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Leadership (Motivation)
• In 2013, approximately a third of all work in Germany are project
activities, and it shows an increase (Schoper et al. 2018).
• The failure rate among projects are high in regard to cost overruns,
delay and underperformance (Cicmil et al. 2009; Evrard and NietoRodriguez 2004).
• Project manager leadership is a significant factor for project
performance and success (Muller and Turner 2007; Larsson et al. 2015).
• Project leadership should be the most promising field of research in the
future (Lindgren and Packendorff 2009).

Leadership (Brief overview)
Main schools of leadership (Dulewicz and Higgs 2003; Turner and Müller
2005)
•
•
•
•
•
•

Trait school (Popularity 1940s)
Behavior or style school (Popularity 1940s-1960s)
Contingency school (Popularity 1960s-1970s)
Visionary or charismatic school (Popularity 1980s-1990s)
Emotional intelligence school (Popularity late 1990s)
Competency school (Popularity late 1990s)

Leadership (Definitions)

“Leadership is a multi-level (person, dyad, group, collective) leaderfollower interaction process that occurs in a particular situation (context)
where a leader (e.g. superior, supervisor) and followers (e.g.
subordinates, direct reports) share a purpose (vision, mission) and jointly
accomplish things (e.g. goals, objectives, tasks) willingly (e.g. without
coercion).” (Yammarino 2013, p.150).

Leadership (in projects)
• Leadership directly links with project success (Müller and Turner 2007;
Geoghegan and Dulewicz 2008).
• Different leadership styles are appropriate for different types of project
(Müller and Turner 2007; Thite 1999).
• Leadership competency has a positive impact on project success (Khan et al.
2014).
• Transformational leadership has positive effects on projects (Miyamoto 2015;
Aga et al. 2016).

Leadership (challenges)
• Leadership emergent from the industrial age (1800s) and research focus
on the top-down approach to increase production factories’ efficiency
(Pearce and Manz 2005).
• No single leader has all the relevant, appropriate knowledge in every
situation (Pearce and Conger 2002; Perry et al. 1999).
• We are in a knowledge economy, but our managerial and governance
systems are stuck in the industrial era. It is time for a whole new model
(Manville & Ober 2003).

Leadership (new paradigm)
• New stream called shared leadership (Pearce and Conger 2002).

• Similar approach like balanced Leadership (Müller and Packendorff 2017),
collective leadership (Denis et al. 2001), collaborative leadership (Rosenthal
1998), distributed leadership (Gronn 2002), team leadership (Zaccaro et al.
2001), and many more.

• Leadership is seen as a function that can be shared among team
members, with all team members making constructive suggestions to
achieve shared team goals (Conger and Pearce 2003).

Leadership (vertical vs shared)

Def. Shared Project Leadership
• Scott–Young et al. (2019) defined in their literature review (systemic
review):
• Shared leadership in projects ...
•
•
•
•

emerges as a dynamic, interactive, fluid, cycle process (D‘Innocenczo et al. 2016),
distributed across multiple project members (Pearce and Conger 2002),
at different times (Kozlowski et al. 2016),
and different phases in the team and project life cycle (Wu and Comrican 2016).

Research Gap
• In the project management field, research on shared leadership is less frequent,
and knowledge is even more poorly developed (Muethel and Hoegl 2016).
• There has been limited research on shared leadership in project management
(Scott-Young et al. 2019).
• Study leadership as practices rather than competence held by individual managers
(Carroll et al. 2008; Bolden and Gosling 2006).
• There is a need for more practice-oriented empirical studies on project
management (Lindgren and Packendorff 2009).

Product development project (PDP)
• Product development projects have to adapt because of the dynamic business
environment's challenges (Steffens et al. 2007).
• New product development projects are growing more and more complex (Yang et al.
2014).
• A product development project is also a complex web of interactions involving many
overlapping activities and interdependent components (Yang et al. 2015).
• Often, before project execution starts, there is no precise understanding of the
detailed project tasks, task sequence, task interdependencies and task time
(Tatikonda and Rosenthal 2000).
• New product development projects uncertainty results from a lack of information to
perform the required tasks (Hwang et al. 2019; Yan and Dooley 2013).
• Compounding the problem is that the failure rate for new products is alarmingly
high (Clancy and Stone 2005).

Research Question
• Research Question: How many project members can be identified as
leaders in a product development project (PDP) team?
• Sub Research Question: What are the most relevant criteria for a leader in a product development
project?
Step1: What are the criteria?

Step2: How many leaders can be identified?

Method
• Sub Research Question: What are the most relevant criteria for a leader
in a product development project?
• Qualitative Research: Literature Review
• Source: Scopus & Google Scholar
• Criteria: Criteria needs to apply in daily activity, criteria are applied in
current research, relevance in the research, exclude personality factors
(like traits) and competencies

Results
• Sub Research Question: What are the most relevant criteria for a leader in a
product development project?
• Adopted from Ensley, Hmieleski & Pearce 2006: directive, transactional,
transformational and empowering leadership behavior.

• Directive: Assigned goals, instruction and command
• Transactional: Rewarding, and Management by exception
• Transformational: Visioning, Idealism, Performance Expectation, Inspirational
communication, intellectual stimulation
• Empowering: self-reward, teamwork, participative goal setting, independent action,
opportunity thinking, self-development

• Duration of leading: more than 5 activities in a week (or 4 hours a week)

Method
• Research Question: How many project members can be identified as
leaders in a PDP team?
• Empirical Approach (product development project in the automotive
industry).
• Qualitative Approach: Ethnographical strategy (3 weeks: daily diaries,
interviews, team todo lists, observations in virtual meetings).
• 8 project teams with approx. 7-22 team members.

Results
• Many leaders in all PDP teams were identified

• Strong shared leadership, especially in technical topics

• 4-8 different project members with leadership activities in each team for technical topics (but not an official
leader role)

• Weak shared leadership regarding time and cost activities

•
•
•
•

• One dedicated and one substitute in each team

The leading activities of a dedicated project manager are approx. 30 - 50 %.
The technical leading activities of the project members are approx. 20 -30 %.
Technical leadership activities are in smaller teams and mostly short terms.
Cost and time leadership activities are in the whole team relevant and mostly long
terms.
• In most cases (95%), the dedicated project manager knows the people leading the
technical topics.

Discussion
• Criteria identified to identify the leaders in daily activities.
• My empirical research identified many leaders in a PDP.
• Difference between time, cost and technical activities.

• A PDP in automotive industry is technical driven and the most topics are
technical related.
• Shared leadership is an activity-oriented phenomenon and changed
over time.
• The results are in line with shared leadership research.

Boundaries and Limitations
• The observed projects are currently in the development phase.
• The project is planned for five years and the teams work together for
two years.
• Empirical data were a collection of product development projects in the
automotive industry.
• Due to Corona, the teams are at home (virtual teams) during the
observation time.
• There is no link to the success or efficiency of project teams.

Conclusion
• Contribute to the development of project leadership and general leadership
theory with new empirical settings.
• Shared leadership is not only a theoretical framework. It is widespread in
practice and should be taken seriously.
• Focus was the study on the everyday actions and interaction of leadership.
This is in line with Gronn’s (2002) suggestion for the study of leadership
activities.
• For the practical implication, support the development of technical leaders in
the project.
• The number of 8 teams and observation time should extend to get better
results.
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