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Abstract

Research on vertical and shared leadership often
treats their coexistence, or positive effects from
both, as evidence of complementarity. That
inference leaves unresolved a more specific
problem: how a leadership function required at a
consequential moment is matched to a provider
when expertise, influence, decision rights, and
implementation responsibility are distributed across
different actors. This conceptual article develops a
middle-range account centered on the leadership-
function allocation episode (LFAE), shifting the unit
of analysis from how much vertical or shared
leadership a team has to how one required collective
leadership function is allocated within a bounded
decision episode. Drawing on functional team
leadership, shared and collective leadership,
expertise coordination, authority, and event-system
research, the framework distinguishes four provider
states—function vacancy, concentrated provision,
differentiated co-provision, and undifferentiated
multiplicity—and treats contested duplication as an
adverse trajectory. It further separates epistemic
alignment, in which task-relevant expertise changes
judgment, from governance closure, in which that
judgment is connected to decision rights,
implementation ownership, and answerability. Five
propositions specify when concentration is efficient,
when vertical and shared providers create
nonredundant joint value, and when duplication,
vacancy, or mistimed transitions undermine
judgment  quality, decision latency, and
implementation reliability. The framework offers a
falsifiable episode-level extension of existing
leadership theory and is particularly relevant to
knowledge-intensive teams in Malaysia and
comparable emerging-economy settings.

Keywords: vertical leadership; shared leadership;
leadership  functions;,  leadership  episodes;
knowledge-intensive teams

I. Introduction

In knowledge-intensive teams, expertise
and formal authority frequently sit in different
places. A specialist may be best positioned to
diagnose a technical problem, while a project leader
retains control over resources, deadlines, and
external commitments. When the specialist's
judgment is ignored, a team can reach a decision
quickly but on weak informational grounds. When
that judgment is accepted but no one has the
authority or responsibility to act on it, the team may
understand the problem without resolving it. This
separation has long been visible in leadership and
knowledge-work research (Avolio et al., 2009; Faraj
& Sproull, 2000), yet it is difficult to capture with
team-level averages of vertical or shared influence.
The analytically sharper issue is how teams connect
function-relevant knowledge, influence, decision
rights, and implementation responsibility as task
demands change.

Here, knowledge-intensive denotes a
configuration of work rather than an industry label:
tasks are interdependent, relevant knowledge is
specialized and distributed, and consequential
choices require commitments whose authority or
ownership may not reside with the best-informed
actor (Faraj & Sproull, 2000; Pearce, 2004; Puranam
et al, 2012). Scientific, software, healthcare,
professional, project, and new-venture teams can
display this configuration to different degrees. The
theory 1is therefore bounded by these work
conditions, not by membership in a named sector.
Cross-functional teams make the problem especially
visible because functional specialization increases
both the informational value of member leadership
and the need for integration (Daspit et al., 2013).
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Shared leadership research established that
consequential influence can be distributed among
members rather than concentrated in an appointed
leader (Carson et al., 2007; Denis et al., 2012;
Pearce & Conger, 2003). Network evidence further
shows that the structure of distributed perceptions,
not simply their average, matters for performance
(Mehra et al., 2006). Meta-analyses report a positive
average relationship with team effectiveness, but the
magnitude varies across conceptualizations,
measurement methods, and task conditions
(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et
al., 2020). Studies of learning and internal team
conditions similarly show that shared leadership
operates through contextual mechanisms rather than
as a universal input (Carson et al., 2007; Liu et al.,
2014). Formal leaders remain consequential because
they secure resources, represent the team, set
boundaries, and make commitments that informal
influence may not enact. They may also legitimize
member contributions and create conditions in
which expertise can be used (Chiu et al., 2016;
Friedrich et al., 2016; Hoch, 2013). Joint tests and
studies of new-venture teams indicate that formal
and member leadership may make distinct
contributions, but coexistence alone does not
demonstrate complementarity (Ensley et al., 2006;
Pearce & Sims, 2002; Zhu et al., 2018).

Several findings are difficult to reconcile
with a general "more of both" account. He et al.
(2020) found different leadership contributions
across the creative process: member leadership
cultivated individual creativity, whereas particular
formal-leader behaviors supported cultivation or
synthesis into a team outcome. Interactional
evidence from professional teams shows that
sharing is negotiated within hierarchy and may
expand during problem formulation while formal
decision authority persists (Fox & Comeau-Vallée,
2020). Shared leadership can also intensify power
struggles under some patterns of functional diversity
(Ji et al., 2026). These results do not form a single
effect. They point instead to variation in function,
timing, provider differentiation, and the rules that
connect influence to a decision. Longitudinal
evidence that directive leadership can help early
performance while empowering leadership supports
later learning and coordination reinforces the need
to theorize sequence rather than static superiority
(Lorinkova et al., 2013).

Existing theories supply much of the
vocabulary needed to explain this variation.
Functional team leadership identifies functions
required by team needs and allows for internal or
external providers (Burke et al., 2006; Morgeson et
al., 2010; Zaccaro et al., 2001). Team-leadership
research also treats leadership capacity as
potentially distributed rather than reducible to one
office holder (Day et al, 2004). Collective
leadership and expertise-coordination research
explain selective expertise use (Faraj & Sproull,
2000; Friedrich et al., 2009, 2016; Gardner et al.,
2012). Claiming and granting, dynamic delegation,
and leadership-transition theories describe changes
in who leads (DeRue, 2011; DeRue & Ashford,
2010; Klein et al., 2006; Marques-Quinteiro et al.,
2022). Event-system and process perspectives
explain why temporally bounded occurrences
acquire force and how activities unfold rather than
merely vary across clock time (Langley et al., 2013;
Marks et al., 2001; Morgeson et al., 2015). What
remains dispersed across these traditions is an
explanation of how one consequential function
becomes attached to a provider, how informed
judgment is linked to executable authority, and how
failure to allocate is represented rather than
absorbed into a low team-level score.

The leadership-function allocation episode
(LFAE) is introduced to connect these otherwise
dispersed elements. An episode begins when task or
decision conditions create a mismatch between a
collective leadership function that is required and
the way that function is currently being supplied.
Importantly, the mismatch can be identified
independently of whether team members recognize
it; recognition is part of the process to be explained.
Team members may notice the problem quickly,
dispute it, or fail to notice it altogether. The episode
then covers attempts to retain, transfer, share, or
avoid provision and ends when the function is
fulfilled, transferred, deliberately suspended, or
remains vacant as the decision window closes.
LFAE 1is therefore an analytical unit, not a
leadership style. It directs attention to three linked
questions: what leadership function was required,
which provider or combination of providers became
consequential, and whether informed judgment was
connected to the rights and responsibilities needed
for action.
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The framework makes four deliberately
bounded contributions. First, it applies a leadership-
function gate: technical input counts as leadership
only when it directs or coordinates collective goal
pursuit, while formal authority counts only when it
is enacted in that collective process. Second, it
moves the analysis from average leadership-source
scores to a function-specific allocation episode and
provides an exhaustive coding rule for vacancy,
concentration, differentiated co-provision, and
undifferentiated multiplicity. Third, it treats
complementarity as a configurational and
counterfactual claim rather than as a conclusion that
follows from coexistence. Fourth, it separates the
epistemic use of expertise from the governance
work through which decisions are authorized and
implementation is owned. Consistent with theory-
elaboration logic (Fisher & Aguinis, 2017), these
claims refine established explanations rather than
announce a new general theory. Their value depends
on whether they explain outcomes that source
scores, coevolution, and transition occurrence leave
unresolved.

II. Theory Development Approach

Purpose and Analytical Question

The article uses a problem-driven critical
synthesis to elaborate, contrast, and delimit existing
theory. It does not estimate a population effect and
does not claim the exhaustive coverage required of a
systematic review. A style-by-style inventory would
be poorly matched to the analytical problem because
the explanation is distributed across functional and
shared leadership, expertise coordination, authority,
accountability, complementarity, and temporal
process research. Critical synthesis is appropriate
when established categories organize a literature yet
conceal a recurring explanatory problem; theory
elaboration then provides a disciplined route for
specifying constructs and relationships without
announcing a new general theory (Alvesson &
Sandberg, 2011, 2020; Elsbach & van Knippenberg,
2020; Fisher & Aguinis, 2017; Kunisch et al., 2023).
The guiding question is: How and when do
knowledge-intensive teams allocate a leadership
function when task-relevant expertise, formal
decision rights, and implementation responsibility
reside in different actors?

Evidence Organization and Claim Discipline

Sources were retained for the explanatory
work they could perform. A study had to inform at
least one of seven elements: function demand,
provider configuration, expertise recognition or use,
authorization, implementation  ownership or
accountability, temporal change, or episode
outcomes. A generic association between a named
leadership style and performance was insufficient
unless it clarified one of those elements. Reviews
and meta-analyses established average relationships
and heterogeneity; field and network studies
illuminated context and provider structure;
qualitative work exposed negotiation and status
processes; event-focused studies informed timing;
and conceptual work defined boundaries and rivals.
The synthesis deliberately retained null, contingent,
and adverse evidence, including evidence that
additional sharing can generate power struggle or
coordination costs (Ji et al., 2026; Wu et al., 2025).
Claims based on abstracts or bounded previews
were restricted to the focal relationship and high-
level findings visible in those records. This access
rule prevents unverified detail from being presented
as direct evidence.

Adversarial Comparison and Proposition
Development

Analysis was organized around four
assumptions rather than a catalogue of leadership
labels: source equals function, more sharing is
better, influence equals authority, and leadership is
sufficiently static. For each assumption, the
synthesis asked what evidence sustains it, which
findings it cannot reconcile, which correction is
required, and which established construct could
make that correction redundant. Construct
comparisons included shared, functional, collective,
plural, network, and dynamic leadership; vertical—
shared coevolution; leadership transitions; event-
system theory; expertise coordination; participation;
empowerment;  authority; role clarity; and
accountability. Complementarity and equifinality
supplied the comparison standard: a joint
arrangement must outperform credible alternatives
for a specified outcome, while more than one
configuration may satisfy the same function under
different constraints (Ennen & Richter, 2010;
Gresov & Drazin, 1997). Each proposition was
required to state a process, outcome, boundary,
rival, and discriminating observation rather than
restate the model in sentence form (Cornelissen,
2017; Wright & Michailova, 2023).

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22132410

www.ijemh.com

Page 366



International Journal of Engineering, Management and Humanities (IJEMH)
Volume 7, Issue 4, Jul.-Aug., 2026 pp: 364-381 ISSN: 2584-2145 www.ijemh.com

III. Critical Synthesis And Construct
Boundaries

Source Is Not Function

The vertical-shared distinction answers a
provider question: whether consequential leadership
influence originates primarily from an appointed
leader or is distributed among members. Functional
leadership answers a different question: what must
be accomplished to satisfy a team need (Morgeson
et al,, 2010; Zaccaro et al, 2001). Leadership
capacity may be distributed across a team, but
capacity does not establish that a particular function
was supplied at a consequential moment (Day et al.,
2004). These dimensions are therefore related but
not interchangeable. The same formal leader can
frame a problem, coordinate expertise, secure
resources, and close a decision; the same member
can diagnose, coach, integrate, or span a boundary.
Conversely, a team may exhibit extensive influence
sharing while leaving one consequential function
uncovered.

More Sharing Is Not Necessarily Better
Meta-analyses support a positive average
association between shared leadership and team
effectiveness, but they also document heterogeneity
by conceptualization, measurement, and task
conditions (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et
al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2020). An
average positive association cannot establish a
monotonic prescription that more sharing is always
better. Distribution has shape and content. The same
team-level average can arise from broadly integrated
influence, a highly concentrated core, sequential
expert leadership, or competing subgroups
(Contractor et al., 2012; Maupin et al., 2024).

Influence Is Not Authority

Leadership  scholarship  understandably
treats influence as its core currency. In knowledge-
intensive work, however, influence over judgment
and legitimate capacity to commit action can be
separated. Formal authority describes the right to
decide, but real authority may shift toward the actor
whose information shapes the decision (Aghion &
Tirole, 1997). Expertise research shows why
relevant knowledge may be overlooked when status
cues dominate and why the mere possession of
specialized knowledge is insufficient without
utilization and coordination (Bunderson, 2003; Faraj
& Sproull, 2000; Reagans et al., 2016).
Organization-design research frames this as
epistemic interdependence: actors depend on one
another not only for task execution but for the
knowledge required to choose an appropriate course
(Puranam et al., 2012). None of these streams, by
itself, establishes that an informed judgment
becomes an owned and executable commitment.

Static Scores Conceal Temporal Allocation

Cross-sectional leadership scores compress
recurring interactions into a stable team property.
Yet teams alternate transition and action processes,
encounter disruptive events, and revise leadership
arrangements as needs change (Marks et al., 2001;
Morgeson & DeRue, 2006; Marques-Quinteiro et
al., 2022). Event-system theory explains how
novelty, disruption, and criticality shape an event's
strength and propagation, while process research
directs attention to sequences of activity,
emergence, and termination rather than isolated
before-and-after scores (Langley et al., 2013;
Morgeson et al., 2015). Dynamic delegation shows
that active leadership can be transferred and
reclaimed as expertise and task demands change
(Klein et al., 2006). Network research likewise
indicates that shared leadership emerges adaptively
rather than appearing fully formed (Xu et al., 2022).
Most importantly, coevolution theory now models
reciprocal adjustment between vertical and shared
leadership and the matching knowledge that
supports leadership transitions (van Knippenberg et
al., 2025). Dynamicity alone can therefore no longer
serve as the contribution claimed here. Directive and
empowering leadership also exhibit different
longitudinal performance profiles, further indicating
that the value of a provider configuration depends
on the stage and function under consideration
(Lorinkova et al., 2013).
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Definition and Leadership-Function Gate

LFAE is useful only if it explains variation
left unresolved by existing constructs at the same
level and timescale. Four criteria delimit the unit.
There must be a specific leadership-function
demand rather than a general opportunity to
influence. A change in task or decision conditions
must create an independently specifiable onset and a
consequential time boundary. The incumbent
provider configuration must then be retained,
altered, contested, or left ineffective. Finally, the
sequence must have an observable ending:
fulfillment, transfer, deliberate suspension, or
vacancy when the decision window closes. The
onset indicator must be identified without using
subsequent recognition or performance to define the
mismatch. Explicit recognition is not required to
identify the episode; failure to recognize the
mismatch is one possible explanation for
nonallocation. These criteria make the LFAE a
process unit nested within a team, not a synonym for
a strong event, a project stage, or any change in who
leads. When the function, mismatch, provider state,
or ending cannot be observed, an established
leadership or team-process construct should be used
instead.

Not every expert contribution or
consequential decision is a leadership function. A
contribution crosses the leadership-function gate
only when it directs, structures, coordinates, or
sustains collective goal pursuit rather than merely
completing the contributor's own technical task
(Morgeson et al., 2010; Zaccaro et al., 2001). A
statistician who reports an estimate is supplying task
expertise; the statistician becomes a provider of a
leadership ~ function = when  that  expertise
consequentially reframes the team's problem,
redirects collective  priorities, coordinates
interdependent work, or governs a commitment. The
same restriction applies to hierarchy. Possessing a
formal decision right is a structural condition, not
leadership by itself; it enters an LFAE only when
exercised to orient or commit collective action.

The term function allocation also appears
in human—autonomy teaming, where the focal
problem is how tasks or responsibilities are
distributed between human and autonomous agents
(More & Lau, 2024). LFAE addresses a different
organizational problem: how a collective leadership
function is allocated among human providers when
task-relevant expertise, consequential influence,
decision rights, and implementation ownership may
reside in different actors. Its novelty therefore does
not rest on the phrase function allocation itself, but
on specifying an episode-level allocation-and-
closure mechanism for leadership work.

Table 1
Boundary Comparison Between the LFAE and Adjacent Constructs
Residual issue
Construct Primary unit What it explains | addressed by the
LFAE
Vertical/sha | Source and xfllllelgecre i Which focal function is
red distribution of supplied, duplicated, or
leadership influence concentrated or left vacant
distributed
. . How a consequential
. Functions What leadership .
Functional . . function is allocated
needed to work is required
team . and closed when
. satisfy team and who may . .
leadership . A expertise and rights
requirements provide it .
diverge
Collective, Multiple actors | Patterns, What happens within
plural, or and recurring structures, and one consequential
network influence selective provider-function
leadership relations expertise use sequence
Dynamic Change in Transfer, Alternative allocation
delegation active reclamation, or routes, failed
or leadership movement allocation, and
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Residual issue
Construct Primary unit What it explains | addressed by the
LFAE
leadership arrangements between function-specific
transition arrangements closure
Location, How knowledge .
. . . How informed
Expertise recognition, is brought to bear | .
Ny judgment becomes
coordinatio | and use of on .
. . authorized, owned, and
n specialized interdependent
answerable
knowledge work
Event strength, | Why events Whether an event
Event- . . .
svstem origin, become salient creates a function-
tl}lleo duration, and and travel across | specific demand-
y propagation levels and time provision mismatch
Leadership- Whp pr0V1de§ Integrates function,
. One bounded which collective . .
function . . provider, expertise,
. allocation function, when, . .
allocation . rights, ownership, and
. sequence and with what o
episode timing
closure

Note. The LFAE is retained only when a focal leadership function, provider configuration, consequential

window, and observable ending can be identified.

Episodes, Expertise, and Closure

A team performance episode is a temporal
container for transition and action processes (Marks
et al.,, 2001). Event-system theory instead explains
the strength, spatial reach, and duration of bounded
occurrences through novelty, disruption, and
criticality (Morgeson et al., 2015), while external-
leadership research shows that novel and disruptive
events can prompt intervention in self-managing
teams (Morgeson, 2005; Morgeson & DeRue,
2006). None of these perspectives necessarily
identifies a changed provider—function relationship.
LFAE can occur inside a performance episode and
may be triggered by a strong event, but its defining
feature is an observable mismatch in the provision
of one leadership function. Routine work can
therefore generate an LFAE when specialized
expertise becomes newly relevant or a commitment
becomes irreversible, even in the absence of a
dramatic event. Conversely, a disruptive event is not
an LFAE if the incumbent provider remains
adequate and no allocation problem arises.

Epistemic alignment is an analytical
descriptor grounded in expertise recognition,
utilization, and coordination; it is not proposed as a
new psychological construct. Prior research already
shows that teams must locate specialized
knowledge, recognize who possesses it, and
coordinate its use (Faraj & Sproull, 2000; Gardner et
al., 2012; Reagans et al., 2016). Equal participation
is insufficient: member input counts as epistemically
consequential only when credible task-relevant
evidence changes problem framing, option
evaluation, or choice. Consultation that is merely
heard, recorded, or solicited without affecting
judgment should therefore be coded as low
alignment rather than co-provision. This criterion
also separates the property from voice distribution
and from a transactive memory that identifies “who
knows what” without showing that the knowledge
governed the focal judgment (Sherf et al., 2018).

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22132410

www.ijemh.com

Page 369



International Journal of Engineering, Management and Humanities (IJEMH)
Volume 7, Issue 4, Jul.-Aug., 2026 pp: 364-381 ISSN: 2584-2145 www.ijemh.com

Governance closure is likewise a
descriptive episode property, not a substitute name
for hierarchy, coordination, or accountability.
Formal authority can exist without meaningful use
of knowledge, while real authority may shift toward
better-informed actors (Aghion & Tirole, 1997).
Coordination mechanisms can create accountability,
predictability, =~ and common  understanding
(Okhuysen & Bechky, 2009), and felt accountability
concerns an actor's expectation of evaluation (Hall
et al., 2017). Neither necessarily identifies who can
activate a decision right, who owns implementation,
and who must answer for the result in the focal
episode. We use governance closure only when
those three conditions are connected to the judgment
before the consequential window closes. A general
accountability climate, a nominal leader, or a named
task owner without adequate authorization is
insufficient.

IV. The Leadership-Function Allocation
Episode Model
From Mismatch to Provider Configuration

The model begins with a demand-provision
mismatch. Event novelty, disruption, criticality,
interdependence, dispersed knowledge, or an
approaching commitment can make the current
provider configuration inadequate (Morgeson et al.,
2015). For analytical purposes, episode onset is
anchored to the earliest independently observable
indicator of that mismatch; collective recognition is
the first process to be explained, not a boundary
used to define the case. Status cues, professional
hierarchy, prior success, and communication
visibility influence whose expertise is noticed and
whether the mismatch is acknowledged (Bunderson,
2003; Fox & Comeau-Vallée, 2020; Sherf et al.,
2018). Recognition may appear in explicit
discussion, competing interventions, delay, or a
consequential omission.

At any point in the episode, provision is
classified by a hierarchical rule that makes the four
states mutually exclusive. If no actor supplies the
focal collective function with consequential
influence, the state is function vacancy. If one actor
does so, provision is concentrated; the actor's
identity and whether that actor also holds relevant
expertise, decision rights, and implementation
ownership are coded separately. If two or more
actors are consequential, the state is differentiated
co-provision  when  their  function-specific
contribution domains are nonredundant and
undifferentiated multiplicity when those domains
substantially overlap or remain substitutable.
Integration and governance closure are not part of
this classification; they are subsequent properties
whose presence or absence explains why either
multi-provider state succeeds or fails. A domain
expert may, for example, govern diagnosis while a
formal leader supplies constraint information,
authorization, and external representation. Mere
consultation does not qualify as co-provision unless
it changes problem framing, option evaluation, or
choice. Undifferentiated multiplicity can remain low
conflict, but it becomes contested duplication when
overlapping claims are actively defended. An
episode may move among these states; they are not
fixed team types.

The states give coexistence a more
informative counterfactual. High vertical and high
shared leadership may represent differentiated co-
provision or undifferentiated multiplicity. Low
shared leadership may reflect efficient concentration
or the exclusion of relevant expertise. The
comparison is therefore among alternative ways of
supplying the same function, evaluated through
judgment quality, decision latency, allocation cost,
and implementation reliability.

TRIGGER
Observable leadership-function demand—provision
mismatch

PROVIDER CONFIGURATION
Function vacancy | Concentrated provision |
Differentiated co-provision | Undifferentiated

multiplicity / contested duplication

EPISODE PROPERTIES
Epistemic alignment < Allocation friction «
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TRIGGER
Observable leadership-function demand—provision
mismatch

Governance closure

!

OUTCOMES AND FEEDBACK
Judgment quality | Decision latency | Implementation
reliability — later provider legitimacy and allocation
rules

Figure 1. Episode-Level Model of Leadership-Function Allocation

Complementarity, Concentration, and Joint Value

The complementarity criterion can be stated
more precisely. Let E denote a consequential
expertise contribution and G a contribution that
activates decision rights and implementation
ownership. For an outcome-specific episode value V
defined ex ante and net of allocation cost,
complementarity requires V(1,1) - V(0,1) > V(1,0) -
V(0,0): the marginal value of E is greater when G is
present. The equivalent comparison can be stated
with G as the focal contribution. This supermodular
condition is stronger than two positive main effects or
a high score on both leadership sources (Ennen &
Richter, 2010; Milgrom & Roberts, 1995). If the joint
configuration merely equals the sum of its parts, the
evidence supports additivity; if concentration
performs equally well because expertise, rights, and
ownership are co-located, it supports equifinality
rather than complementarity.

Governance closure links the judgment to
action. The relevant questions are who can authorize
commitments, who owns implementation, and where
answerability resides. Formal leadership often
contributes at this point, but closure does not require
unilateral leader choice. Decision rights can be
delegated, jointly exercised under a stated rule, or
retained while expert judgment controls a defined
domain. Coordination mechanisms may supply
predictability and common understanding, but closure
additionally requires that the episode's authorization
and ownership route be observable (Okhuysen &
Bechky, 2009). He et al. (2020) provide an analogous
process distinction: leadership contributions that
cultivate individual creative capacity differ from
those that synthesize contributions into a team
outcome. Here, the distinction is extended to the
allocation of leadership functions.

Proposition 1. When task-relevant expertise,
sufficient decision rights, and implementation
ownership are co-located in one actor, concentrated
provision will produce episode value equal to or
greater than differentiated co-provision because it
avoids allocation friction, this advantage will be
strongest under compressed decision windows and
will diminish as epistemic interdependence increases.

Proposition 2. When task-relevant expertise
and formal decision rights reside in different actors,
differentiated co-provision will produce higher joint
judgment quality and implementation reliability than
rights-holder-only concentration, expert-only
concentration, or undifferentiated — multiplicity,
provided that expert input changes the judgment and
an accepted rule assigns decision closure and
implementation ownership.

Allocation Friction, Duplication, and Vacancy

Provider differentiation is costly. Claiming
and granting influence takes time, knowledge can be
difficult to verify, and formal leaders may remain
accountable for decisions they did not substantively
control. Allocation friction refers to the delay,
coordination load, political contestation, and repeated
review generated while a team establishes who will
supply the focal function and under what rule. A
limited amount of friction can expose error and
clarify assumptions. Excessive friction can degrade
differentiated co-provision into undifferentiated
multiplicity and, when overlapping claims are
defended, into contested duplication; suppressing
challenge too early can instead produce an authorized
but poorly informed choice.
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Functional diversity and status hierarchy can
shift this balance in different directions. Diversity
enlarges the knowledge pool and the potential value
of epistemic alignment, but it also makes expertise
harder to compare and integrate. Low functional
diversity can make influence claims more
substitutable and heighten power struggles because
members compete to provide similar contributions;
higher diversity can support complementarity when
roles are differentiated, but can also deepen faultlines.
Professional status further distorts allocation by
allowing diffuse prestige to substitute for function-
relevant knowledge. Hierarchy can provide an
influence cascade that aids coordination, yet it can
also be experienced as inequality and activate conflict
or suppress lower-status expertise (Bunderson et al.,
2016; Greer et al., 2018). Actors in superior positions
may therefore need to relax hierarchy during
judgment, whereas lower-status experts may need to
construct moments of influence through resistance
and negotiation (Fox & Comeau-Vallée, 2020).
Evidence that shared leadership can backfire through
power struggle under particular diversity conditions
(Jiet al., 2026) is not peripheral; it identifies a central
boundary of the complementarity claim.

Proposition 3. When multiple providers

claim the same focal function without a rule that
differentiates their contribution domains or assigns
closure, contested duplication will increase decision
latency and reduce implementation reliability; status
conflict will strengthen these effects, whereas pre-
specified decision and ownership boundaries will
weaken them.
Proposition 4. When an observable demand for a
collective leadership function remains without a
consequential provider until the decision window
closes, function vacancy will reduce judgment quality
or implementation reliability relative to matched
concentration or differentiated co-provision; event
criticality and decision irreversibility will strengthen
this disadvantage.

Temporal Ordering and Feedback

The appropriate configuration may change within one
project because the dominant function changes.
Problem framing often benefits from broad epistemic
access. Exploration may temporarily concentrate
influence around the actor with the most relevant
domain  expertise.  Integration can  require
differentiated co-provision when knowledge domains
must be combined and trade-offs authorized.
Implementation raises the value of explicit
ownership, resource commitment, and external
accountability. A formal leader may therefore open
judgment to member expertise early, formalize
authority at closure, and delegate operational
coordination during execution. The sequence is
coherent when each change follows a change in
function demand. Process theory cautions that the
order, duration, and termination of activities carry
explanatory content that is lost when stages are
treated as static categories (Langley et al., 2013);
event-system theory likewise implies that stronger
events may compress or extend the window in which
reallocation remains useful (Morgeson et al., 2015).
Proposition 5. When expertise and formal rights are
separated, sequences that move from expertise-
matched influence during problem framing and
diagnosis  to explicit decision closure and
implementation ownership before an irreversible
commitment will produce higher judgment quality
and  implementation  reliability  than  static
concentration or  persistent  undifferentiated
multiplicity. This advantage will weaken when
decisions are readily reversible or expertise, rights,
and ownership are co-located.

Scope Conditions and Theoretical Status

The model is most relevant when three conditions
coexist: work is interdependent, relevant knowledge
is unevenly distributed, and at least some decisions
require authorization or external accountability that is
not automatically attached to the best-informed actor.
It adds less when tasks are independent, when
expertise and authority are reliably co-located, or
when decisions carry no meaningful commitment
beyond the individual contributor. Under those latter
conditions, concentrated provision may be
functionally equivalent or superior because it avoids
allocation cost (Gresov & Drazin, 1997). Knowledge-
intensive teams are a theoretically diagnostic context,
not a claim that LFAEs are universal.
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Prior research establishes the relevance of leadership
functions, shared influence, expertise recognition,
provider changes, and formal authority. The synthesis
makes a narrower claim: their intersection may be
explained more effectively at the allocation-episode
level through two separable properties. Testing that
claim requires event-contingent observation rather
than another cross-sectional team-mean survey. A
study would need to identify a focal function,
timestamp the mismatch and decision window, map
provider claims and grants, assess expertise
independently, record decision rights and
implementation ownership, and compare judgment
and implementation across episodes nested within
teams. LFAE remains a theoretical unit. Epistemic
alignment and governance closure remain coding
dimensions whose value depends on incremental
validity over expertise utilization, coordination, role
clarity, resources, and accountability; they should not
be converted into scales before that comparison is
made.

V. Theoretical Contributions
From Leadership Source to Function Allocation

Most  vertical-shared  studies  locate
explanation in the amount or origin of influence.
LFAE changes the explanandum to a matching
problem: whether a consequential collective function
is attached to a provider capable of supplying it
before the relevant decision window closes. The
comparison also changes. Rather than comparing a
highly shared team with a less shared team, the
framework compares exhaustive alternatives for the
same function: vacancy, concentration, differentiated
co-provision, and undifferentiated multiplicity. This
counterfactual can explain why member influence
helps one function, adds little to another, and
becomes costly in a third. The contribution is
therefore a middle-range elaboration of functional
team leadership and plural influence, not a
replacement theory (Fisher & Aguinis, 2017).

A Falsifiable Account of Complementarity
Complementarity cannot be inferred from
coexistence or two positive coefficients. In the
stronger sense used here, the marginal value of one
provider's contribution increases because the other
supplies a distinct, jointly necessary contribution
(Milgrom & Roberts, 1995). The proposed account
therefore requires nonredundancy, an integration and
closure rule, an outcome-specific gain, and benefits
that exceed allocation friction. This standard follows
evidence that complementarity is especially plausible
among heterogeneous factors but highly sensitive to
how the elements and empirical comparison are
specified (Ennen & Richter, 2010). It also allows
equifinality: concentrated provision can be as
effective as co-provision when expertise, rights, and
implementation capacity are co-located (Gresov &
Drazin, 1997). Two highly rated leadership sources
are not complementary when they issue redundant
direction, when expertise is heard but does not
change judgment, when implementation is left
unowned, or when coordination costs exceed the
value of joint provision.
Separating Informed Judgment From Executable
Action
Expertise-coordination research asks whether a team
locates and uses relevant knowledge; organization-
design research adds the coordination demands
produced by epistemic interdependence (Puranam et
al., 2012; Reagans et al, 2016). Authority and
accountability research asks who may commit
resources and who anticipates evaluation (Aghion &
Tirole, 1997; Hall et al., 2017). These questions are
related but not interchangeable. Separating epistemic
alignment from governance closure predicts different
failure signatures and outcomes: the former should be
most diagnostic of judgment quality, while the latter
should determine whether a sound judgment becomes
timely, owned implementation. The contribution lies
in the episode-specific conjunction, not in renaming
expertise coordination or felt accountability.

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22132410

www.ijemh.com

Page 373



International Journal of Engineering, Management and Humanities (IJEMH)
Volume 7, Issue 4, Jul.-Aug., 2026 pp: 364-381 ISSN: 2584-2145 www.ijemh.com

Extending Rather Than Duplicating Dynamic
Theory

Vertical-shared  leadership  coevolution
theory has already supplied the dynamic correction to
static source models: formal-leader behavior, team
cognition for shared leadership, and shared leadership
adjust reciprocally as team needs change (van
Knippenberg et al., 2025). LFAE should not claim
that correction again. Its proposed extension changes
the unit, the dependent variable, and the failure space.
The unit is one function-specific sequence rather than
the ongoing vertical-shared relationship. The
dependent variables are judgment quality, decision
latency, and implementation reliability rather than the
level or development of shared leadership. The failure
space includes vacancy, undifferentiated multiplicity,
epistemic exclusion, and governance gaps, including
episodes in which shared leadership does not emerge.

The two accounts can therefore generate
competing predictions. Coevolution theory would
expect well-developed matching knowledge and
leader-guided shared leadership to support adaptive
transitions. LFAE predicts that such cognition is
insufficient when expert input lacks consequential
weight or when no accepted rule connects judgment
to authorization and ownership. Conversely, if team
cognition for shared leadership, reflexivity, and
transition occurrence explain episode outcomes after
event strength is controlled, the allocation vocabulary
is redundant. This explicit competition makes the
contribution narrower, but also more credible.

VI. Research Agenda

Testing LFAE requires event-level evidence
before scale development. A global questionnaire
would reproduce the aggregation problem because the
proposed value lies in observing function, provider,
rights, and time within a consequential sequence.
Useful studies must distinguish the episode account
from vertical-shared coevolution, event strength,
leadership transition, expertise coordination, role
clarity, and accountability, and must allow its
components to be eliminated, combined, or revised.

Observe Episodes Before Developing Scales

Researchers should first identify a recurrent
class of consequential decisions—for example,
research-method changes, software architecture
choices, clinical escalation, resource commitments, or
product design freezes. Before coding allocation, they
must demonstrate that the focal activity crossed the
leadership-function gate by directing or coordinating
collective goal pursuit rather than merely supplying
technical work. An episode begins when a mismatch
signal becomes independently observable: a new
anomaly, external disruption, capability shortfall,
disputed judgment, or impending commitment. It
ends when the focal function is fulfilled, transferred,
deliberately suspended, or remains vacant at the
decision boundary. Pre-specifying the function,
mismatch indicator, signal diagnosticity, decision
window, and closure criterion reduces retrospective
selection of “interesting” episodes.

Within each episode, provider configuration
can be coded from behavioral traces rather than
inferred solely from perceptions. Meeting transcripts,
issue trackers, version histories, approval logs,
decision records, and event-contingent surveys can
establish who framed the problem, whose evidence
altered judgment, who authorized the decision, who
owned implementation, and who was expected to
answer for the result. Independent expertise
indicators—credentials,  task-specific ~ knowledge
tests, prior relevant experience, or peer assessment—
are needed to distinguish expertise-matched influence
from prestige-based influence. Repeated episodes
nested in teams then permit decomposition of within-
team and between-team variation.
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Test Distinct Properties and Outcomes

Epistemic alignment and governance closure
should be coded separately before researchers
consider scale development. Alignment can be
indicated by whether independently assessed
expertise changes problem framing, option ranking,
or the selected judgment; speaking time and
consultation are inadequate proxies. Judgment quality
may be evaluated through expert panels, forecast
accuracy, diagnostic correctness, novelty subject to
feasibility, or the extent to which later evidence
validates the chosen interpretation. Closure can be
indicated by activated decision rights, a named
implementation owner, resource commitment, and an
identifiable accountability path, with decision latency
and implementation reliability treated as outcomes
rather than ingredients. The critical prediction is not
that the properties affect only one outcome each, but
that they produce distinguishable outcome profiles

beyond established knowledge-utilization,
coordination, role-clarity, and felt-accountability
measures.

Identify Timing, Endogeneity, and Transitions

Temporal claims require more than two-
wave team surveys. Event-contingent experience
sampling, continuous  digital traces, video
observation, or fine-grained archival records should
timestamp the mismatch signal, leadership claims and
grants, authority changes, decision closure, and
implementation. Discrete-time hazard or survival
models can estimate when reallocation occurs;
sequence analysis can compare recurring transition
paths; multilevel models can estimate episode effects
within teams; and dynamic network models can test
whether prior episode success changes subsequent
provider legitimacy.

Compare the LFAE With Its Nearest Rivals

Incremental validity should be assessed
against vertical-shared coevolution variables, event-
system variables, leadership-transition episodes,
functional leadership, shared-leadership networks,
relational authority/community orientation,
transactive memory, expertise coordination, implicit
coordination, role clarity, and felt accountability (Hall
et al., 2017; Morgeson et al., 2015; Rico et al., 2008;
van Knippenberg et al., 2025; Wellman, 2017). A
study should model stable shared and vertical
leadership, team cognition for shared leadership,
leader-guided transition and reflexivity, network
concentration, event strength, function demand,
transition occurrence, expertise-influence match,
rights and ownership, and episode timing. LFAE is
supported only if function-specific allocation
variables  explain  within-team  judgment or
implementation beyond those established constructs.
It is disconfirmed if coevolution and transition
variables capture the same variance without function
information, or if expertise coordination, resources,
and role clarity account for implementation without
decision-right and ownership variables.

Boundary conditions also require direct
tests. The framework should add most value when
expertise is differentiated, work is interdependent,
commitments are consequential, and formal
accountability is separated from task knowledge. It
should add little when one actor reliably possesses
both expertise and authority, tasks are independent, or
decisions can be reversed at negligible cost.
Professional status hierarchy, functional diversity,
virtuality, time pressure, and institutional regulation
should be tested as theoretically specified moderators
rather than appended as generic contextual controls.
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VII. Discussion
Interpreting the Vertical-Shared Relationship
The synthesis changes the interpretation of joint
vertical and shared leadership. A team that scores
highly on both sources cannot be assumed to have
achieved a productive combination. The same pattern
may reflect differentiated co-provision, overlapping
claims, or a formally authorized decision that fails to
use relevant expertise. Likewise, concentrated
leadership is not necessarily dysfunctional when one
actor holds the relevant knowledge, decision rights,
and implementation capacity. This reading is
consistent with configurational equifinality and with
evidence that hierarchy can improve coordination
while also generating conflict costs (Gresov &
Drazin, 1997; Greer et al., 2018). The practical
theoretical question is therefore not whether
leadership should be more vertical or more shared in
general, but which provider arrangement supplies the
focal function with acceptable judgment quality,
decision latency, allocation cost, and implementation
reliability.
Practical Implications and Their Limits
The framework suggests design questions rather than
a universal prescription. Before consequential work
begins, teams can identify decisions for which
expertise and formal rights are likely to diverge. They
can then clarify who leads diagnosis, who may
authorize commitments, who owns implementation,
what conditions trigger delegation or escalation, and
when a temporary allocation should end. Such
function-specific rules are more precise than a
standing instruction to 'share leadership,’ but they
must remain revisable because the location of
relevant expertise and the character of the task may
change.
During an episode, leaders and members can ask
whether relevant expertise altered the judgment and
whether an authorized actor owns the resulting action.
Productive challenge should be distinguished from
contested duplication: multiple providers add value
when their contributions differ and an integration rule
exists, but generate friction when claims overlap and
closure remains politically unresolved. Post-episode
review should examine both decision quality and
implementation ownership so that visibility or status
is not mistaken for expertise. These implications
remain provisional until episode-level studies
establish that the proposed distinctions predict
outcomes.

Implications for Malaysian Knowledge-Intensive
Teams

Malaysia provides a particularly relevant setting
because the separation between specialized expertise
and formal commitment authority is becoming
economically consequential rather than merely
hypothetical. Official statistics show that information
and communication technology (ICT) and e-
commerce contributed 23.4% of Malaysia's economy,
equivalent to RM451.3 billion, in 2024 (Department

of Statistics Malaysia, 2025). The Thirteenth
Malaysia Plan further emphasizes advanced
technology, artificial intelligence, digital
transformation, innovation, talent, and stronger

governance (Ministry of Economy, 2025). These
developments increase the prevalence of project and
professional settings in which technical judgment,
resource authority, regulatory accountability, and
implementation ownership may be distributed across
different actors. The separation is likely to arise in
electronics and electrical engineering, software,
professional services, healthcare, research
partnerships, and technology-based SMEs, where
appointed managers may retain budgetary or external
accountability while domain expertise is dispersed
among engineers, analysts, clinicians, researchers,
and external partners.

For practice, the immediate implication is not to
maximize shared leadership. Teams should identify
recurring decisions for which expertise and formal
rights are likely to diverge, then pre-specify who
controls diagnosis, who may authorize commitments,
who owns implementation, what triggers escalation
or delegation, and when a temporary allocation ends.
In multicultural and status-differentiated teams,
explicit function boundaries can prevent occupational
prestige, seniority, or family ownership from being
mistaken for task-specific expertise. At the same
time, governance closure protects organizations from
a different risk: technically informed discussion that
never becomes an authorized, resourced, and
accountable action. These recommendations remain
conditional. They should be tested across Malaysian
organizational forms and should not be presented as
evidence that hierarchy is inherently obstructive or
that wider participation is automatically beneficial.
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Evidentiary Limits

The evidentiary base is uneven across the
elements of the model. Leadership functions,
distributed influence, expertise coordination, provider
change, event processes, and formal authority are all
well established in adjacent literatures. Far fewer
studies observe expertise, consequential influence,
authorization, implementation ownership, and
outcomes within the same event. Governance closure
should therefore be treated as a proposed coding
property rather than as an established construct or
validated scale, and LFAE has not yet demonstrated
incremental validity. The propositions integrate
evidence from neighboring research streams; they
should not be read as meta-analytic estimates or
empirical confirmations.

Accordingly, the article's claim is restricted
to middle-range conceptual integration. It identifies
an allocation-and-closure problem obscured by
source-level and monotonic accounts and not directly
observed by coevolution theory; defines an episode
unit; and specifies evidence that could favor
established alternatives. It does not estimate effect
sizes, establish prevalence, define universal
thresholds, or validate new measures. It is therefore
best evaluated as a conceptual article informed by
critical synthesis, not as a systematic-review
submission. A journal that requires a comprehensive
review corpus would require a different evidence
design from the theory-led synthesis reported here.

VIII. Conclusion

Research on vertical and shared leadership
shows that formal and member influence can coexist
and that each can contribute to team outcomes. What
remains less clear is whether the leadership function
required for a consequential decision reaches an
appropriate provider, whether relevant expertise
actually shapes the judgment, and whether that
judgment becomes authorized and owned action
before the decision window closes.

The LFAE framework addresses this
problem through observable demand-provision
mismatches, provider states, decision windows, and
episode  endings. It distinguishes vacancy,
concentrated provision, differentiated co-provision,
and undifferentiated multiplicity, with contested
duplication treated as one adverse trajectory of the
last state. It also separates epistemic use of expertise
from the governance conditions that close action. The
framework warrants retention only if episode-level
coding explains judgment and implementation
beyond vertical-shared coevolution, established
leadership-source measures, event strength, network
structure, leadership transitions, expertise
coordination, role clarity, and accountability. If those
established constructs explain the same variation
without information about function, rights,
ownership, and timing, LFAE and its two descriptive
properties should be rejected rather than added to the
leadership vocabulary.
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