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According to Pearce and Conger (2003), shared leadership is one of the fastest growing organizational groups. It is the idea of a team where often times no single person is set to be in charge. This idea of a team is different from other theories of leadership because the leader is treated so much like a peer which opens the door to peer leadership. Because of this, leadership is “not determined by positions of authority but rather by an individual’s capacity to influence peers by the needs of the team in any given moment” (p. xi). Lummis (2001) stresses that in shared leadership, members work collaboratively in groups and make decisions by consensus.  Each individual brings distinctive knowledge, perspectives, and capabilities to the team. Shared leadership also focuses on the big picture; for example, social interactions are viewed as a group occurrence. The interactions that are found in shared leadership are often more multidirectional and less static  (Pearce & Conger 2003, p.23). 

Shared leadership has only recently gained the attention in academic leadership literature. There are few studies that have tried to determine shared leadership (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber 2009). There is one exception, and that is the work of Avolio & Bass (1995). Instead of the raters evaluating the individual leader, “the target of the ratings was the team itself.” Their findings state “that the team level measure of transformational and transactional leadership positively predicted performance similar to the individual-level measures in previous research.” 

There are strengths with the shared leadership theory. For example, shared leadership is often identified by the quality of people’s interactions rather than their position. In other words, communication and conversation are stressed. The leadership is defined more by how the group works with each other; all members are working to make the process more fulfilling. Because the members are mutually-supporting, all are active participants in the process of leadership. Finally, because the values, processes, and shared ethics are self-governing, the members are identified by the quality of the interactions rather than their title(s) (Doyle & Smith 2009). 

Avolio et el. (2009) argues that there should be a general definition for shared leadership that includes the terms transactional or transformational shared leadership. There are still some areas of shared leadership “that have yet to be explored involve certain boundary conditions, mediators, and moderators that have been recommended for future research (p. 432).  Doyle & Smith (2009) highlight four weaknesses with shared leadership. First, so much emphasis placed on the process can lead to a lack of attention to the product or outcome often times serving as an excuse for laziness. The group must not lose sight of the subject. Second, when the leadership is shared among members, one individual may become de-motivated if he or she is not praised, and resentment may grow. This could eventually hurt the group as a whole. Finally, all models of leadership vary by cultures. What may be viewed as acceptable in one society or group may not be viewed as acceptable in another. If there are different cultures among the group, shared leadership may not be as successful. 

As mentioned earlier, I serve as the team leader for my school. I chose this leadership model to critique because I feel it is the type of leadership I practice. I am much like Gastil (1997) because to reach a decision in my team meetings, I focus and encourage the following: constructive participation, facilitation, the maintenance of healthy relationships, and keeping a positive, emotional setting (p. 161-163). There are benefits to working in teams. First, as a team we can create shared expectations and high standards for all of our students, Second, professional collaborating in conversation often leads to learning experiences that are of higher quality than those professionals working individually. And finally, by working as a team, we can  effectively create a collaborative culture that encourages reflection (Lummis 2001). 

Another example of how I implement shared leadership in my daily team meetings occurs when we develop instructional practice to improve our teaching while helping our students learn. Lummis (2001) suggests to effectively have a academic team, the team must consist of two-six teachers who meet at least twice a week for forty-five minutes each session to discuss the students all members have (p. 14). My academic team fits this mold perfectly. There is a total of five members on my team, and we meet daily for forty-five minutes. During our team meetings, we develop consistency among the disciplines, such as creating PBL’s, we identify best practices, and we map our lessons based on school curriculum. Together we look at student work as well as peer observations to improve. Like Doyle & Smith (2001), I aim to work in a situation where people can take on different roles, tasks, and responsibilities to complete whatever it is they want or need to complete without feeling that I am the forerunning force taking over. I feel that much more can be accomplished if we all assist each other rather than having one person have the majority of the work and/or responsibilities. 

Pearce et al (2001) describes shared leadership as “directive, transactional, transformational, and empowering” (p. 55). I believe that is how my team meetings are. They are all directive. If a conversation or topic is started, the conversation or topic takes over. It leads us, rather than us leading it. It does not matter the length of the conversation. The person speaking at any given moment is taking a leadership role in our team meeting. 

After researching a handful of leadership models and theories, I came to the conclusion that the shared leadership theory is the theory that best fits my personality. That is why I feel I most likely model shared leadership in my daily team/academic meetings. 
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