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Figure 1. Shared Leadership and Its Nomological Network
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Table 1. EFA Results for the Shared Leadership Scale 24-ltems (n = 200)

22 9e ARe 24 A 2590 Aot 259 ek Ay

mlo

L
[}

122071 152 530

o

28 "2 g YoM 2] guie i3 B ol o2 FAYES 8 020 047 220 640
P oys 93408 wopEdn
denticy , T e % mE S 540 meGEe ool B SR AEAY 4 00 o -5 860
of a Shared Z4ata AEFT)
Leader
4 $E He | EX 2SS 99 oA dEn Ade BEd "e olFo Uitk o074 -102 167 716
5 27 "ge 32 "gda@u))e] e AR ¥Eg 22827 g 35 gujgks ¢ 083 191 092 564
2] st © E3y Aol dis] @ #AS Ztet
6 28 "2 Ao AA AEAQ JFE /N E FFY 2luaS w3 014 -020 -004 817
7 2E "2 Ao AR tig EF BAS Yehdth 677 -024 094 059
8 8 H2 To] ad FAUNA AFHoE trybA A 750 000 .130  -.091
Support and 9 FE B Aol thal AuiAE 23 wiEsie] A E ol Uit 556 319 117 -127
Consideration 19 2] & © THAS] AW E3A 4T 4 Yx ° LA7NE 2AVTL. 60 152 008 082
11 98 g8 g2 THUEY o #4LS /AT AAFH AF g5 Yk 874 -062 -133 093
12 98 2e o2 FHYEY 45 W YA AFsta 7140 =981 @k 857 -008 -003 .008
13 98 2 "o iUt 483 EE F UEF AWHOE ARE FYdith 074 121 698 -057
14 8 22 " 5% 9 AY £, A v Yo HF5H02 I -032 108 844 -.060
15 $E €98 "9 ¥l "Badt Jrel AFE Awzor ol FHI -029 016 630 .165
Voluntary
Work o TH Ee E EAck] 5 S Aol das el AR AYE AF 4 065 42 075
3ie] L9035
Performance Ao Tt
. 8 2E 8 HelA ZA7E 2ASE AR s g sE WekeS =9 048 -185 788 116
g}
18 $2 €98 © 24 s d3z o dYsty Mz oA e 2430 -025 017 864 005
. 8 HE 45 e A ' B olRle] BHE % SEws AHEA -034 625 251 -.037
7 zaowey
» g Be ¥ AR Yoy AnEolA EAYS TAsE Aol 4ol 050 781 -089 015
o] A-HEA TH3t
Horizontal ) $2 "€ o] vFe FAYNA 3 S-S g Ay v=we HEA 076 638 -073 085
Work g 4 Stk
Interaction 8 B e EH71A Y ARk BAE A4l ofolrof, Az = -141 748 133 077
2
7 & AFEA YT
23 S §e IR 9 2A uew »ux 7bx QA o) 2aggle] Fidth 038 787 056 -.069
o’ 8 ' o v dAYE A Astel] FHglel e FAHYLY dAE 094 769 -135 158
whgstaat g
] 1287 150 128 112
T B 63.52%

* ok

Note. KMO = 953, ¥ = 3594.368"", ™p < .001
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Table 2. CFA Fit Index Results for the Shared Leadership Scale 24-ltems (n = 217)

2

model X df » TLI CFI RMSEA
modell (1 factor) 871514 252 000 854 866 107
model2 (4 factors) 416929 246 .000 959 963 057
model3 (higher-order) 430.940 248 .000 956 961 058
Table 3. CFA Results for the Shared Leadership Scale 24-ltems (n = 217)
Factor Item Factor Loading S.E. t-value AVE CR
SLI 830
SL2 863 066 15.909"
Identity of a SL3 848 067 15.461"
716 938
Shared Leader SL4 840 063 15.250™
SLS 814 071 14.498™
SL6 881 065 16464
SL7 877
SL8 850 060 17.124™
Support and SL9 861 057 17.565
714 937
Consideration SL10 839 061 16676
SL11 838 .060 16.642™
SL12 802 061 15.360™"
SL13 749
SL14 791 095 12.149"
Voluntary Work SL15 803 091 12376
639 914
Performance SL16 772 088 11.820™
SL17 854 093 13.276™
SL18 823 086 12.725™
SL19 736
SL20 799 103 11903
Horizontal Work SL21 782 094 11.624™
649 917
Interaction SL22 844 097 12.645™
SL23 825 097 12.336"
SL24 844 103 12,636

Note. )/(246) = 416929

, Xldf = 1.695, TLI = 959, CFI = .

- 452 -

963, RMSEA = .057, ~p < .001



EATE o3 A2 YehY Q1A A7)
SAXCE AFFHAY EFI ASFE 2H
ZH7Ee 7+ 99l 0.736 ~ 0.8779] WY
E Yea o] BT & dF¥Ee 7zl A
S 2 JEpyTh B EAEFEAVE)S}F AdAE

S(CRE 3E7]FQ 59 7(Hair et al, 2009)
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Table 4. Results of ¥ Difference Test (n = 217)

, , Difference
model X df V4 X /df TLI CFI  RMSEA A
X
modell (1 foctor) 474504 44 .000 10.784 741 793 213 358.840""
model2 (2 factors) 267.339 43 .000 6.217 862 892 155 151.675™
model3 (3 factors) 115.664 37 .000 3.126 944 962 .099

Aok

p < .001
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e AL ' 2o AFYUe = 517, p < .001), FHY
FBo)EA = 388, p < .00DF FolF FH

HA 2N 2AY < Byt
el #AE ] {3 T3
A 29 45 & SAEATHS] #A AN S AAG 27, 184 uid@ =
WA T oA 9= 2 AW F 0 324, p < 00D, 222 HIYUPB = 258, p
AT B AANSATHE 5). ALY F < 001, HY FEYEHPB = 203, p < .001)
- © g5 = 561 p < 000F 7HF B & 2R FF fdu4el #93 FH dFS
FHE BT, gFo 2 ' Y5 = AT AR YERYTHGE 6. °l& 53 A
514, p < .001), ©& WE(r = 492, p < .001), Q] FIRAAE o]EF HAEE 53 ==d
g S0 = 444, p < 00) AR =S4T BE q3EAEHY] Fod IAVE 1A

<
JZH Follx= W

2 oAl
GeRdE, Tee B0 Ff Uil FAWIEDY ¥

= 545, p ATk

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Nomological Network Study Variables -
Individual Level (n = 278)

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Shared Leadership 550 0.68 (.936)

2. TL 544 089 54577 (941)

3. Delegation 518 101 51777 5697 (793)

4. Task Interdependence 545 094 388" 368" 330" (.884)

5. Team Efficacy 557 080 56177 694" 56077 3357 (781)

6. TIB 532 096 5147 8007 56177 32677 7147 (932)

7. Team Performance 533 080 44477 66377 464 29577 58777 61677 (844)

8. Team Satisfaction 568 090 4927 682" 439" 309 5967 63577 666" (.887)

Note. TL, n = 251. TL = Transformational Leadership, TIB = Team Innovation Behavior, ~ p < .001

Table 6. Multiple Regression Results for Predictor (n = 278)

Shared Leadership

B t b
Transformational Leadership 324 5.281 .000
Delegation .258 4.192 .000
Task Interdependence .203 3.723 .000
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Table 7. Regression Results for Criterion Variables (n = 278)
Team Efficacy Team Innovation Behavior
B R? AR? B R? AR?
Team Adaptability 128 2177
1 325 330 336 341
Team Empowerment 488" 427
Team Adaptability 0.29 145"
2 Team Empowerment 3517 398 074 3277 374 0397
Shared Leadership 345 2517
Team Performance Team Satisfaction
B R? AR? B R? AR?
Team Adaptability 267" 142°
1 260 266 238 243
Team Empowerment 308 395
Team Adaptabilicy 208" 053
2 Team Empowerment 227" 284 026" 2727 295 060"
Shared Leadership 205" 310"
™y <001
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g T AR = 060, p < .001), ® 82l FF5  FHA 70& 2HE=A s Wt
(AR? =039, p < .001), ®& FHAR* = 026, 1HY r,v= JAE WS 1A et
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p < 00D =22 UERth Fo S8 B =
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Table 8. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Nomological Network Study Variables -

Team Level (n = 50)

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Shared Leadership 5.50 0.50 1
2. TL 538 066 752" 1
3. Delegation 512 078 6847 812" 1
4. Task Interdependence 5.41 071 5927 5017 5667 1
5. Team Efficacy 552 058 71477 844 7427 467 1
6. TIB 526 072 69277 891" 814" 507" 806 1
7. Team Performance 5.31 0.59 6017 768" 703 4347 7167 1™ 1
8. Team Satisfaction 563 067 62377 7707 e4d™ 435 ;37T 779" 748™

Note. TL = Transformational Leadership, TIB = Team Innovation Behavior, =~ p < .001
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Table 9. HLM Results for Shared Leadership Predictor

Shared Leadership

Variables Null Model Model 1
Fixed effect Coef SE Coef SE
Individual Level
Intercept 549" 0.07
Team Level
Transformational Leadership 037" 0.11
Delegation 0.13 0.12
Task Interdependence 0.11 0.07
Random Effect Variance component P Variance component b
Variance of group level (intercept) 0.19 <.001 0.06 <.001
Variance of individual level (residual) 0.29 <.001 0.29 <.001
Note. Null Model - Levell: SLij = (0j + rij ; Level2: $0j = y00 + u0j

Model 1 -
SL = Shared Leadership, TL
™y < 001

:‘l
o
r
)
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)
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5
Ach
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>

= Transformational Leadership,

Levell: SLij = B0j + rij ; Level2: B0j = y00 + yOI*(TLj) + y02%(DGj) + yO3*(TL) +ulj

DG = Delegation, TI = Task Interdependence
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Table 10. HLM Results for Shared Leadership Criterion Variables

Team Efficacy Team Innovation Behavior
Variables Null Model Model 1 Null Model Model 3
Fixed effect Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Individual Level
Intercept 553" 0.08 5.26™ 0.10
Team Level
Team Tenure 0.03 0.07 017" 0.11
Team Size 0.02 0.02 0.05" 0.02
Shared Leadership 079*** 0.14 0.93*** 0.20
Random Effect Variance Variance ’ Variance Variance »
component component component component
Variance of group level (intercept) 0.26 < .001 0.10 < .001 0.42 < .001 0.15 < .001
Variance of individual level (residual) 0.38 < .001 0.37 < .001 051 < .001 0.50 < .001
Team Performance Team Satisfaction
Variables Null Model Model 3 Null Model Model 4
Fixed effect Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE Coef SE
Individual Level
Intercept 5317 0.08 5647 0.09
Team Level
Team Tenure 0.11 0.05 0.01 0.08
Team Size 0.04" 0.02 0.00 0.02
Shared Leadership 0.67™" 0.13 083" 0.14
Random Effect Variance » Variance P Variance » Variance »
component component component component
Variance of group level (intercept) 0.28 < .001 0.14 < .001 0.35 < .001 0.18 < .001
Variance of individual level (residual) 0.36 < .001 0.36 < .001 0.48 < .001 0.48 < .001

Note. Null Model - Levell: TEFj = (0j + rij ; Level2: B0j = y00 + u0j

Model 1 - Levell:TEFj = B0j + rj ; Level2: B0j = y00 + yO1*GSLj) + yO2¥(TEAMT)) + YO3*TEAMS) + u0j
Null Model - Levell: TIBjj = 30j + rij ; Level2: 30j = y00 + u0j

Model 2 - Levell: TIBj = B0j + 1ij ; Level2: B0j = 300 + yO1%SLj) + yO2XTEAMT)) + YO3*TEAMS) + u0j
Null Model - Levell: TPij = BOj + rij ; Level2: 80} = y00 + u0j

Model 3 - Levell: TPj = B0j + i ; Level2: B0j = y00 + yO1*GSL) + yO2(TEAMT) + YO3*(TEAMS) + u0j
Null Model - Levell: TSij = P0j + 1ij ; Level2: B0j = 300 + u0j

Model 4 - Levell: TSj = P0j + rij ; Level2: B0j = 300 + yOI*SLj) + yO2*(TEAMT)) + YO3*(TEAMS) + u0j

SL = Shared Leadership, TEF = Team Efficacy, TIB = Team Innovation Behavior,

TP = Team Performance, TS = Team Satisfaction, TEAMT = Team Tenure, TEAMS = Team Size

"p <001, "p < 01, p < 05
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Validation of the Shared Leadership Scale for Teams

Ju, Yeong Kyeong Kim, Myoung So

Hoseo University

The purpose of this study is to validate the Shared Leadership Scale((28 questions of four factors) recently
developed for Korean employees. Specifically, we examined (1) factor structure of the scale (2) convergent
and discriminant validity with similar concepts, and (3) the relationship with both predictors and criterion
variables based on nomological network at the individual as well as team level. 417 people employed in
various organizations and occupations participated in online survey. We conducted team-level analysis on
278 people of 50 teams currently working as teams(4~15 team size) for multilevel validation. The results
are as follows. First, the four-factor structure of shared leadership was verified through exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis. With 24 items excluding the 4 items with a slightly low factor loading(one
for each factor), the four-factor structural model was found to be the most suitable compared to other
models. Second, the results of correlation analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and hierarchical regression
analysis confirmed the convergent and discriminant validity between shared leadership and similar
concepts(team empowerment, team adaptation performance). Finally, we developed the nomological
network including the predictors and criteria of shared leadership. Transformational leadership,
organizational delegation, and task interdependence were the significant predictors of shared leadership at
both the individual and team level. Shared leadership also had a significant relationship with the criteria
of various team effectiveness such as team efficacy, team innovation behavior, team performance, and
team satisfaction at the individual and team level. The implications, limitations, and future research
directions of the team-based shared leadership scale validation research were discussed based on the above

finding.

Key words : shared leadership, validation, discriminant validity, nomological network, multilevel analysis
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