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Abstract
Shared leadership is an emerging style of leadership, which has been studied a lot recently.
There is growing evidence that shared leadership contributes to team creativity. In the current
study the team creativity model has been designed, to examine if task complexity moderates
the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. Using a sample of 131
individuals working in teams in various different industries, we found that the moderation of
task complexity on the relationship of shared leadership and team creativity is not significant.
We did however find that shared leadership and task complexity both contribute to team
creativity. These findings provide knowledge on the effects that shared leadership and task
complexity have on team creativity. This is important for organizations that are looking to
increase the creative outcomes of their teams, because this study shows that shared leadership

and task complexity can be used to positively increase the creativity of teams.



Shared leadership and team creativity: does task complexity contribute to this
relationship?

In order to achieve success organizations should look to increase creativity within their
organization. Employee creativity has been shown to be an important factor to organizational
success (Wang & Peng, 2022). Literature suggests that employee creativity contributes to
organizational success because employee creativity facilitates the generation of innovative
and advantageous outcomes (Oldham & Cummings, 1996). Shared leadership has been shown
to be positively related to team creativity and team performance. Shared leadership is
furthermore an important driver for team effectiveness (Carson et al., 2007; D’Innocenzo et
al., 2016) and has positive effects on a number of team outcomes (Hoch, 2013). Moreover,
shared leadership leads to more novel ideas and suitable solutions for complex problems
(Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020). And because it has been shown that shared leadership is
positively related to team creativity (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020), shared leadership may be a

way for organizations to increase their creativity.

Past research has revealed some reasons as to why shared leadership is positively
related to team creativity. For example it has been shown that shared leadership leads to an
improvement in employees’ psychological safety, which in turn possibly stimulates their
creativity (Wang & Peng, 2022). In addition to this, when there are high levels of shared
leadership, team members are more likely to share their ideas and unique information to the
other team members, as a result higher levels of creativity will be reached (Hoch, 2013).
Furthermore, a large number of interactions of team members within a shared leadership
structure can accelerate the process of information flow, and this dynamic then promotes team
creativity (Wu & Cormican, 2016). But these studies have mostly shown more direct

consequences of shared leadership in regard to creativity. What is less known is under which



conditions is the relationship between shared leadership and team outcomes stronger or in

other words, what moderating factors could be contributing to this relationship.

In this current study to confirm previous research, we will research if shared leadership
leads to team creativity and we will look to find if this relationship is moderated by task
complexity, to extend on previous research. We will do this with the help of the team
creativity model, which we designed ourselves. One thing the model suggests is that shared
leadership has a positive relation with team creativity. We already know that this is in fact
true (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020; Wang & Peng, 2022; Wu & Cormican, 2016). Additionally
as already mentioned higher levels of shared leadership will lead to higher levels of creativity
(Hoch, 2013). Furthermore there is reason to suggest that task complexity could be a
moderating factor in this relationship, because it has been shown that task complexity is a
factor contributing to creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996). In addition to this creative
efficacy and creativity task demands are needed for the team to leverage its shared leadership
to enhance team creativity (Ali et al., 2020). For these reasons we propose that task
complexity is a key moderator in the relationship between shared leadership and team

creativity.

We investigate this model using a questionnaire sent to multiple organizations. For
this study we are interested in teams and we want the minimum team size to be three.
Furthermore we are also only interested in people working more than twenty hours per week.
By doing this we hope to further increase the knowledge on the relationship between shared
leadership and team creativity, therefore making an important contribution to the existing
literature on this subject. As such we hope to add more strength to the current literature that
shows that shared leadership is beneficial for team creativity (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020;

Wang & Peng, 2022; Wu & Cormican, 2016; Hoch, 2013). While also illustrating why task



complexity should be researched to gain more understanding of its role in the relation

between shared leadership and team creativity.

Figure 1.

Team creativity model

Task complexity

Shared Leadership ' | Team Creativity

THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Shared leadership

Shared leadership has been defined as the dynamic interaction between multiple
people within a group that is aiming to guide another to realise the group goals or the
organizational goals. (Pearce & Conger, 2003). Another definition of shared leadership is by
D’Innocenzo and colleagues, ‘'Shared leadership is an emergent and dynamic team
phenomenon whereby leadership roles and influence are distributed among team members.”’
(D’Innocenzo et al., 2014). In my opinion both of these definitions are valid and are able to
coexist. By looking at these definitions it is clear that within shared leadership, just as the
name implies, there is no one singular leader. The leadership is shared by the different

members that are working within the same team. So shared leadership is clearly different from

more traditional vertical leadership, which emphasizes the role of the person in the formal



hierarchical position (Mainemiles et al, 2015).

Shared leadership and team creativity

Creativity has been defined as the generation of unique and helpful ideas by a person
or small group of people working in cooperation (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Team creativity on
the other hand, refers to the production of novel and useful ideas by a group of individuals
working together (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004). However team creativity is not just a simple
aggregation of individual creativity (Hoever et al., 2018). Because team creativity also
requires relevant team interactions to integrate the creative efforts of each member (Pirola-
Merlo & Mann, 2004). Team creativity is quite important because a lot of organizational
problems and tasks are complex in nature. So teams rather than individuals are often required
to come up with creative solutions for these complex problems (Byron et al., 2022). This is
why research on team creativity in particular is important. If we know what factors contribute
to team creativity, more organizations are able to put these factors in place within their

organization to improve their team creativity.

We already know that according to previous research shared leadership is beneficial
for team creativity (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020; Wang & Peng, 2022; Wu & Cormican,
2016), which is why in our model we expect that shared leadership is positively related with
team creativity. Shared leadership leads to more novel ideas and suitable solutions for
complex problems (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020). And we know that team creativity refers to
the production of novel ideas by a group of individuals working together (Pirola-Merlo &
Mann, 2004). So shared leadership leads to novel ideas which is an important part of team
creativity. We also know that shared leadership is connected with psychological safety,
and idea sharing and thus an acceleration of information flow, all of which resulting in more

creativity (Wang & Peng, 2022; Hoch, 2013; Wu & Cormican, 2016).



Furthermore, Hunter et al., (2017) suggests that when there is just one leader , then
this individual cannot have all the skills and abilities required to satisfy creativity demands. In
contrast, shared leadership shares responsibilities among team members, which benefits
overall team capacity by leveraging the skills and abilities of all members within the team
(Pearce, 2004). Due to the division of responsibilities an environment is created wherein
commitment to team goals, and ownership of team processes and performance are increased,
resulting in team members being more likely to increase their effort in generating creative
ideas (Carson et al., 2007; Huang et al.,2009; Pearce, 2004). While within shared leadership
the team members are motivated to reflect together on the current situation and harmonize
their creative efforts with each other, resulting in enhanced team creativity (Hoch, 2013;
Hoever et al., 2018). Shared leadership also promotes the development of the whole team’s
confidence to take on challenges at work, therefore motivating team members to come up
with creative ideas to deal with difficult and complex team tasks (Gu et al., 2020). Therefore,
based on previous empirical studies, we propose that shared leadership enhances team
creativity through psychological safety, sharing of ideas, an accelerated information flow,

shared responsibilities, shared reflection and development of confidence in teams.

Hypothesis 1: Shared leadership is positively associated with team creativity.

Task complexity and team creativity

We suggest that the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity is more
complex than what has been suggested thus far. We propose that task complexity has a
positive influence on this relationship. The reason being that creative efficacy and creativity
task demands are needed for the team to leverage its shared leadership to enhance team
creativity (Ali et al., 2020). And task complexity is also a factor that contributes to creativity

(Oldham & Cummings, 1996).



Task complexity exists of the multiple relationships between task inputs as an
important predictor of the performance of people, because these relationships create demands
on the abilities, knowledge and resources of team members. Therefore it is an important
determinant of human performance (Wood, 1986). When a task is high in complexity the
chance that a single person has all the necessary skills, knowledge and abilities to lead the
team to successfully complete the task, is quite low (Bligh et al., 2006). So as task complexity
increases, shared leadership and its benefits become more important (Bligh et al., 2006;
D’Innocenzo et al., 2014). This can be tied into something that was already mentioned, that
one leader cannot have all the skills and abilities required to satisfy creativity demands
(Hunter et al., 2017). Thus shared leadership becomes more important, resulting in shared
responsibilities which increases effort in generating creative ideas (Pearce, 2004). And shared
leadership being more important also leads to more novel ideas and suitable solutions for
complex problems (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020), which is a big part of team
creativity (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004). So one could argue that task complexity results in
more teamwork, which results in more creativity. In addition to this task complexity has
influence on decision making and information processing (Bystrom & Jarvelin, 1995; Payne,
1976). This may have an influence on creative idea generation (Chen et al., 2018). Task
complexity may also cause conflicting views, this is important to meet the demands of the
task, because it promotes the generation of creative ideas. And when confronted by a complex
task, individuals may feel more motivation to invest effort, time and attention to team tasks,
resulting in team creativity (Vashdi et al., 2013). Therefore we suggest that task complexity is

positively associated with team creativity.

Hypothesis 2: Task complexity is positively associated with creativity



The moderating role of task complexity

The most complex tasks are characterized by having multiple paths to different
outcomes, some desired and some undesired, conflicts among outcomes and ambiguity of
path-outcome connections, calling for team members to cooperate, have mutual understanding
and share knowledge and information (Chang et al., 2014; Wood, 1986). This further
strengthens the argument that task complexity makes shared leadership more important, thus
resulting in higher team creativity. Moreover, task complexity displays a unifying and generic
task characteristic, which has an important role in team interaction and effectiveness (Liu &
Li, 2012). Combine this with previous points made about the relationship of task complexity
between shared leadership and team creativity and you have a compelling argument as to why
task complexity would moderate the relationship between shared leadership and team

creativity. Where high task complexity would strengthen this relationship.

This is very different when task complexity is low, low complexity tasks are more
structured and regular. This means that they can be completed via standardized processes and
routines (Bystrom & Jarvelin, 1995). For low complexity, tasks diverse perspectives may
interrupt the task process and undermine task progression, not to mention creative outcomes
(\Vashdi et al., 2013). This is why the influence of task complexity on team creativity will be
different for simple and complex tasks (Chen et., al, 2018). We expect that under low task
complexity the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity will be lower. As
mentioned, low task complexity will have tasks that can be completed via standardized
processes (Bystrom & Jarvelin, 1995). So you can expect less creativity and cooperation will
be required to complete these tasks. Furthermore, as also mentioned before, low task
complexity could even interrupt creative outcomes (Vashdi et al., 2013). Therefore it makes
sense to think that low task complexity will result in a weakened relationship between shared

leadership and team creativity. Thus we propose that high task complexity has more of a
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positive influence on the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity than low

task complexity.

Hypothesis 3: Task complexity moderates the relationship between shared leadership
and team creativity. This relationship is more pronounced when task complexity is higher

rather than lower.

Methods

Sample

The sample used in this research was made up of 131 people working for different
organizations. Out of these 131 participants 30 did not work more than 20 hours a week and
were controlled for. In addition 5 more participants were controlled for, because they did not
work in a team. Furthermore 49 participants did not complete the questionnaire in its entirety.
This brought the amount of participants who completed the questionnaire down to 47. Out of
these 47 participants 28 identified as female and 19 as male. 19 of our participants were in
their twenties, 4 were in their thirties, 8 were in their forties, 12 were in their fifties and 4
were in their sixties. Out of our 47 participants 36 were Dutch and 11 had other nationalities.
In terms of education 20 of our participants had a university study as their highest level of
education, 15 had a higher vocational education as highest education, 8 had an intermediate
vocational training as their highest level of education, 2 had a doctorate as their highest level
of education, 1 had a post-doctorate as their highest level of education and 1 had secondary
school as their highest level of education. 11 respondents work between 20 and 30 hours per
week, 18 work between 30 and 40 hours per week, the remaining 18 respondents work 40 or
more than 40 hours per week, except for one respondent who works between 0 to 40 hours per

week.
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Procedure

Data was gathered using an online questionnaire, we approached the participants to
participate in our study ourselves. So convenience sampling was used to gather participants,
but snowball sampling was also used. In this research more variables have been tested than
have been used. This is because this research is part of a bigger project. There was no
compensation for participation in the study, so we relied completely on people voluntarily
filling the questionnaire in. The confidentiality of participants was made sure of through the

informed consent. Data was collected from May 15th until the 6th of June.

Measures

Shared leadership

We asked the participants questions on their cooperation with their team members to
measure shared leadership. For this we used an adapted eighteen-item measure from Hoch,
Pearce and Welzel (2010). Items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 = strongly
disagree, 4 = neutral , to 7 = strongly agree). Two examples of the items were: “’My team
members and [ work together to decide what my performance goals should be.”” and “’My
team members encourage me to search for solutions to my problems without supervision.”’’

Cronbach’s alpha was .85

Team Creativity

Participants rated their teams overall creativity using an adapted thirteen-item measure
from Zou and George (2001). Participants were asked to rate their team's creativity using a 7-
point Likert scale (from 1 = not at all characteristic, 4 = neutral, to 7 = very characteristic).

Two examples of the items were: "My team suggests new ways to achieve goals or
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objectives.”” and “’My team comes up with creative solutions to problems.’’ Cronbach’s alpha

was .96

Task Complexity

Task complexity was measured by using an adapted four-item measure from Maynard
and Hakel (1997). Participants rated their task complexity using a 7-point Likert scale (from 1
= totally disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, to 7 = totally agree). The questions asked

’

were: I find the tasks at my job to be complex.’’, “’The tasks at my job are mentally

IS}

demanding.’’, “'The tasks at my job require a lot of problem solving.’” and “’I find the tasks at

my job to be challenging.’” Cronbach’s alpha was .903

Control Variables

We used a couple of different control variables to make sure that we gathered data that
is useful for our research. First of all we considered if someone works in a team, since that is a
prerequisite for what we are looking to research. We also took team size into account, because
a team of only two people is not something we are looking for. Lastly we controlled for
working hours. This is important because we are looking for people who are involved with
working in their team a lot, so if someone is working less than twenty hours their data would
not be used. We furthermore looked at the different industries people work in, by doing this

we can see if there is a difference in creativity depending on industry.

Results

Regression assumptions

The assumptions that have been checked for the regression analysis are normality,

linearity, homoscedasticity, independence, multicollinearity and we also checked for outliers.
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Normality of the variables was investigated using the Shapiro-Wilk test. Shared leadership (p
=.14) and task complexity (p =.07) seem to not be normally distributed. Team creativity
however is normally distributed (p =.52). A QQ-plot has also been made to investigate
normality in addition to the Shapiro-Wilk test. In the plot you can see that the standardized
residuals mostly follow the line of the plot. Only at the bottom are there two residuals below
the line, the same holds true for at the top. This means that no other steps will be taken in this
regard and the analysis will be conducted with parametric tests. Independence was checked
using the Durbin-Watson test. Using this test it was shown that the data met the assumption of
independent errors (Durbin-Watson value = 2.52). We also checked for linearity and
homoscedasticity. The scatterplot of standardized residuals showed that the data met the
assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity. Tests to check for the assumption of
collinearity indicated that multicollinearity was not a concern (shared leadership, tolerance =
1.00, VIF = 1.00; task complexity, tolerance = 1.00, VIF = 1.00). Furthermore by using

Cook’s distance no outliers were found.

Descriptive statistics

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations for the variables used in our
team creativity model. As shown, team creativity has a strong significant correlation with
shared leadership (r = .60, p = <.001). Team creativity is also significantly correlated with
task complexity (r = .29, p = .05). Furthermore task complexity is also significantly correlated
to shared leadership (r = .38, p = .01). Previous research has already shown that shared
leadership and team creativity are positively related, so the high correlation between the two

in this study is not actually all that surprising.



Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations and Correlations of the Variables
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N Mean SD 1 2
1. Shared Leadership 70 4.59 .89
2. Team Creativity 48 4.74 1.13 .60**
3. Task Complexity 47 4.88 1.41 38**  29*

Note. N=70.**p<.01, *p<.05 p<.10

Hypothesis testing

To test hypothesis one and two, we made use of a regression analysis. We have

centered the data, because the predictors do not have a meaningful value at null. As shown in

table 2, there is a significant main effect of shared leadership on team creativity (B = .60, SE =

.15, p =<.001). There is also a significant main effect of task complexity on team creativity

(B =.29, SE = .11, p = .05). Lastly we have our moderation hypothesis, that task complexity

moderates the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. The results were

not as expected as the outcomes did not support this hypothesis. We observed an insignificant

shared leadership * task complexity interaction on team creativity (B = 1.07, SE =.10,p =

18).

Table 2
Regression Analysis

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficient Coefficient

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig
(constant) 4.77 A7 28.81 <.00*
Shared .76 15 .60 5.02 <.00*
leadership
Task 23 11 .29 2.02 .05
complexity
Interaction 14 10 A7 1.36 .18

Note. Dependent variable: Team Creativity. N = 70. * p <.001
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Discussion

This study examined the role of shared leadership and task complexity on team
creativity. And more specifically the moderating role of task complexity on the relationship
between shared leadership and team creativity. The results supported the first two hypotheses,
showing that when shared leadership is high, team creativity is also high. The same goes for
task complexity, when it is at a high value, team creativity is also high. The results however
did not support our third hypothesis, that task complexity moderates the relationship between
shared leadership and team creativity. Therefore it seems that, in our sample, the relationship
between shared leadership and team creativity is not different at different levels of the
moderator task complexity. So when shared leadership is in place and has its influence on
team creativity, the complexity of the tasks of people within the team seems to have no further
influence on the creativity of the team. There are several ways in which these outcomes

extend previous research.

Theoretical Implications

The current results strengthen the already existing knowledge on the consequences of
shared leadership on team creativity. Previous research has already shown that shared
leadership is positively related to team creativity (Klasmaier & Rowold, 2020), and that
higher levels of shared leadership lead to higher levels of team creativity (Hoch, 2013). The
outcomes of this present study support these findings and thus add to the body of work which
shows that shared leadership is beneficial for team creativity. There are multiple reasons as to
why shared leadership is beneficial for team creativity. One reason is that shared leadership
leads to more novel ideas and suitable solutions for complex problems (Klasmaier & Rowold,
2020). Another reason is that shared leadership is connected with psychological safety,

and idea sharing and thus an acceleration of information flow, all of which resulting in more



16

creativity (Wang & Peng, 2022; Hoch, 2013; Wu & Cormican, 2016). Just like shared
leadership is beneficial for team creativity, task complexity also has a positive relation with
team creativity. The difference being that this relationship hasn’t been researched as much, so
there is currently less known about it. That means that this research is adding to the current
literature and expanding on it. As has been mentioned earlier, previous research has shown
that task complexity is a factor that contributes to creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996).
Furthermore as task complexity increases, shared leadership and its benefits become more
important (Bligh et al., 2006; D’Innocenzo et al., 2014). And as we already know one of the
benefits of shared leadership is team creativity. Previous research has also found some other
ways in which task complexity may be beneficial for creativity. For example it may have an
influence on creative idea generation (Chen et al., 2018), and an increase in motivation to
invest effort, time and attention to team tasks (Vashdi et al., 2013). It was for these reasons we
suspected that task complexity is positively associated with team creativity. The outcomes of
this current research support these claims, therefore adding to and expanding on previous
research that has been done on this subject. As such this research supports the notion that
shared leadership and task complexity have a positive effect on team creativity. This could be
valuable information for organizations looking to increase the creativity of their teams.
Furthermore it also alerts researchers to the importance of these factors for possible future

research.

Lastly, we proposed that task complexity would moderate the relationship between
shared leadership and team creativity, because these factors both contribute to creativity and
also because of the fact that when task complexity increases, so does the importance of shared
leadership and its benefits (Bligh et al., 2006; D’Innocenzo et al., 2014). In addition to this
low task complexity could interrupt creative outcomes (Vashdi et al., 2013). Thus we also

proposed that the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity is more
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pronounced when task complexity is higher rather than lower. The outcomes of this current
research do however not support this claim. This does not contradict any previous research,
because this specific relationship has not been researched before. However it is interesting
that the outcomes of this research do not support our claim, as both shared leadership and task
complexity are positively associated with team creativity. But it is important to note that the
present research was conducted on a low number of participants, this could be a potential
reason as to why no significant result was found for our model. Or perhaps shared leadership
and task complexity are both independently leading to team creativity and task complexity
simply does not moderate the relationship between shared leadership and team creativity. It is

however something that is worthwhile looking into for future studies.

Practical implications

As has been shown, creativity is an important factor for organizational success (Wang
& Peng, 2022). And organizations should look to increase creativity in order to achieve
success. This current research adds to the body of work stating that shared leadership is
beneficial for team creativity. Therefore organizations could look to shared leadership in order
to increase creativity to achieve success. Organizations of differing sizes could implement
shared leadership within their teams to stimulate creativity, thereby contributing to the
creativity and success of the organization. This might not only apply to commercial
organizations, but also governmental organizations, research organizations or even within the
educational field. For example students could be tasked to work within a shared leadership
setting for a school project. This work environment could enhance the students creativity,

therefore perhaps increasing their success as a group.

In addition to shared leadership, this study also shows that task complexity seems to

be beneficial for team creativity. So this is also a factor that organizations of different sizes
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within different fields could take into account, when looking to increase their creativity and
success. Besides implementing shared leadership within their teams, organizations could
strive towards making the tasks that their teams need to complete challenging. Therefore
increasing task complexity and stimulating creativity. To summarize, organizations could
look to implement shared leadership and task complexity in order to stimulate their creativity

and therefore increasing organizational success.

Strengths and limitations

A strength of this present research is that data was collected from a diverse sample.
We approached actual working teams from real organizations, not students and no scenarios
were put in place. Our participants worked in multiple different sectors and they were a
diverse group in terms of gender, age and seniority in their organizations. Another strength of
the present research is that we used good and reliable peer reviewed scales for our
questionnaire. This made sure that what we measured was reliable and trustworthy. A final
strength is that the subject of this research is very relevant. A lot of teams are making use of
some sort of form of shared leadership and it is a subject that has been popular for a while

now.

This present research however also has a few weaknesses and limitations. The first
being that we used subjective measures for the questionnaire. This means that the outcomes of
variables such as team performance and team creativity were entirely based on personal
opinions and not on hard truths. There were no performance reviews or anything of the kind
used to see what the true team outcomes were. For instance in order to measure team
creativity, we could have asked team leaders for their rating. Furthermore the questionnaire
was aimed at individuals and not as teams as a whole. By doing this you gain insight in how

individuals view their teams level of shared leadership, but you don’t gain insight in how the
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team in its entirety views their level of shared leadership. Another limitation is that this
present research is being run by five bachelor students with limited resources. If more
resources were available the research could potentially have been distributed to more people,
resulting in a bigger sample size. Lastly the questionnaire was quite long, we assume that this
resulted in less people finishing the questionnaire, consequently resulting in a small group of

participants who completed the questionnaire in its entirety.

Future research directions

It may be interesting for future research to study and test the same model as used in
the present research. As discussed this research has some weaknesses, so it would be
interesting to see this study being replicated without those weaknesses. Perhaps the outcomes
will be different if the current weaknesses are mitigated. The most important weakness to be
rectified should be the sample size, a replication of this study with a larger sample size could
make a difference in outcomes and generalizability. Besides this objective measures could be
used instead of objective ones and the questionnaire could be aimed at teams rather than
individuals to potentially get a better view of the true team dynamics and outcomes. Another
thing for future research to look into is to use more control variables. For this study no control
variables were used in terms of the statistical analysis. The only control variables that were
used were used to make sure the participants met the necessary requirements to participate in
the study. A potential control variable could be average team member creativity. Team
member creativity is positively correlated with team creativity (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004).
So a very creative team member could account for most of the creativity in a team, masking
the team's actual creativity. So this could be worth looking into and adding team member
creativity as a control variable in our model. Another control variable that could be added is
team tenure. Team tenure is shown to be positively related to team creativity for long-

established teams, but slightly negative for newly formed teams (Byron et al., 2022).
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Therefore it could be a useful control variable as it influences team creativity based on how
long a team has been working together. It however could also be added as an extra moderator
variable to the model. Team tenure was a moderator variable in the study of Byron et al. in
2022, when investigating how teams should be designed to be creative and innovative. As
mentioned, team tenure is positively related to team creativity for long-established teams
(Byron et al., 2022). Thus it could potentially contribute to our current model as a moderator
variable. Maybe it will change the outcome of our current model to a significant outcome. So

team tenure is definitely something that is worth looking into.

Final overview

The results of this research have shown us that both shared leadership and task
complexity are positively associated with team creativity. This means that organizations could
look to improve these factors in their teams to increase their creative outputs. In this research
we also proposed that the relation between shared leadership and team creativity will be
stronger when task complexity is higher rather than lower. This proposition was not supported
by the outcomes of this study. However, future research could look further into this model and

potential relationship.
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Appendix A
Tables and figures
Table Al
Normality Test
Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig.
Shared Leadership 95 48 .04
Team Creativity 98 48 52
Task Complexity 91 48 .00
Table A2
Model summary
Model R R Square | Adjusted R | Std. Error Durbin-
Square of the Watson
Estimate
1 .63a 39 .35 91 2.52

a. Predictors: (constant), Shared Leadership, Task Complexity

Note. Dependent variable: Team Creativity

Table A3

Variance Inflation Factor

Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF
Shared Leadership 1.00 1.00
Task Complexity 1.00 1.00

Note. Dependent Variable: Team Creativity.



Figure Al

QQ-plot of standardized residuals
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Appendix B

Measures

Shared leadership
Label Transformational leadership

1.

2.
3.
4

o

6.

My team members provide a clear vision of whom and what our team is.

My team members are driven by higher purposes or ideals.

My team members show enthusiasm for my efforts.

My team members encourage me to rethink ideas which had never been questioned
before.

My team members seek a broad range of perspectives when solving problems.

My team members encourage me to go above and beyond what is normally expected
of one (e.g., extra effort).

Transactional leadership

1.

2.
3.
4.

My team members and me have clear agreements and stick to those when we work
together.

If I perform well, my team members will recommend more compensation.

My team members give me positive feedback when I perform well.

My team members give me special recognition when my work performance is
especially good.

Directive leadership

1.
2.

3.

My team members decide on my performance goals together with me.

My team members and | work together to decide what my performance goals should
be. My team members and | sit down together and reach agreement on my
performance goals.

My team members work with me to develop my performance goals.

Empowerment (individual)

1.

wmn

7.

8.

My team members encourage me to search for solutions to my problems without
supervision.

My team members urge me to assume responsibilities on my own.

My team members encourage me to learn new things.

My team members encourage me to give myself a pat on the back when | meet a new
challenge.

My team members encourage me to work together with other individuals who are part
of the team.

My team members advise me to coordinate my efforts with other individuals who are
part of the team.

My team members urge me to work as a team with other individuals who are part of
the team.

My team members expect that the collaboration with the other members in the team
works well.

Aversive leadership

1.
2.
3.
4.

My team members try to influence me through threat and intimidation.
I feel intimidated by my team members’ behavior.

My team members can be quite intimidating.

When my work is not up to par, my team members point it out to me



Team Creativity

CoNoR~LNE

Suggests new ways to achieve goals or objectives.

Comes up with new and practical ideas to improve performance.

Searches out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas.
Suggests new ways to increase quality.

Is a good source of creative ideas.

Is not afraid to take risks.

Promotes and champions ideas to others.

Exhibits creativity on the job when given the opportunity to.

Develops adequate plans and schedules for the implementation of new ideas.
. Often has new and innovative ideas.

. Comes up with creative solutions to problems.

. Often has a fresh approach to problems.

. Suggests new ways of performing work tasks.

Task Complexity

NGO~ wWdE

How much experience have you had in the past with scheduling tasks similar to this one

| found this to be a complex task.

This task was mentally demanding.

This task required a lot of thought and problem solving.

| found this to be a challenging task.

| was motivated to perform well on this task.

| found this task to be physically demanding.

This task was interesting to me.

| put a lot of effort in coming up with the best possible solution.

(check one)?
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