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A B S T R A C T

Shared leadership has been identified as an important form of team-centric leadership that complements vertical 
leadership practices in project teams. It has been connected with many positive outcomes on team performance 
and effectiveness, and it has been reported to enhance team members’ job satisfaction. However, less is known 
about how team members experience the consequences of shared leadership. Hence the aim of our study was to 
explore how shared leadership consequences are experienced amongst project team members, and how these 
consequences are related to job demands and resources. We conducted a qualitative study with 31 participants 
from 15 project teams from private and public sector. The data was analysed with a lens of job demands- 
resources (JD-R) theory to capture how team members perceive shared leadership consequences, and how 
these experiences are reflected as job demands and resources. We found that project team members’ experiences 
of shared leadership consequences were reflected as increasing hindrance and challenge demands, and as 
enhancing job resources. Our findings bring new knowledge on shared leadership consequences and highlight 
both the benefits and cautions of these consequences for project teams.

1. Introduction

Leadership is one of the most researched areas in social sciences, and 
it has long been considered as one of the key contributors for organ
isational effectiveness (Yukl, 2012). Besides being important for orga
nisations, leadership accounts for team performance and individual 
team members’ well-being, since leadership is connected with em
ployees’ work engagement and performance (Belle, 2014; Breevaart 
et al., 2014; Katou et al., 2022). Leaders’ motivating, inspiring, and 
encouraging behaviour has been found to positively affect employee job 
satisfaction and motivation (Judge and Piccolo, 2004). Leadership in 
teams can be understood as being based on formal hierarchical leader 
role in which the team leader leads the team members, or as horizontally 
shared among team members (Hollenbeck et al., 2012).

Besides formal hierarchical leadership, the team-centric leadership 
phenomenon has raised interest amidst project leadership researchers in 
recent years (Abson et al., 2024; Karppi et al., 2024; Müller et al., 2023). 
Shared leadership, also referred to as collective or distributed leader
ship, is conceptualised as a dynamic and emergent team process that 
changes over time (Kozlowski et al., 2016). Shared leadership emerges 

in teams as team members actively take over leadership roles, without 
being assigned to leadership roles by teams’ formal leader (Wassenaar 
and Pearce, 2017, 169). Shared leadership is informal and evolving 
phenomenon (Avolio et al., 2009) affected by the operational environ
ment of the team (Carson et al., 2007) and the tasks at a given time 
(Serban and Roberts, 2016). In this study, the focus was on shared 
leadership as an informal and voluntary team process (Wassenaar and 
Pearce, 2017, 169) that is often used in positioning within shared 
leadership research. The research exploring shared leadership in pro
jects has increased, and several positive consequences on teamwork 
have been reported, such as improved performance and increased 
creativity (Wu et al., 2020); however, less is known about shared lead
ership consequences on project team members’ job demands and 
resources.

Specifically, research on the consequences of shared leadership has 
predominantly focused on team performance and functioning, while 
largely overlooking its implications for job demands and resources (Wu 
et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2018; Scott-Young et al., 2019). Job 
demands-resources (JD-R) theory distinguishes characteristics of work 
into job demands and job resources (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). For 
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teamwork, identifying these job characteristics is important since chal
lenge demands and job resources feed into team members’ motivation, 
engagement and further to team performance (Mäkikangas et al., 2016). 
Additionally, job characteristics play an important role in initiating 
health impairment and motivational processes (Bakker and Demerouti, 
2017).

Project work as such imposes various job demands and resources for 
project team members. Project work embeds challenging and multifac
eted situations for team collaboration and project leadership. The 
challenges arise from complexity of work, temporality, the multi-project 
environment, and team members who join the team from diverse 
backgrounds (Aramo-Immonen et al., 2012; Kalff, 2022; Turner and 
Müller, 2003). Many team members who are assigned to teamwork, such 
as project team members, are simultaneously engaged to more than one 
team (O’Leary et al., 2011). This multi-project environment increases 
job demands and limits resources for employees, leading to the experi
ence of job strain, reduced job engagement, and work-related overload 
among team members (Margolis, 2020). These contextual factors create 
a challenging and demanding work environment for projects (Xia et al., 
2022), thereby making project teams a fruitful area for exploring shared 
leadership consequences.

However, although there is knowledge about the job characteristics 
in project teams, there is less knowledge as to what extent extra-role 
behaviour such as shared leadership among team members is related 
to their job resources and demands. Also, existing knowledge on how 
team members experience shared leadership consequences on their job 
demands and resources when they have taken leadership roles is lacking. 
We also lack understanding of how team members experience shared 
leadership consequences on job demands and resources when other 
team members’ have taken over leadership roles. It is important to 
identify the consequences on team members’ job demands since iden
tifying consequences on undesirable demands can help to mitigate them. 
Additionally, team members motivation, learning and performance can 
be enhanced by identifying consequences on job demands and resources. 
Our empirical study responds to this gap by exploring how project team 
members experience the consequences of shared leadership as well as 
how these experiences are related to job demands and resources. As a 
result, we answered the following research questions: 1) How are the 
consequences of shared leadership experienced by project team members 
related to their job demands and resources? and 2) How are these experiences 
of shared leadership consequences related to team members themselves and 
the project team?

This study represents continuation research conducted by Karppi 
et al. (2024), who explored event chains that facilitate shared leadership 
emergence. Furthermore, this study is based on same interview data that 
was used in the study by Karppi et al. (2024). However, previous 
research (Karppi et al., 2024) identified the event chains from which 
shared leadership emerged, whereas this present study focuses on team 
members’ experiences of the consequences of shared leadership. Our 
focus is on the consequences that unfold once shared leadership has 
emerged. We analysed these consequences through job 
demands-resources theory (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), to capture 
both the negative and positive consequences of shared leadership on 
project teams and their members. By addressing the team members’ 
experiences of shared leadership consequences, our research contributes 
to project leadership research, which is currently lacking the research on 
the consequences on job demands and resources as experienced by 
project team members. By exploring the consequences through the lens 
of job demands and resources, our study sheds light on how the conse
quences are experienced in terms of job demands and resources.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Shared leadership and its positive and negative consequences

Shared leadership has received increasing attention in research (Wu 

et al., 2020), offering a perspective on emergent leadership among team 
members as a complement to vertical leadership in teams. Emergent 
leadership refers to leadership behaviour executed by team members 
who do not have formal leadership authority (Hanna et al., 2021). 
Instead of focusing on the actions or traits of one leader, shared lead
ership is seen as an emergent and dynamic, team-centric influence 
process (Pearce and Conger, 2003), in which leadership responsibilities 
and actions are shared amongst team members (Carson et al., 2007). 
Shared leadership is considered as a relational and temporal phenome
non, involving multiple individuals enacting in leadership roles, and a 
phenomenon that changes over time (Contractor et al., 2012). This dy
namic nature is crucial for understanding how leadership evolves within 
teams. In project management research, shared leadership has obtained 
less emphasis (Scott-Young et al., 2019). However, research on balanced 
leadership has paid attention to combining vertical and shared leader
ship such as vertical and shared leadership changes along the project 
progress, guided by the decisions of project manager (Müller et al., 
2018). Shared leadership differs from balanced leadership as shared 
leadership can emerge without formal leaders’ actions and anyone in the 
team can emerge as a leader. Nevertheless, saying that, sharing leader
ship in project teams may require authority of project manager (Müller 
et al., 2023), such as members may need encouragement and support 
from project manager to take leadership responsibilities (Müller et al., 
2018). The recent insights on how shared leadership emerges in project 
teams reflect that project manager holds a role in orchestrating shared 
leadership (Abson et al., 2024; Karppi et al., 2024; Müller et al., 2023).

Several studies in the leadership literature have concluded that 
shared leadership is positively associated with improved team perfor
mance (Fausing et al., 2015; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018), 
team effectiveness (Wang et al., 2014), team creativity (Lee et al., 2015), 
and team satisfaction (Serban and Roberts, 2016). Shared leadership has 
been found to be positively connected with self-reported performance 
(Choi et al., 2017) and performance measured by supervisors (Pearce 
and Sims, 2002). Hoch and Dulebohn (2013) suggested in their theo
retical work that shared leadership contributes positively to the 
well-being of team member and improves the control of internal team 
conflicts, potentially leading to enhanced team performance. Robert and 
You (2018) explored the moderating impact of shared leadership in 
facilitating team members’ job satisfaction and found that shared 
leadership strengthened the relationship between employee trust and 
job satisfaction. Shared leadership is also connected with individual and 
team learning, especially in a psychologically safe environment and 
when team members operate with variable jobs (Liu et al., 2014). Wood 
and Fields (2007) found that managerial teams consisting of members 
who share leadership responsibilities have lower levels of conflict and 
stress as well as higher levels of team member satisfaction. Edelmann 
et al. (2023) concluded that high-quality peer leadership, such as shared 
leadership, relates positively to work satisfaction and team effective
ness, and negatively to burnout.

Despite shared leadership being connected with many positive con
sequences, it may also bring negative outcomes. Chen and Zhang (2023)
found in their review that shared leadership may lead to power confu
sion, stress related to team member roles, and the withholding of 
knowledge. They concluded that formal team leaders may experience 
motivational declines and confusion with regard to their leader roles. 
Teams may be affected by low decision-making abilities, responsibility 
dispersion, and creativity declines (Chen and Zhang, 2023). Kaur (2013)
concluded that as shared leadership has positive consequences on team 
innovation through greater idea innovation and higher team effective
ness, it may have negative outcomes such as difficulties to reach team 
consensus when there is no designated leader. In summary, positive 
outcomes are that shared leadership increases job satisfaction and trust, 
whereas negative outcomes such as stress, conflicts and team collabo
ration deterioration have been found.
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2.2. Job demands-resources in exploration of job characteristics

The theory of job demands and resources (JD-R) (Bakker and 
Demerouti, 2007, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001) is vastly known 
amongst a variety of fields in understanding the job characteristics and 
their relations to employee motivation, performance and well-being at 
work. Job demands encompass the physical, psychological, social, or 
organisational aspects of a job that require sustained physical, psycho
logical, cognitive or emotional effort or skills, leading to certain physi
ological or psychological costs. Examples of demands include high work 
pressure, an unfavourable physical environment, and emotionally 
challenging interactions (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Furthermore, 
job demands can be distinguished into hindrance demands and chal
lenge demands (LePine et al., 2005). Hindrance demands are work 
conditions or job requirements involving great and undesirable con
straints, which hinder employee’s capacity to obtain desired goals 
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000). These hindrance demands can include 
work-related overload, role conflicts, role overload, and role ambiguity, 
and these demands are considered as bad stressors (Bakker and 
Demerouti, 2017; Bakker et al., 2005). Conversely, challenge demands 
are requirements that necessitate effort but have the potential to foster 
personal development and to enhance employee achievements 
(Podsakoff et al., 2007). These challenge demands can include high 
levels of workload, challenging responsibilities, and time pressure, and 
they are considered as positive stressors, as they embed rewards such as 
professional development and growth (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017).

JD-R theory states that job resources are the physical, psychological, 
social, or organisational aspects of a job. These resources facilitate the 
achievement of work goals, reduce job demands and their associated 
physiological and psychological costs, stimulate personal growth, 
learning, and development. Since JD-R theory addresses the aspect that 
job resources play a significant role in motivating employees, and job 
resources lead to high work engagement, low cynicism and high per
formance, job resources are essential not only for managing job demands 
but also for their inherent value (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). In more 
detail, job resources include job security, career opportunities and 
compensation, and job resources may derive from interpersonal and 
social relations, supervisor and co-worker support, as well as from team 
climate. Role clarity and participation in decision-making are job re
sources related to the organisation of work, and skill variety, task 
identity, task significance, autonomy and performance feedback re
sources related to job tasks (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). In addition to 
job resources, JD-R theory encompasses personal resources, which are 
defined as the beliefs employees have about their control over the work 
environment, including aspects of self-efficacy and optimism. Em
ployees with high levels of optimism and self-efficacy foresee that pos
itive things will occur and believe they can resolve unpredictable events. 
The JD-R theory suggests that job demands and resources depend on the 
job characteristics and on the individual doing the work, and a balance 
between demands and resources contributes to overall work well-being 
and performance (Bakker et al., 2017). Central to JD-R theory is the 
interaction between job demands and resources, and how this rela
tionship leads to job strain and motivation. Job resources play a central 
role in buffering the impact of job demands on experienced job strain 
(Demerouti and Bakker, 2011).

2.3. The consequences of shared leadership on team members’ job 
demands and resources

The research on shared leadership consequences specifically on 
project team members’ job demands and resources is scarce. However, a 
few empirical studies have been conducted in leadership research, in 
which shared leadership was found to increase job demands by 
contributing to team members role stress (Wang and Peng, 2022). In 
addition to role stress, earlier research indicates that shared leadership 
has positive consequences for teams such as enhanced team members’ 

job satisfaction and decreased work-related stress (Robert and You, 
2018; Wood and Fields, 2007; Edelmann et al., 2023). In addition, 
shared leadership can strengthen teams’ psychological safety (Wang and 
Peng, 2022), which can be considered as a job resource. Shared lead
ership can also enhance trust in teams, as sharing leadership involves 
social exchange, that provides the foundation for team trust (Drescher 
et al., 2014). Evans et al. (2021) found that when peer engagement is 
low in teams, shared leadership reduces individual team members’ 
enjoyment and team performance. Nonetheless, these findings may not 
generalize to project teams as the studies were conducted among per
manent teams or work groups.

In project management research, work-related demands and job 
stressors have been explored in several studies (Aguilar Velasco and 
Wald, 2022). Project work with long working hours, tight deadlines, and 
inadequate balance between work and family are identified as job 
stressors causing occupational stress (Bowen et al., 2014). Role con
strains and work overload are project managers’ job stressors (Lattrich 
and Büttgen, 2020), and prolonged stress can lead to emotional 
exhaustion, cynicism and diminished sensations of task accomplishment 
(Pinto et al., 2014). Xia et al. (2022) explored hindrance and challenge 
demands in construction projects and found that engaged project man
agers have the potential to strive for effective project performance, 
whereas strained project manager exhibit less likely extra-role behav
iour. In addition to job demands, the job resources available to project 
team members have been examined. Aguilar Velasco and Wald (2025)
identified coworker and family support, along with psychological capi
tal as factors that help mitigate the detrimental consequences of project 
work. Self-efficacy and optimism have likewise been investigated as job 
resources within project teams (Novieto and Kportufe, 2021; Dolfi and 
Andrews, 2007). These previous empirical works have examined job 
characteristics in project teams, whereas our study expands under
standing on how consequences of team-centric leadership can be expe
rienced as job demands and resources.

The research examining the relationships between leadership and job 
demands and resources in project teams remains limited; however, some 
studies on formal leaders’ leadership style and team members’ affective 
experiences have been conducted. Nauman et al. (2022) found that 
servant leadership within project teams enhances work engagement and 
reduces work withdrawal. Similarly, transformational leadership 
behaviour among project leaders have been linked to lower levels of 
burnout and increased personal resources, and greater work engage
ment (Katou et al., 2021). Furthermore, contemporary leadership that 
integrates authentic and transformational leadership has been associ
ated with higher job satisfaction among project team members 
(Kerdngern and Thanitbenjasith, 2017). Koch and Schermuly (2021)
found that agile project management functions as a buffer to alleviate 
stress caused by emotional exhaustion due to unfinished tasks. From 
project leadership perspective, projects as a work context are a chal
lenging due to multiple factors such as diverse team, complex and 
interdependent tasks and dynamic situations (Atkinson et al., 2006), 
which can increase job demands. In addition, project leaders face 
broader expectations from the organisations and the wider community 
(Whyte et al., 2022). As projects are increasingly expected to deliver 
added value and foster innovation, horizontal, dynamic leadership 
practices throughout project lifecycle have been proposed as means to 
meet these expectations (Levitt et al., 2024).

However, shared leadership consequences on job demands and re
sources specifically in project teams has not been previously examined. 
Since job demands and resources are connected with employees’ well- 
being and productivity (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Guest, 2017), 
the knowledge about consequences of shared leadership on job demands 
and resources has the potential to increase the value of shared leader
ship. It is therefore important to explore how the experiences of shared 
leadership consequences are related to job demands and resources. 
Furthermore, project leadership research that has explored team mem
bers’ job demands and resources primarily focuses on negative aspects 
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such as stress and hindrance demands, and less on the project work as a 
job resource. In our empirical research, we focused on exploring project 
team members’ experiences on the consequences of shared leadership 
through the lens of JD-R theory, thereby covering both job demands and 
resources. We contribute to project leadership research by bringing in
sights on shared leadership consequences on hindrance and challenge 
demands and personal and job resources.

3. Research methods

Deriving from our relativist ontology and subjectivist epistemology 
(Moon and Blackman, 2014), this qualitative research explored project 
team members’ subjective experiences on the consequences of shared 
leadership. Our qualitative approach complements existing knowledge 
on the consequences of shared leadership, which currently relies 
strongly on quantitative research (Scott-Young et al., 2019; Wang et al., 
2014). The chosen approach enabled reaching the interviewees’ expe
riences bounded in projects’ real-life events and subjective meanings 
(Miles and Huberman, 1994). We focused on team members’ experi
ences and their interpretations of the consequences of shared leadership 
and utilised JD-R theory (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) as a lens to 
capture consequences on job demands and resources. Despite the fact 
that JD-R theory has largely been utilised in quantitative research, there 
is evidence of its usability also in qualitative approaches (Chua et al., 
2024; Whitsed et al., 2025). Given that shared leadership may deliver 
consequences at multiple levels (Scott-Young et al., 2019), the analysis 
was conducted within individual and team levels. JD-R theory has 
evolved from focusing solely on the individual level to encompassing 
demands and resources also at the team levels (Bakker et al., 2023), 
which makes JD-R theory comprehensive enough to address the aims of 
our study.

3.1. Data collection

Our research was a part of shared leadership research project con
ducted in Finland in 2021–2023. We collected interview data from five 
large organisations, of which three operated in businesses of Medical 
Industry and Financing Services, and two in Public Services. These or
ganisations joined the research project due to their needs to develop 
project management practices. The organisations involved had vast 
project organising operations, and they were all engaged in interna
tional collaborations, either in global businesses or in international 
development projects. Two of the organisations had ownership abroad. 
The number of employees ranged from 350 to over 1000.

Altogether, our study included 31 participants: 7 were project 
managers and 24 were team members, representing 15 different project 
teams. The interviewees worked in a variety of project types; nine in new 
product development projects, 12 in investment projects, eight in in
ternal development projects and one in a research project (Table 1.). The 
majority of the projects included were traditional project manager-led 
teams, a few agile (SCRUM) teams, but no megaprojects were 
included. The project goals the teams worked for were heterogenous, 
varying from the development of online services and the promotion of 
sustainable development to extensive procurement projects for pro
duction lines and the development of medical equipment. Interviewees 
worked as project managers or in team member positions. Purposive 
sampling was implemented, and the participants were selected for in
terviews by project owners or people in other leader positions in the 
respective organisations. They were asked to select projects that had 
recently been initiated, with ten to fifteen team members in the core 
team.

The selected study participants received detailed research informa
tion and privacy statements, and their voluntary participation was 
inquired about before interviews. Once the voluntary participation was 
confirmed, the project researchers conducted face-to-face or remote 
interviews. Most of the interviews were conducted in Finnish, and all 

were recorded for transcripts. The interviews were semi-structured, 
including themes of project teams’ shared goals, leadership and re
sponsibilities, project events and team performance. In the research 
project, we aimed at exploring shared leadership in project teams and 
asked team members to memorise disruptive events (Morgeson, 2005) to 
identify the emergence of shared leadership (Karppi et al., 2024). In 
addition to these events, we asked more detailed questions, such as 
“How did these events affect team leadership or team members’ behaviour?”, 
“How did these events change team collaboration or goal achievement?” and 
“How did these events affect your well-being?” The interviews lasted from 
31 to 66 min. The interviews were recorded and transcripts pseudony
mised to ensure the confidentiality of participants in the analysis phase.

3.2. Data analysis

Analysis initiated inductively as two researchers read the transcripts 
and marked all the quotations in which the interviewees talked about 
shared leadership in their project teams and the corresponding conse
quences. In the analysis, we followed shared leadership conceptualisa
tion by Wassenaar and Pearce (2017, 169) and Carson et al. (2007), who 

Table 1 
Research data.

Organization Project ID and 
type

Number of 
interviews

Interviewees’ 
role in team

Duration of 
the 
interviews

Medical 
Industry A

MIA1, New 
Product 
Development

4 Project 
Manager

47–62 min

Three team 
members

MIA2, 
Investment 
Project

4 Project 
Manager

31–53 min

Three team 
members

MIA3, 
Investment 
Project

5 Project 
Manager

35–56 min

Four team 
members

MIA4, Internal 
Development 
Project

7 Project 
Manager

34–59 min

Six team 
members

Medical 
Industry B

MIB5, New 
product 
development

1 Team member 55 min

MIB6, New 
product 
development

1 Project 
Manager

54 min

MIB7, New 
product 
development

1 Team member 52 min

MIB8, New 
product 
development

1 Team member 60 min

MIB9, New 
product 
development

1 Team member 42 min

Financing 
Services

FS1, Investment 
Project

1 Team member 50 min

FS2, Investment 
Project

1 Team member 49 min

Public 
Services A

PSA1, New 
Product 
Development

1 Team member 56 min

PSA2, Internal 
development 
Project

1 Project 
Manager

66 min

PSA3, 
Investment 
Project

1 Project 
manager

45 min

Public 
Services B

PSB4, Research 
Project

1 Team member 48 min

Total number of interviews 31 ​ ​
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define shared leadership as an emergent, dynamic and voluntary team 
process that involves team members taking leadership roles exceeding 
their pre-defined roles. Moreover, these leadership roles were consid
ered as actions, that account for the goals of the project. As project teams 
often operate under the direction of a formal project manager, we also 
included quotations in which the project manager had stepped back, 
allowing the team to pursue goals independently. In project leadership 
literature, project manager’s role in orchestrating leadership within 
teams has been raised up when team-centric leadership has been dis
cussed (Müller et al., 2018, 2023). Since our data included a few agile 
teams, we focused carefully on interpreting interviewees’ voluntary 
leadership-taking stories, in which the members of agile teams exceeded 
their own roles. Assuring the interviewees talked about shared leader
ship consequences, we connected the consequences to events that 
initiated shared leadership (Karppi et al., 2024), and focused on con
sequences once leadership had been shared. To ensure the interviewees 
described the consequences of shared leadership and no other types of 
extra-role behaviour, only the quotations that were linked to shared 
leadership as described above were included in the analysis. In more 
detail, the consequences were preceded by interviewees’ phrases, such 
as “Leadership and responsibilities changed here” A_27, “From that point, I 
took over, and …” A_12, and “Once leadership was shared, then …” A_15. 
The initial phases of data analysis were executed with an Atlas.ti 
program.

Once the quotations related to consequences were identified, anal
ysis shifted into the abductive phase, in which we utilised JD-R theory 
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) to capture the consequences on job de
mands and resources. We organised the quotations into four categories 
according to JD-R theory: hindrance demands, challenge demands, 
personal resources and job resources (Figs. 1 and 2.). The distinction 
between hindrance and challenge demands is context-dependent, 
whereas in one context challenge hindrance may appear as hindrance 
demand (Bakker and Sanz-Vergel, 2013; Searle and Auton, 2015). We 
therefore decided to include all the quotations in which the interviewee 
described negative consequences on themselves or for the team into the 
hindrance demands category. For the challenge demand category, we 
included the quotations in which the interviewee described increased 
demands with potentials for professional growth. In the analysis, we 

focused on team members’ experiences on shared leadership conse
quences. The team members reflected their experiences at the individual 
level, and they also perceived shared leadership consequences affected 
at team-level job demands and resources (Figs. 1 and 2). JD-R theory 
focuses on the individual’s experiences with regard to job demands and 
resources; however, shared leadership has consequences at the indi
vidual and team levels (Scott-Young et al., 2019), Therefore, during the 
analysis we coded the consequences in accordance with these two levels, 
depending on the interviewees’ perceptions. Considering project teams 
as our research context and recognising that shared leadership is a 
team-level phenomenon (Kozlowski et al., 2016), the consequences of 
shared leadership extend beyond individual team members.

Next, in the abductive phase, several iterations between the data and 
JD-R (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) lens were made to conclude the 
team members’ experiences of shared leadership consequences on job 
demands and resources. Regular researcher triangulation (Denzin and 
Lincoln, 1994) discussions were conducted to ensure transparent and 
coherent analysis. The triangulation discussions facilitated the analysis 
of uncertain and ambiguous consequences and helped to clarify how the 
interviewees interpreted the consequences. The discussions begun by 
introducing and discussing the uncertainties, then reflecting in
terpretations with the JD-R theory and original interview transcripts. 
Tables 2 and 3 illustrate how the team members’ experiences of shared 
leadership consequences were linked to job demands and job resources.

Additionally, during the analysis process, we found direct quotations 
referring to the consequences for improved team performance or goal 
achievement. However, as our focus was on consequences on job de
mands and resources, we excluded these consequences from further 
analysis.

4. Findings

Our findings on the consequences of shared leadership on job de
mands and resources are delineated for individual team members and 
the project team. The findings are enriched by data extracts in italics.

Fig. 1. The consequences of shared leadership on job demands.
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4.1. Consequences of shared leadership on team members’ job demands 
and resources

Our first findings consisted of consequences that team members 
experienced as job demands, either hindrance or challenge demands 
(Fig. 1). They experienced that shared leadership led to increases in their 
workload and stress, which were reflected as increased demands without 
reflections on later rewards, therefore being hindrance demands. This 
emerged in situations of project manager turnover or in other absences 
in which a team member had voluntarily taken more responsibilities on 
leading the project: “[consequences] on well-being in such a manner that 
work is sometimes done late at night, it has affected sleep, and the workload is 
huge” [A_79]. A team member took responsibility for leading the project, 
or some parts of the project, and led to experiences of increased work
load and sensations of caused excessive loading and difficulties in 
establishing a balance between work and non-work life. Besides this, 
team members experienced role ambiguity as a consequence of shared 
leadership. In cases where project manager had passed the leadership 
role to the team, and the team did not have a clear vision of task and 
expectations, the team members experienced confusion and mis
understandings. Having leadership roles shared for the team without a 
designated leader led to experiences of increased hindrance demands, as 
one project team member said: “It causes a lot of confusion and idleness, 
because we don’t really know who to ask” [A_75]. Overall, if leadership 
was shared without a clear vision or goals of the task at hand, team 
members experienced role ambiguity, which was combined with expe
riencing increased workload.

Second, project team members experienced shared leadership lead
ing to increased job demands, which were later rewarded as professional 
growth; and they perceived these demands as challenges. They had 
taken voluntary leadership roles or additional responsibilities, which 
required them to shift between various roles; besides accomplishing 
their pre-defined task, they had to manage with additional, often chal
lenging tasks. They needed to provide more input, which appeared as 
increased job demands. However, their extra effort was rewarded as 
their professional expertise was strengthened with new responsibilities. 

This reflected the consequences of shared leadership, where team 
members experienced that increased work demands, although chal
lenging, were positive in nature. An example of a team member who had 
taken extra responsibilities whilst experiencing these in positive manner 
and knowing that the extra effort would be paid off later: “I have a huge 
workload now: to some extent I feel like fighting … I’ll take over this job, so 
that I can do this job afterwards. And of course it’s rewarding” [A_73]. Many 
team members sensed that taking over a leadership role in project teams 
naturally increased responsibilities, which was occasionally undesirable 
due to many other responsibilities. Despite this, they experienced these 
increased demands in a positive manner, thus being challenge demands, 
since they considered that these extra efforts will be paid back in the 
future. A team member interpreted shared leadership experiences from 
working in a large network project: “Shared leadership means that the 
responsibility brings more work, and that is what people are afraid of … it 
should be discussed that people are aware that it doesn’t necessarily mean a 
big burden on themselves” [B_491]. Taking responsibility over one’s own 
role was seen as important in achieving project goals, especially in large 
network projects. Project team members perceived that increased work 
demands should be discussed in project teams, so that the team shares 
the understanding of the consequences, which are not necessarily simply 
increasing the workload.

Besides shared leadership consequences for team members’ job de
mands, our findings suggest, that sharing or taking over leadership roles 
can strengthen team members’ experiences of personal and job re
sources (Fig. 2.). Project team members explained that once leadership 
was shared for the team, they experienced that they were trusted by the 
project manager, and they sensed enhanced trust in their own capabil
ities of executing good-quality performance. This was linked to 
strengthening their self-efficacy, which was connected with strength
ening team members’ personal resources. Additionally, succeeding in 
these situations led to increased autonomy and trust by others: “Confi
dence in my doings has increased, and it has again increased my autonomy: 
teammates come to me to ask things … trust brings more freedoms” [B_442]. 
Once a team member had taken leadership responsibilities, they 
received positive feedback from their peers, and they experienced this as 

Fig. 2. The consequences of shared leadership on personal and job resources.
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becoming entrusted team members. Sharing leadership for the team and 
accomplishing tasks with success brought team members to experience 
confidence in the project team. These experiences of confidence were 
interpreted as increased control over their project work. Sensations of 
control over the working environment and optimism are important 
factors in personal resources, and team members experienced these as a 
consequence of shared leadership.

Shared leadership strengthened team members’ job resources 
through increased peer support and peer feedback. Once the re
sponsibilities were shared for the whole team – not only for one specific 
team member – shared leadership enhanced the peer support experi
enced by an individual team member. Collective responsibilities 
fostered team members to take over responsibilities, which further led to 
positive and supportive feedback from peers: “Afterwards he [the project 
manager] came to say that it was nice that you had a voice … I have been in 
similar situations, and I felt that I had to participate, that others would join 
in” [A_90]. Team members’ job resources were strengthened in these 
kinds of situations in which they had taken extra responsibilities, and 
the tasks had been completed successfully, which further led to positive 

Table 2 
Team members’ experiences of shared leadership linked to job demands.

Example from 
data

First order 
codes

Second-order 
categories

Level of 
consequences

Job 
Demand- 
Resource 
category

When the 
leadership has 
been shared [in 
teams], but they 
just postpone 
and postpone 
their actions … 
if they don’t do 
their job, why 
should I? A_26

Frustration 
to slow 
progress

Hindrances, 
increased 
workload and 
stress

Individual 
level 
hindrance 
demand

Hindrance 
demand

Leadership and 
roles are not 
clear now. It’s 
like we are 
drifting without 
a direction. I 
wish I knew 
who to turn to, 
instead of 
having to ask 
three different 
people to figure 
out what comes 
next. A_80

Lack of 
leadership

Role 
ambiguity

We don’t expect 
tasks to be done 
alone [when 
leadership is 
shared], but it 
sometimes does. 
We’ve even had 
to say, ’Hold 
your horses, 
you don’t have 
to.’ This can be 
partly 
damaging 
because a text 
[deliverable] 
might be 
produced at a 
terrible speed, 
and then it’s 
full of typos and 
other mistakes 
A_129

A team 
member 
working in 
isolation

Decreased 
collaboration

Team level 
hindrance 
demand

He [who took 
leadership] 
holds very 
firmly to his 
own views. It 
has become a 
bit like this, 
maybe I 
couldn’t say 
conflict, but it’s 
been a bit like, 
well.” A_137

Holding on 
one’s own 
views

Internal 
conflicts

When you share 
leadership, 
people come up 
with new ideas, 
or proposal for 
better ways or 
just volunteer to 
do something 
different. 
Sometimes it is 
possibly a good 
thing but a 
problem also, 

Losing or 
missing 
focus of 
project 
work

Role 
ambiguity 
affecting 
teamwork

Table 2 (continued )

Example from 
data 

First order 
codes 

Second-order 
categories 

Level of 
consequences 

Job 
Demand- 
Resource 
category

because they 
would not focus 
on their own 
[project] tasks. 
A_108

Once you have 
given 
responsibility to 
the team, they 
may improve 
and improve to 
get it [project 
output] perfect. 
It doesn’t have 
to be perfect, 
because 
otherwise we’ll 
run out of time 
and money. A_7

Working 
overly 
detailed

Overuse of 
resources

It [sharing 
leadership of 
the project] was 
a good learning 
experience for 
me because it 
was my first 
machine 
project, and I 
got to see a bit 
of the process 
with him, and I 
learned from it. 
A_46

Sharing 
leadership 
led learning

Learning Individual 
level 
challenge 
demand

Challenge 
demand

You need to 
understand, 
that we are all 
leaders here. If 
you want that 
the project 
succeeds, you 
must take more 
responsibility. 
You need to 
engage in 
shared goals 
and take 
responsibility. 
B_492

Taking 
leadership 
roles brings 
more work

Increased 
responsibility

M. Karppi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 Project Leadership and Society 6 (2025) 100203 

7 



peer feedback.
Project managers described situations in project work in which they 

had shared leadership for the team, and the team had worked very hard 
to accomplish the given tasks. As the project team succeeded, the project 
manager experienced positive emotions: “I had kind of a good feeling that 
something in this team has really fallen into place: they are so committed, and 
have completed all we agreed and more” [B_378]. Project managers 
experienced satisfaction and fulfilment, as leadership had been shared 
for the team, and the team had invested extra effort for the project. In 
addition to positive emotions experienced by the project manager, the 
project team members also experienced satisfaction and excitement. The 
effort was rewarded once the project team successfully completed a 
challenging situation in which they figured out new solutions: “It’s been 
really nice to hear when team members tell excitedly [about results]; it brings 
a feeling that, okay, we are progressing … And they find something new. That 
it has been terribly nice and rewarding” [B_490]. Additionally, sharing 
leadership with the project team was acted as a venue for a project 
manager to attain professional growth. The project manager learned to 
trust the project team as the latter achieved the specific tasks and made 
progress without the project manager’s input. The team had exceeded 
expectations which made the project manager experience satisfaction 
and fulfilment.

4.2. Consequences of shared leadership on the project team

In our findings, several experiences of shared leadership conse
quences were reflected at the project team level. First, shared leadership 
was experienced to increase the hindrance job demands. Project team 
members experienced that shared leadership led to decreased team 
collaboration. Team members could withdraw to work in isolation if 
responsibilities were excessively shared, which led to experiences of 
deteriorated team collaboration. An example of a case when a team 
member pushed on tasks alone, described by another team member: “I 
worry that it leads to not getting others to join in, or someone not daring to say 
hey, you might be missing something” [A_30]. Internal conflicts arose when 
team members took too much of the lead over their own agenda and 
neglected the larger scale goals of the project. An example of such a 
conflict, as described by a team member: “[He]even bypassed the project 
manager: I think it’s not a good thing that there are conflicting requests and 
needs” [A_113]. Aside from the situation for individual team members, 
role ambiguity was experienced as affecting the whole project team if 
there were too many leaders therein and the plurality of roles in teams 
confused and deteriorated the work. This was experienced, for example, 
when a project manager had stepped back and shared the leadership for 

the team, and too many team members took leadership roles causing 
confusion for the team: “When there are too many leaders, there is a lot of 
confusion” [C_241]. Role ambiguity was also experienced when the 
project manager was absent, and none took the lead. Additionally, 
shared leadership was experienced to enable the overuse of project re
sources. Once leadership was shared, the skilled and ambitious team 
members tended to use excessive quantities of project hours for perfect 
outputs, even though the product was already sufficient and ready from 
the project perspective. Allocating excessive resources to tasks 
exceeding project scope focus will, in the long run, increase the team’s 
workload. Our data did not consist of shared leadership consequences 
that team members perceived as challenge demands for the team.

Secondly, our findings identified several consequences of shared 
leadership for the project team which were related to job resources. 
Team members experienced, that shared leadership improved the 
fluency of work and fed into collaborative problem-solving. These fac
tors are related to improved organisation of work, which were consid
ered as job resources. In many cases, the project manager had shared the 
leadership for the team, and they noticed how the team worked 
smoothly towards the project goals: “I’m kind of glad that the team is the 
way it is – that it doesn’t really matter if I’m gone, the project doesn’t collapse 
or stop” [B_388]. Project work became fluent when leadership was 
shared. The fluency of the work resulted from the optimal utilisation of 
the team’s expertise, which facilitated the team’s collective participa
tion in decision-making and problem-solving. Shared leadership facili
tated team collaboration and workload sharing as team members 
volunteered to take over minor tasks to support goal achievement. Team 
members felt that shared leadership in the team facilitated not only the 
progress of work, but also improved information flow, enriched the 
project outputs, and enhanced the team’s self-directedness.

The findings showed that shared leadership was perceived to 
strengthen team members’ interpersonal and social relations. Psycho
logical safety was experienced in project teams when leadership was 
shared, and the team environment was created to support team mem
bers’ leadership actions, as one team member noted: “It is a chance for 
you to make decisions and to push forwards … you can influence, you have 
the chance, but there is a safety net to catch you if you fail” [A_50]. Once the 
decision power was shared for the whole project team, it led to experi
ences of the team’s autonomy, which affected team climate in a positive 
manner. Shared leadership made team members experience improved 
integration of the team members and facilitated sensations of belonging. 
These shared leadership consequences were linked to improved team 
cohesion. Team members experienced that when leadership is shared, it 
enhanced team cohesion, increased the enjoyment of work, and 

Table 3 
Team members experiences of shared leadership linked to job resources.

Example from data First-order codes Second-order 
categories

Job resource 
categories

Level of 
consequence

Job 
resources

When you are experienced and you’re capable of taking more responsibility, 
you know that you’re the best person to make the decision … [to voice the 
direction the team should take]. A_73

Trusting oneself 
yields the best results

Trust in one’s 
competencies

Self-efficacy Individual level Personal 
resources

Personally, I feel that everything’s well in our team, we have skilled people 
round here who can take leadership and solve any issues. A_58

Skilled team brought 
confidence

Experience of 
confidence

Optimism

The team members changed, so I had to encourage everyone to start talking 
and working together [towards team goals] … I’ve received such good 
feedback [from leadership responsibilities], I’ve been helpful, and I have 
done more than what could be expected; clearly, I do more than I should do, 
and it is appreciated. A_139

Received positive 
feedback from tasks

Peer support and 
feedback

Interpersonal and 
social relations

Job 
resources

Leadership was shared for us and then we tried share the teams’ workload in 
the way that you can … I can’t do the validation documents, but I can help 
by archiving them and doing the follow-up documentation, and stuff like 
that. A_52

Facilitated progress 
of work

Improved fluency 
of work

Organisation of 
work

Team level

They’ve given you the space to make decisions: that’s in the background … we 
have sort of a safety net behind us – we can try different things, whether it 
succeeds or doesn’t. A_50

Sensations of safe 
work environment

Psychological 
safety

Interpersonal and 
social relations

In this case [leadership shared for the team] we didn’t have the time pressure, I 
always come back to the same thing, but it sort of gave us freedom. A_40

Experienced work 
more autonomous

Task autonomy Job task related to 
resources
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contributed to overall team performance.
Project team members experienced that shared leadership enhanced 

task autonomy, improved the team’s decision-making, clarified projects’ 
tasks and phases, and strengthened the engagement to project goals. The 
freedom to decide how tasks were completed and how to progress were 
experienced as a resource that also improved the teams’ decision- 
making processes. Team members experienced that taking leadership 
in unclear situations by specifying what the project team is working for 
clarified the tasks which were further contributed to the team as a job 
resource. Our findings also showed that in taking responsibilities over 
one’s pre-designed tasks, project team members were active not only in 
contributing to project success but also showed deep engagement with 
the project goals: “We share the goal we are moving towards, and if it re
quires I’ll do the testing if the project requires, even that is not my job” 
[A_81]. Additionally, shared leadership clarified tasks and project pha
ses for the whole team, for example, when a team member delved into 
creating a task-oriented detailed schedule for the whole team.

5. Discussion

In our study we capitalized on JD-R theory to examine team mem
bers’ experiences on the consequences of shared leadership in terms of 
job demands and resources. Furthermore, we explored how these con
sequences were reflected both at the individual and team levels. We 
aimed at exploring how team members experience and interpret the 
consequences connected with situations in which leadership was shared 
for the team, or the team members had taken leadership roles exceeding 
their own roles. We found several shared leadership consequences for 
job demands and resources, which were reflected at both the individual 
and team levels. While the majority of shared leadership research 
highlights its consequences on team performance (Scott-Young et al., 
2019; Wu et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2018), our findings extend this body of 
knowledge by revealing consequences of shared leadership on job de
mands and resources. Below we discuss our main theoretical contribu
tions; first, shared leadership consequences on team members and 
project teams, and second, the shared leadership consequences on job 
demands and resources.

5.1. Shared leadership consequences on project team members and the 
team

The first main contribution of our study is the identification of shared 
leadership consequences on job demands and resources for the project 
team members, and for the project team. The distinction between indi
vidual and team level consequences was more implicit than explicit, 
since interviewees’ perceptions reflected their own experiences in 
relation to the project team. We found consequences on both job de
mands and resources, which were partially contradictory at both the 
individual and team levels.

First, we found that project team members experienced shared 
leadership consequences as increasing hindrance demands, more spe
cifically as increased workload and stress. Project team members are 
often highly motivated and engaged with their work, which may lead to 
excessive workload and stress as a team member takes leadership roles 
and additional responsibilities to strive for successful project outcomes. 
These situations need to be addressed with caution, because if excessive 
workload is prolonged, it can initiate a health impairment process and 
result in deterioration of health that can lead to burnout (Bakker and 
Demerouti, 2007). Despite the many positive consequences associated 
with shared leadership (Wu et al., 2020), our findings underscore the 
need for caution in prolonged situations where hindrance demands arise 
as a consequence of shared leadership. Being an active and dedicated 
team member in taking leadership roles is a double-edged sword: team 
effectiveness may be enhanced, but if excessive workload and stress are 
prolonged, this may lead not only to burnout and team member 
absenteeism but also have negative outcomes on team productivity (An 

et al., 2019). Xia et al. (2022) found that stressed project managers will 
not undertake additional responsibilities, whereas project managers 
who experience psychological well-being demonstrate effective leader
ship behaviour. Previous research has examined the detrimental con
sequences of project work, such as job stressors, role overloads and 
burnout (Aguilar Velasco and Wald, 2025; Lattrich and Büttgen, 2020; 
Pinto et al., 2014). Our findings expand this understanding by suggest
ing that also sharing leadership may lead to increased hindrance de
mands, particularly when uncertainty regarding work roles or 
leadership responsibilities are prolonged. Therefore, to avoid the nega
tive consequences of shared leadership in project teams, the goals of the 
work and specific roles should be clear whenever leadership roles are 
being shared.

We found that at the team level, shared leadership was experienced 
as increasing hindrance demands in terms of decreased team collabo
ration, increased internal conflicts and role ambiguity. Controversially, 
we also found that shared leadership was experienced as enhancing job 
resources by improving collaborative problem-solving, team cohesion 
and team climate. Previous studies have found knowledge-withholding, 
role ambiguity, and stress when leadership is shared (Chen and Zhang, 
2023), similarly increased job demands are reported as a consequence of 
egocentric work behaviour (Ellis et al., 2011). However, previous 
studies have concluded that shared leadership is connected with lesser 
team conflicts (Bergman et al., 2012) and improvements in team 
collaboration (Mathieu et al., 2015). The reasons behind our contra
dictory findings may lie in situational interpretations of shared leader
ship consequences. Whereas Bergman et al. (2012) and Mathieu et al. 
(2015) explored teams in general and by using survey methods, our 
research retrospectively inquired into the subjective experiences that 
project team members had interpreted from situations in which lead
ership had been shared. Shared leadership, being a valuable form of 
organising project work, may lead to experiences of increased hindrance 
demands for the team if leadership is shared too excessively, and team 
members interpret this sharing as allowing isolated work or excessively 
improving work performance. In highlighting the project goals in rela
tion to resources available and each team member’s role in achieving the 
goals, the roles are specified, and consequently, the disadvantageous 
shared leadership consequences in project teams can be controlled.

Second, besides increased hindrance demands among team mem
bers, shared leadership was experienced as increasing team members’ 
challenge demands. Sharing leadership facilitated team members to 
expand their roles, learn, and experience full satisfaction once 
completing tasks. Team members experienced satisfaction and fulfil
ment and foresaw that the project team was engaged with work, as they 
had completed their shared responsibilities once leadership had been 
shared. Although our study did not identify explicit quotations referring 
to work engagement as a state of full energy, enthusiasm and immersion 
in work (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), the team members described 
situations that suggested experiences related to work engagement. An 
example of this situation was when shared leadership led the team to 
appear to be fully satisfied and energized for the completion for assigned 
tasks. According to the JD-R theory, work engagement is considered as 
an outcome of personal and job resources (Bakker and Demerouti, 
2017), and it is known that engaged employees actively seek opportu
nities for enhancing their job resources by crafting their job demands 
(Harju et al., 2021). This may explain why team members had differ
entiated interpretations of shared leadership consequences. The ones 
who already were engaged with their work considered shared leadership 
consequences as challenge demands and interpreted shared leadership 
as a means to increase their job demands. In addition to this, work 
engagement is a desirable state of mind, as it is positively connected 
with creativity, innovation and team performance (Rafiq et al., 2023; Tu 
et al., 2023); being thus beneficial for project teams working in a variety 
of organisational contexts.

Thirdly, shared leadership was experienced to enhance team mem
bers’ personal and job resources which were reflected as improved 
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fluency of work, enhanced problem-solving and social relationships 
within teams. Additionally, participants described that sharing leader
ship led to positive cycles of action, as they first completed additional 
tasks successfully, experiencing competence and fulfilment. Experiences 
of competence form a basis of psychological well-being alongside with 
autonomy and sense of belonging (Ryan and Deci, 2001). Experiences of 
competence can be fostered when leadership is shared, and team 
members take over challenging tasks and complete them successfully. 
Such successful task completion may lead to supportive feedback from 
peers, which in turn strengthens the collaborative team climate. 
Although we did not explicitly examine the chains of consequences 
related to shared leadership, the experiences described by team mem
bers suggest the presence of reinforcing cycles that enhance job 
resources.

5.2. Shared leadership consequences on job demands and resources in 
project teams

The second contribution of our study extends the understanding of 
shared leadership consequences to cover job demands and resources 
within project teams. Previous research has identified that certain types 
of formal leadership, such as transformational or empowering leader
ship style, contributes to employees’ job demands and resources 
(Tummers and Bakker, 2021). Our findings showed that leadership also 
as a team-centric and informal phenomenon, i.e. shared leadership, was 
experienced to increase job demands and resources. Interestingly, we 
found that shared leadership consequences were experienced both in a 
negative light as increasing hindrance demands, and in a positive light 
as increasing challenge demands, or as enhancing job resources. Previ
ous research has found that job demands might function differently as 
hindrances or challenges for different individuals (Bakker and 
Sanz-Vergel, 2013). We speculate with following explanations for these 
findings. First, these different experiences might perhaps stem from 
team member’s different work orientations. The work orientations can 
be either instrumental, in which team member motivation derives from 
external rewards, or intrinsic, in which fulfilment stems from mastery of 
work itself (Demerouti et al., 2012). Team members who are intrinsi
cally motivated value the opportunities and gain fulfilment from the job, 
and they may crave for increased challenges and therefore experience 
shared leadership consequences as challenge demands. In contrast, team 
members driven by other forms of motivation may interpret the 
increased responsibilities resulting from shared leadership as hindrance 
demands.

Second, the differences in experiences of hindrance and challenge 
demands can perhaps stem from team characteristics or various project 
phases. The current research states that perceiving working conditions 
depends on the individual employee, the work context, and situational 
factors (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). Team members reflected their 
experiences on shared leadership consequences in relation to specific 
events occurring during the project life span. These events change team 
functioning (Morgeson, 2005) and may affect differently team members’ 
work. We did not explicitly distinguish perceptions between project 
managers and team members; therefore, the shared leadership conse
quences may be experienced differently. Previous research states that 
individual perceptions and experiences of shared leadership vary, and 
the differences are shaped by interpersonal dynamics, roles and the 
context (Abson and Schofield, 2022). Also, the project phase in which 
shared leadership occurred may also contribute to whether the identi
fied demands were experienced as hindrance or challenge demands. 
Approaching deadline milestones are often challenging phases, which 
may have influenced how team members experienced shared leadership 
consequences.

Additionally, our study found that shared leadership was experi
enced as enhancing job resources. Job resources are important work 
characteristics, that contribute to employee motivation and perfor
mance (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), therefore being essential 

resources also for project teams. In our study, sharing leadership in 
project teams was experienced as strengthening team members’ 
self-efficacy and optimism; self-efficacy was enhanced through trusting 
on own competence and being trusted by others. Our findings are in line 
with Drescher et al. (2014), who concluded that shared leadership may 
enhance trust, since team members are exposed to positive social ex
change as they influence each other, thereby providing grounds for 
intragroup trust. Nevertheless, our research extends the understanding 
of the relationship between trust and shared leadership. Experiences of 
being trusted by team members is an important job resource, similar to 
experiences of having a skilled team around that contributes to confi
dence on current project situations. All these were perceived as re
sources, which derived from situations in which leadership was shared. 
As known, project teams operate in uncertain and complex environ
ments (Atkinson et al., 2006), and optimism and self-efficacy as job 
resources can serve as a balancing factor against the psychological strain 
caused by challenge demands (Bakker and Sanz-Vergel, 2013). There
fore, sharing leadership within project teams may function as an 
important mechanism for fostering self-efficacy and optimism and 
maintaining team effectiveness.

Lastly, sharing leadership was experienced as a resource through 
enhanced interpersonal and social relations. Social relations are 
important job resources in teams (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Son
nentag et al., 2023), but when working in complex and often 
multi-project environments (O’Leary et al., 2011), the process of 
building trust and having good social relationships might be difficult. 
Project team members often come from diverse backgrounds, they may 
represent divergent organisations with their own priorities and under
lying goals (Sydow and Braun, 2018). Shared leadership requires mul
tiple contextual antecedents to emerge, such as team cohesion, trust and 
shared purpose of work (Abson and Schofield, 2022; Carson et al., 
2007). However, when the team environment is coherent enough for 
shared leadership, it can further enhance interpersonal and social re
lationships, which are important job resources.

6. Practical implications

We suggest project practitioners to communicate both the benefits 
and disadvantages of taking leadership roles. Team members may be 
reluctant to take leadership if that is understood only as increased re
sponsibilities. Shared leadership was experienced to have many positive 
consequences such as improved decision-making, confidence, autonomy 
and improved fluency of work, to mention few. Clarifying the benefits of 
taking over leadership roles can potentially facilitate shared leadership 
leading not only to improved team performance (Wu et al., 2020), but 
also to team members’ enhanced job resources, motivation and team 
performance. Uncertain situations occur in project life span (Wied et al., 
2021), and if these uncertain situations prolong and project team con
tinues with unclear responsibilities, team members can get overloaded 
and stressed. That may potentially lead to team members undergoing a 
health impairment process (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). Project team 
members tend to be highly motivated towards reaching the goals and 
taking over responsibilities beyond their official roles. This engagement 
can be a double-edged sword if high hindrance demands prolong 
without sufficient recovery. However, shared leadership in project 
teams can evolve multiple positive consequences for team members and 
the whole team, which strengthen personal and job resources, being 
buffers for the demanding project phases. Identifying these conse
quences project practitioners can gain understanding of teams’ capa
bilities along project life span.

7. Limitations and future research

We acknowledge the following study limitations. First, we collected 
our data retrospectively, which can affect the interpretations partici
pants have on shared leadership and its consequences. Secondly, many 
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of the interviews were conducted in the medical industry context, which 
needs to be considered when interpreting the findings. However, during 
the data analysis, no such field specific consequences emerged. Thirdly, 
the data represents experiences from employees working in Finnish or
ganisations and therefore, the specific working culture inherent may 
have affected our findings. Moreover, when interpreting the findings, it 
is important to note that the research was conducted in the context of 
project teams, and therefore the results are not directly generalizable for 
permanent teams. Despite semi-structured interviews being a suitable 
method for exploring shared leadership, for future research, adding 
observations would potentially reveal additional information on the 
dynamics of shared leadership. Future research would benefit from 
exploring shared leadership consequences further on team members’ 
well-being at work within various industries and organisational envi
ronments. Also, the inclusion of personal demands would possibly bring 
more detailed insights on the discussion of shared leadership conse
quences. Moreover, our research identified the consequences on job 
demands and resources, but the further connections between shared 
leadership and well-being at work would advance the shared leadership 
research.

8. Conclusion

Our findings highlight that shared leadership can be experienced as 
increasing both hindrance and challenge demands. The negative con
sequences of shared leadership can be avoided by clarifying the goals of 
the work and team members’ roles in achieving them. The challenge 
demands experienced are not inherently negative, since they embed 
possibilities for professional growth and learning. Also, our findings 
identified several shared leadership consequences that were experienced 
as enhancing job resources. Participants perceived that shared leader
ship strengthened their self-efficacy and optimism: they experienced 
satisfaction and fulfilment when completed tasks, in which leadership 
was shared. The findings also show that shared leadership contributed to 
project teams’ job resources, as shared leadership facilitated the work
flows, improved team decision-making and strengthened interpersonal 
and social relations, in addition to enhancing task accomplishment. In 
conclusion, sharing leadership in project teams can help balance be
tween job demands and resources, which are key characteristics of work 
that influence employee motivation and performance.
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