamples was - 0.40 (SE= 0.19) with a 95% CI of -

0.78 to -0.025 

         

 

Finally, we tested the mediating effects of Shared Leadership on the relationship 

between Participative Safety and Turnover. According to Baron & Kenny, 1986, two 

conditions must be met in order to have a mediation model: a significant effect of the 

independent variables in the mediator; and a significant relationship between the 

mediator and the dependent variable.  

As can be seen in table 4, significant path coefficients resulted from 

participative safety to shared leadership (b =0.71; p<0.001), which meets the first 

condition of mediation. In this way, we pass to the second condition for the existence 



of mediation: a significant relationship between the mediator variable and the 

outcome variable. Again, we have a significant path coefficient in the relationship 

and shared leadership to turnover (b = - 0.60; p<0.01). Finally, we analyzed the direct 

effects of both antecedents on the dependent variable. As reported in Table 4, there 

is no significant direct effect of Participative Safety (b = 0.61; p = non. Sig.) on 

Turnover, indicating a full mediation. Bootstrapping results also supported that the 

indirect effect was significant because the CI (for 95 percent) was between – 1.73 

and – 0.03, excluding zero. Which leads us to support hypothesis 3.   

6. Discussion 

 

One of the main concerns of the management of public organizations is to 

guarantee the plural and democratic character of such institutions, which can be facilitated 

using decentralized processes of leadership (Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Jesper & 

Villadsen, 2010). However, the theme of shared leadership still lacks studies in the area. 

Much of the literature on the topic has a theoretical character. And even among the 

empirical work, the focus is still restricted to only the direct effects of this leadership, 

leaving aside what kind of conditions are necessary for its emergence. In this scenario, 

we seek not only to address the effects of shared leadership on an important indicator of 

public organizations, but also to analyze organizational conditions can facilitate the 

emergence of Shared Leadership. 

In a shared leadership scenario, the emergence of leaders occurs informally, 

according to their capabilities and the group's need. Since each individual has to feel at 

ease in expressing their opinions and assuming leadership responsibilities, a favorable 

organizational climate is a key to the emergence of this type of leadership (Bryant, 2003; 

Knight & Trowler, 2001; Vries, 1999). Our results confirm this perspective, showing that 

the existence of an organizational environment marked by trust, clear communication, 

support, and participation is critical to the flourishing of shared leadership. 

Previous research, both in the public and private settings, have shown that the 

division of leadership responsibilities has a positive effect on important organizational 

outcomes, such as team performance and job satisfaction (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; 

Lacerenza & Salas, 2017). In line with this perspective, our results indicate that the 

existence of a collective process of leadership is correlated with a greater employee 

retention.  



Finally, our results show a significant direct effect of participative safety and 

turnover. However, when testing our full I-P-O model, we have found this relationship is 

fully mediated by shared leadership. We believe that these findings not only indicate that 

participative safety is an antecedent of shared leadership, but also that the distribution of 

leadership is the mechanism through which participation and trust can affect.  

 

7. Contributions, limitations and future research 

 

In examining the implications of this study, we highlight the following 

contributions. First, we explored the organizational conditions that allow the emergency 

of shared leadership. Previous studies in the private sector have analyzed the impact of 

environmental and team characteristics in the distribution of leadership (Lacerenza & 

Salas, 2017; Wang, Waldman, & Zhang, 2014). However, to our knowledge, there have 

not been studies that empirically tested the effect of preconditions for the emergency of 

plural leadership in the fields of Public Administration and Education. 

Most of the work on plural forms of leadership investigates its impact on latent 

variables, such as performance (e.g. Carson et al., 2007), job satisfaction (e.g. G. Drescher 

& Garbers, 2016), and commitment (e.g.  Colbert et al., 2014). Differently, we look at the 

effect of leadership on an important observable indicator for organizations, turnover, 

which is an important contribution to theory.  

Although shared leadership is a topic of great interest to the Public 

Administration, most of the work in the area is of a theoretical nature or case studies with 

the adoption of interviews methodology. Therefore, another differential of this work is to 

provide quantitative evidence of the effect of the distribution of leadership in a public 

organization. 

From a practical perspective, turnover is a major problem for all types of 

organizations since it generates costs and impacts business productivity. In the public-

sector, employee withdraw is still a more critical problem, due to institutional constraints 

and red tape linked to hiring staff. Thus, an important contribution of this work to the 

practice is to show how the division of leadership responsibilities is an alternative to 

reduce voluntary turnover. We show that team and work environment characteristics 

favor the emergence of shared leadership and can be sought by organizations.  



Yet, as distributing leadership is a process that results from interactions among 

individuals, our results show that organizations must have practices that foster a climate 

of collaboration and safety. Only by doing so, the existence of a type of leadership that 

not only affects positively organizational results but also offers representativeness and 

democracy can exist.  

Still, the study’s findings should be interpreted cautiously. First, the cross-

sectional nature of our study limits any conclusions that can be made about the causal 

relations between the antecedent and shared leadership. As all variables were measured 

at the same time, our interpretation of causality is only based on the evidence of co-

variation and one's confidence in the proposed theoretical connections. Future research 

using longitudinal studies could confirm our proposed theory, as it will look at the 

temporal sequence of the variables empirically. 

A second limitation is the chosen measure of Shared Leadership. Measuring 

distributed forms of leadership have been a challenge both in the public and private 

settings. Literature indicates that network analysis is the most indicated measure for such 

a process of leadership, however, it requires a minimum of 80% response rate (Carson et 

al., 2007). As we were unable to achieve this level of responses, we have adopted a latent 

measure of shared leadership developed to the specific environment of educational 

settings. However, we suggest that on the topic should use the network approach, as it is 

a more adequate measure of shared leadership. 

Another potential limitation is the controls used. We understand that individual 

characteristics and private interests can influence turnover. However, as results were 

analyzed at an organizational level, individual perspectives were not included in the 

model. 

Finally, Bennett et al. (2003) propose that not only favorable organizational 

environment can impact the flourishment of shared leadership, but also the presence of a 

formal leader that empowers and motivates the team. We suggest that further research on 

this topic investigates the effect of vertical leadership as a predictor of the emergency of 

horizontal leadership, exploring different individual leadership styles, such as 

Transformational or Empowering. 
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Appendix A – Scales 

Shared Leadership Among Principal and Others (Wahlstrom and Louis, 2008) 

 The department chairs/grade-level team leaders influence how money is spent in this 

school. 

 Teachers have an effective role in school-wide decision making. 

 Teachers have significant input into plans for professional development and growth.  

 School’s principal(s) ensures wide participation in decisions about school improvement. 

 

Participative Safety (Anderson and West, 1996) 

 We share information generally in the team rather than keeping it to ourselves. 

  We have a “we are in it together” attitude. 

 Team members influence each other. 

 People keep each other informed about work-related issues. 

 People feel understood and accepted by each other. 

 Individual views are genuinely listened to. 

 There are real attempts to share information throughout the team. 

 There is a lot of giving and take in this team. 


