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 Rethinking Complexity: A Paradigm Shift in Leadership from Individual to Collective Influence



Abstract
This paper addresses the spectrum of leadership as a complex and multifactorial phenomenon, dynamic and interactive, involving multiple actors. The study calls into question the paradigm of leadership as an individual phenomenon and instead suggests that the construction of leadership identity is a social process vis-a-vis the nature of leadership itself and the challenges faced by military commanders. The theory that leadership is not an individual process but a product of interaction with others is supported by the evidence presented by social identity theories and by adaptability to extreme contexts. We argue that a paradigm shift is needed, one that moves the focus from the individual to the collective, and that collective leadership is one possible path. 
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RESUMO
Este artigo aborda o espectro da liderança como um fenómeno complexo e multifatorial, dinâmico e interativo, envolvendo múltiplos intervenientes. O estudo questiona o paradigma da liderança como um fenómeno individual e sugere, em vez disso, que a construção da identidade de liderança é um processo social em relação à natureza da liderança em si e aos desafios enfrentados pelos comandantes militares. A teoria de que a liderança não é um processo individual, mas um produto da interação com outros, é sustentada pelas evidências apresentadas pelas teorias de identidade social e pela adaptabilidade a contextos extremos. Argumentamos que é necessária uma mudança de paradigma, deslocando o foco do individual para o coletivo, e que a liderança coletiva é um caminho possível. 
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Repensar a Complexidade: Uma Mudança de Paradigma na Liderança, do Indivíduo para a Influência Coletiva
Introduction
The complexity and prevalence of the challenges which potentially undermine national and international security, such as demographic shocks, the increase in terrorism and transnational crime, maritime piracy, cyber threats, regional conflicts and resource disputes have forced teams, organisations and states to take a broader look at leadership. Thus, although most definitions of leadership acknowledge that leaders are responsible for the leadership process, we should not assume that this role is fixed and predetermined - it can be contingent because events can be highly unpredictable and volatile (Rosinha, Matias & Souza, 2016). Furthermore, formal leaders do not act alone but interact with all those around them. The influence process is not unidirectional, quite the contrary; followers play a decisive role in influencing both leaders and outcomes. 
Trait leadership theories and behavioural, situational, transactional, transformational, and visionary leadership theories have been an important step towards viewing individuals as stakeholders in the leadership process. However, these theories are self-focused and their scope is narrow because modern organisations have become increasingly complex, are built on non-linear network structures and employ highly skilled teams (Daft, 2014).
Traditional leadership models are too restrictive and too focused on the leader-subordinate dyad, therefore justifying a multilevel approach to leadership. Both research on leadership and a theoretical framework for leadership are still in early stages. Leadership should thus be understood as a complex and dynamic process where different organisational roles are performed by several individuals (Gronn, 2010) and where those roles can be switched among work teams (Day, Gronn & Salas, 2004).
We align with McKee's (2023) critical perspective on leadership, emphasizing the need to analyze prevalent narratives, addressing eligibility for leadership, power dynamics, and effective leadership methods. This approach includes overlooked theories (Dugan, 2017), resulting in the deconstruction and reconstruction of intricate leadership theories that incorporate concepts of fairness, equality, social construction, power (McKee, 2023), and sharing (Chrobot-Mason, Ruderman & Nishii, 2014). This study calls into question the paradigm of leadership as an individual phenomenon and instead suggests that, given the nature of leadership and the challenges faced by military commanders, building a leadership identity is a social process. In order to understand the phenomenon of leadership, we contrast the characteristics of the military bureaucratic paradigm focused on the commander with the evidence that supports the notion that leadership is a collective interaction process. The theory that leadership is not an individual process but a product of interaction with others is based on the evidence presented by social identity theories and by adaptability to extreme contexts.
In light of this evidence, we argue that a paradigm shift is needed, one that moves the focus from the individual to the collective. The choice of collective leadership over individual leadership does not eliminate the need for individual, formal leaders, but instead of viewing them as self-defined entities, sees them instead as the product of their interaction with others. In the words of Sartre, ‘I cannot obtain any truth whatsoever about myself, except through the mediation of another...’ (Sartre, 2007). For Sartre, the drive to seek out our inner Self is useless unless we understand our ‘being-in-the-world’, which is the condition that recognizes the pursuit of one’s own freedom in the encounters with the other.
The complexity of leadership 
In its quest to obtain a more accurate picture of the true nature of leadership, the extant research on leaders has ignored the most appropriate ontological locus for leadership, which rests in the relationship between the leader-team dyad and the processes that explain how it emerges (Antonakis, Fenley & Liechti, 2011). When we consider the contributions of studies focusing on multilevel phenomena, the empirical limitations of reductionism become clear. Truth at the individual level cannot be directly applied to the collective level through cause-and-effect correlation, as demonstrated by Lindebaum and Zundel (2013). Reductionism in leadership studies results in discontinuity between levels, as higher-level phenomena exceed the product of lower-level processes. Transposing dyadic, group, or organizational-level aspects to the individual level risks distorting ideas about leadership emergence, as cautioned by Fisher and To (2012). In this leader-focused vision, leadership has been defined as ‘the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the organisations of which they are members’ (House, et al., 1999).
Most concepts define leadership as an influence process or ability that one member of a group exerts over other members to achieve certain goals by eliciting motivation. Therefore, leaders are the main source of influence for processes and tasks, dominating the decision process and playing a key role in defining the strategy, dynamics, motivation and identity of a work group. In this single leader perspective, leadership is seen as a specialized function that cannot be shared without jeopardizing group effectiveness (Ensley, Pearson & Pearce, 2013).
A dynamic, interdisciplinary and inclusive process, leadership cannot be separated from the core functions of organisations. Reality has forced leaders to adapt to the changes brought about by globalization but leadership theories have been slower to do so. Recent research based on previous studies stresses the need to redefine leadership. The traditional image of the leader as hero is slowly being replaced by a different image, that of a collective group of people who exert influence through formal and informal relationships between individuals (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen-Lester, 2016; Yukl, 1999).
The idea that leadership is not an individual process but a product of interaction with others is based on the fooling facts - leadership emerges through a social process that is sustained by theories of self-categorization (Turner, et al., 1987) and social identity (Tajfel, & Turner, 1986) -the functional complexity of the set of tactical roles and a leader’s meta-competencies, such as adaptability to extreme contexts.

Building Leadership Identity as a Social Process
The formation of psychological groups
What distinguishes a set of individuals from a psychological group? Is it cohesion, camaraderie, team spirit, unity, or a sense of belonging? There are several terms to describe the force that binds the members of a group, and the concept of attraction is common to all. The theories of self-categorization (Turner, et al., 1987) and social identity (Tajfel, & Turner, 1986) help explain how attraction emerges. Participation in and commitment to a psychological group, where an individual identifies themselves as a member, irrespective of external classification, partially elucidate the unfolding processes in the social psychology of leadership.
Self-categorization theory posits that self-concepts involve cognitive categorizations where individuals perceive similarities at different levels of inclusion. This spectrum ranges from viewing oneself as a unique individual (personal identity) to being part of humanity as a whole (collective identity), with in-group and out-group categorizations falling between these extremes.
When social identity becomes salient, people experience depersonalization at the cognitive level, stop perceiving themselves as unique individuals and begin seeing themselves as members of the group (Turner, et al., 1987). Hence, they begin acting according to the norms and values ​​of the group (Reicher, Spears & Postmes, 1995). The psychological process of depersonalization makes it possible to develop group processes that extend to cooperation, to the definition of rules, and, more importantly, to social influence and leadership. People must understand and accept themselves as members of a specific group before group-based processes such as the emergence of leadership can occur (Reicher, Haslam & Hopkins, 2015).
A person’s relative in-group prototypicality, idea, or behaviour is a key factor that affects that person’s degree of influence within a group (McGarty, 1999). Prototypicality is the cognitive criterion which determines how people or entities are placed together in a group and separated from others. Because prototypicality is an elastic entity, individuals are able to compare themselves to the prototype at different times of their membership of the group (i.e., self-prototypicality), to compare people who share the same prototype and, finally, to compare themselves to other people. The derivation of a theoretical personal identity accentuates the loss of personal identity for the benefit of group identity.
The key factor that determines leadership is closeness to the in-group prototype, which in turn intensifies influence over the group (Turner, 1991). To the extent that there is variability among group members regarding the prototypicality of the in-group, there is a gradient of relative influence within that group. At any given moment, and in any inter-group context, the member of the group closest to the prototype spontaneously emerges in a social system, and may become its leader (Yukl, 2002).
In sum, when an individual is perceived as integral to the group, actively representing and advocating for it, reinforcing a sense of belonging and emphasizing group identity, they are more likely to be recognized as the group's leader. The leader's interaction and influence may be limited to those who legitimize them, and their legitimacy arises from mutual influence leading to joint action aligned with common goals and expectations.
The Role of Social Identity in Building Relationships
Dyadic leadership relationships are the basic building blocks of leadership networks (Kalish, 2013). Identity is an important part of self-concept, as it helps answer the questions ‘Who am I?’ and ‘what do other people know me to be?’(Ibarra, et. al., 2014). Earlier research on identity and leadership initially focused on how people see themselves as leaders, emphasizing the socially constructed process by which individuals internalize leader identity as part of their self-concept (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). However, the construction of this identity derives from the work groups and organisations to which people belong. 
Role-based identity theory suggests that leader is but one of many roles with which individuals can identify. The leader’s identity should not be seen as static or one-directional, but rather as a process of mutual influence in which social interactions between individuals, as well as contextual factors, are responsible for that leader’s identity (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen- Lester, 2016). Recent studies by DeRue, Nahrgang and Ashford (2015) suggest that when individuals perceive the group as being warmer, their identification with the group is stronger and several people contribute to leadership. In short, individuals who have a stronger collective identity are more motivated to engage in leadership behaviours on behalf of the group.
Research in the area of ​​leadership development suggests that in addition to developing a personal identity, successful leaders also develop a strong sense of collective identity (Ibarra, et al., 2014). Inexperienced leaders emphasize individual identities (me) and more experienced leaders emphasize a more collective identity (we), one which strongly identifies with the values ​​and priorities of the team or organisation as a whole (Day & Harrison, 2007). Along those lines, other researchers (Van Knippenberg, et al., 2004) show that would-be leaders receive stronger support when using self-oriented group behaviours rather than behaviours that are self-oriented to themselves or that refer to their own personality.
When someone is considered a leader by favouring the in-group when distributing resources, that proves the theory that leadership is about ‘having it done by us’, which involves the principle of social identity. Thus, leadership is a psychological group process where it is the members of a group who elect one of their own as their leader. There are at least two key aspects that improve the odds of a group member emerging as leader: engaging in “doing it for us” behaviours, and actively building and rebuilding the very meaning of ‘us’ (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen-Lester, 2016). The greatest challenge for formal leadership is meeting the needs and expectations of the group while also meeting the needs and expectations of the organisation.
To understand the complexity of leadership in today’s organisations and networks of relationships that provide leadership, we must also examine not only the variables that predict who will be seen as a source of leadership, but also the variables that predict who will seek the leadership of others. Rather than analyze how people identify themselves as leaders, a recent study (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen-Lester, 2016) investigated how identification with the organisation and the team are able to predict the existence of a relationship of formal and informal leadership (Figure 1). 
In general, the outcomes revealed a strong link between collective identity and the existence of relationships of leadership. Members who strongly identify with their organisation and team are more likely to see others around them as sources of leadership and to be seen as potential leaders regardless of the existence of formal leaders. 
The results suggest that leadership development aimed at strengthening collective identity can help foster plural leadership as a way of seeing others as and being seen by others as a source of direction, alignment, and commitment (Ashforth, Harrison & Corley, 2008).
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Figure 1 - Leadership Ties Network (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen-Lester, 2016, p.302). Key: Squares represent individuals with formal leadership positions, while circles represent those in informal leadership roles. Node size indicates the strength of their organizational identity.

Formal leaders are more likely to receive leadership ties and less likely to send leadership ties, which is consistent with previous research on status theory (Yap & Harrigan, 2015). Although formal leaders are more likely to engage in leadership relationships, those ties do not only focus on them. Leadership relationships are scattered throughout the group and are usually mutual and reciprocal, that is, an individual who is a source of direction, alignment, and commitment to others can also receive guidance, alignment, and commitment from others. The existence of leadership relationships that go beyond the official subordination relationships of an organisation can lead to a blurring of the lines between leaders and followers, pointing to the presence of plural forms of leadership.
Leadership development programmes should explore the development of the organisation’s collective identity and recognise that all employees - and not just formal leaders - capable of going beyond their personal identity and strongly identifying with their team and organisation are likely to become a source of direction, alignment, and commitment. Thus, increasing the degree to which individuals identify with their team and organisation appears to be a way of fostering more plural forms of leadership (Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi & Cullen-Lester, 2016).
Functional complexity as adaptability to extreme contexts
Recent military operations point to an increase in adaptive challenges when compared to technical challenges (Farrell, 2013). In ten years of fighting in Afghanistan the only constant has been ‘the need to adapt and change in the face of changing circumstances on the ground’ (Russell, 2013). Hostile environments coupled with complex social and political forces require new tactics, techniques, training, and procedures (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010). Military leaders in combat face dynamic and unpredictable situations that require complex decision making and context-sensitive action.
The nature of asymmetric and irregular warfare, of counterinsurgency operations (COIN) and of the Global War on Terror (GWoT) places new demands on leadership. The military must be prepared for a rapid transition from brutal combat situations to complex situations involving close interaction with leaders and local populations (negotiations or psychological operations) while maintaining high levels of emotional self-control. Thus, bureaucratic processes can clash with the reality of war (Geerts & Houtman, 2014).
This complexity of scenarios requires joint and combined action, as well as close interaction with non-governmental organisations and partners from the local civilian population. Agility in changing roles is also required for proficiency in combat (Rosinha, et al., 2016). Missions have become multidimensional and incorporate a broad range of traditional tasks that include fighting insurgents, patrols, attacks to locate and neutralise weapons caches and safe houses, guaranteeing security, as well as non-traditional tasks, such as launching psychological operations, peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance operations involving civil affairs administration, improvement of infrastructures and development of local security organisations (Cosby, et al., 2006).
Wong (2004) has been studying adaptive behaviour at the individual, team and organisational levels by examining recent cases of conflict adaptation in Iraq and Afghanistan. Military leaders are encouraged to solve problems by using new approaches that involve creative thinking and to go beyond previously acquired knowledge and procedures.
The adaptability of the future leaders of the Army and of the GNR requires not only the structural competencies identified in most competency models but also the development of deeper knowledge structures and meta-cognitive skills (self-knowledge, self-awareness and awareness of context) that allow those leaders to conduct complex analyses and interpretations that will guide their future thinking and behaviour. 
A study by Hannah, Jennings, and Nobel (2010) assessed the tactical domain of leadership through an inductive approach by conducting semi-structured interviews with several samples of experienced tactical military leaders. Three exploratory studies based on the critical incident technique were carried out with three separate samples (junior officers of small tactical units - platoon and company) to identify and refine the organisation of the functional roles embedded in their knowledge and identity structures. Study 1 described the non-traditional roles of tactical leaders involved in irregular operations and counterinsurgency. Study 2 included all traditional warfare functions. Finally, Study 3 combined non-traditional and traditional roles to confirm and validate the model developed in studies 1 and 2. The research aimed to identify the functional complexity of the set of roles, knowledge, skills and abilities associated with the tactical leadership of small units. Wong (2004) suggests that in asymmetric, irregular and counterinsurgency warfare, leaders develop roles dynamically, based on what the situation demands. This interactional approach to Paper Theory suggests that different types of functional roles emerge through experience (Turner, 2002).
The research revealed five main roles decomposed into tasks and subtasks, as shown in Table 1 - Intelligence Manager, Tactical Warfighter, Diplomat and Negotiator, Nation Builder, and Troop or Unit Leader.

Table 1 - Functional structure of key roles in irregular and counterinsurgency operations (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010)
	Intelligence Manager
Collection
• Employ intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) to ensure the continuous collection and analysis of intelligence from all sources to understand the enemy, the terrain and the level of local population support.
• Continuously assess the attitudes of the local population through questioning local individuals during patrols, civil affairs actions, by monitoring the media and communication sources (leaflets, radio and Internet).
Reporting and sharing
• Ensure coordinated situation awareness and understanding of command intent in joint operations involving teams with little or no prior experience working together.
• Lead network-centric operations, ensuring the coordinated sharing of situation awareness.
Dissemination and use
• Assess threats, provide support and ensure that the objectives are understood by the soldiers.
• Ensure that social and political goals are understood; support the proactive and continuous analysis of change and adaptation to insurgent tactics.

	Tactical Warfighter and Combatant
Tactical and Technical Proficiency
• Possess sound knowledge and understanding of tactical doctrine and proficiency in the timely and appropriate application of battle tactics.
• Translate and implement the commander’s intent effectively, adapting to unforeseen developments.
Tactical balance and restraint
• Ensure that soldiers understand and enforce the rules of engagement.
• Design and employ force protection measures to minimise or mitigate the danger to friendly forces and to the local population.

	Diplomat and Negotiator
Counterinsurgency and propaganda
• Coordinate and employ psychological operations to foster trust.
• Consider the strategic implications of tactical operations on the perceptions of the local population.
Build collaborative relationships
• Establish a rapport and develop collaborative relationships with local civilian leaders and residents during patrols or meetings.
• Familiarize and train soldiers in local culture, history, religion, and language for effective interaction with the population and to prevent unintentional demeaning acts that may antagonize them
Resolve conflicts
• Use negotiation skills to resolve disputes and develop agreements of collaboration with members of the local population.
• Use mediation techniques to bridge the demands of representatives of competing or hostile groups and develop commitment to a communal based set of goals.

	Nation-Builder (Tactical Civil Affairs Coordinator)
Support civil affairs assessments
• Support civil affairs assessments of local essential services.
• Support the selection and management of local contractors for infrastructure improvement projects; negotiate project specifications, milestones and costs.
Coordinate and manage civil support processes
• Coordinate and manage civil support processes, including engineering, sewer, water and similar endeavours.
• Coordinate and collaborate with community leaders overseeing critical infrastructure repair or rebuilding
Facilitate local governance
• Support the development of local governance, social and security organisations by providing training and support to emerging institutions and organisations.
• Assist the local population in establishing governance, economic development, public administration and the rule of law, including civil security and control.

	Troop or Unit Leader
Develop, train, and motivate
• Train and educate soldiers in individual and collective tasks pertinent to the unit’s mission; maintaining training focus even during deployed operations; serve as coach and mentor.
• Motivate soldiers to perform tasks within and outside their area of ​​specialty; maintaining motivation during periods of persistent and prolonged conflict.
Ensure unit cohesion and effectiveness
• Implement effective communication systems.
• Create, implement and enforce unit policies in order to maintain an effective climate and culture that foster cohesion, trust, transparency, well-being and engagement in the mission.
• Develop and strengthen the unit’s identity, galvanising by using words, deeds and symbols.
• Practising shared leadership with subordinate unit leaders, preparing them to perform effectively based on commanders’ intent; obtain input and leverage the expertise of subordinates.
Ensure troop welfare and discipline
• Manage psychological assistance to recover soldiers after a loss or psychological damage, ensuring their return to the unit.
• Conduct impartial proceedings for alleged soldier infractions; manage judicial or extra-judicial proceedings.



Asymmetric military missions encompass these five roles concurrently or sequentially. Commanders must strategically consider tactics' impact on local support for political and military objectives, maintain awareness through sharing and coordination with soldiers, assess threats, and stay vigilant during contact with insurgents. Additionally, they engage in advising and negotiating with local security forces and civilian organizations.
In essence, military leadership demands a comprehensive self-concept, encompassing meta-leadership competencies. This includes contextual and cultural knowledge alongside tactical skills and attributes, facilitating interaction within and beyond the military contingent. Table 2 outlines meta-leadership competencies categorized as meta-knowledge, skills, and meta-attributes (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010).

Table 2 – Meta leadership competencies (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010, page 434) 
	Metaleadership knowledge and skills
	Metaleadership attributes

	Role modelling
Performance management 
Delegating
Influencing
Problem solving, decision making, strategic intuition 
Situation awareness
Support

	Resilience 
Leadership efficacy
Courage 
Hope, optimism, resiliency and confidence
Positive affectivity
Self-regulation attributes 
Metacognitive ability
Emotional control
Motivation to lead


Metaleadership knowledge and skills
Role modelling refers to a commanders’ ability to lead by example, displaying effective ethical and behavioural patterns through social learning processes, becoming an ideal prototype for all members of an organisation, capable of activating collective identities and goals (De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2002). Delegation is defined as the transfer of power and competencies and is expanded through the practice of shared leadership (Pearce & Barkus, 2004). In this networked environment, influence involves using techniques that appeal to reason, emotions or values in order ​​to gain the commitment of the group and the support of superiors, as well as to negotiate and interact effectively with the members of the local population. The dispersed and fluid nature of operations requires the ability to analyze problems systematically and to act decisively without outside guidance or advice. Decision making involves detecting, perceiving, and understanding the elements in the environment and projecting future states or events. Finally, support consists of displaying respect, sociability, individual consideration and empathy (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010).
Meta-leadership attributes
[bookmark: _Hlk154262285]We have considered cognitive and affective attributes and processes of self-regulation. Cognitive and affective attributes include various forms of courage, such as physical, moral, and social courage (confronting a superior or colleague) and psychological courage (putting a new skill through a test and running the risk it might fail that test) (Hannah, Jennings & 2010). We have also considered the cognitive styles associated with resilience, which is defined as the ability to find meaning and purpose in potentially stressful events and turn them into opportunities for personal growth. We have also encountered concepts related to psychological states, such as hope, optimism, resilience, and confidence. Self-confidence in the ability to perform leadership tasks was found to be a key factor. Positive emotional demonstration, or positive affectivity, as opposed to negative affectivity, is crucial for leaders who seek to elicit energetic and positive emotional responses that can provide stress-relief resources and rally the team (Rosinha, et al., 2016).  Similarly, a high level of emotional self-regulation is considered a key attribute to maintain that attitude under stress (Goleman, Boyatzis & McKee, 2002).
Several self-regulation attributes have been identified, such as the ability to process large amounts of information, which implies ‘thinking about thinking’ or monitoring and controlling one’s own cognitive processes. Another critical self-regulation factor is that in order to remain effective, leaders must have a ‘genuine and visceral motivation to lead’ (Hannah, Jennings & Nobel, 2010, 436). The motivation to lead others may stem from multiple sources, from seeing oneself as a leader (identity based) to social or normative reasons to the result of a calculated cost-benefit analysis.
For an understanding of collective leadership
We are thus in the presence of a paradigm shift in leadership, which is becoming the purview of the collective rather than the individual, both in formal and informal relationships (Carter et al. 2015). These new leadership practices have been referred to in different ways, such as distributed leadership, shared leadership, relational leadership, polarised leadership, and collective leadership (Carter, & DeChurch, 2012; Yammarino, 2012).
These approaches acknowledge that, being collective systems, organisations are complex relational systems and, as such, leadership stems from interdependent interactions and connections that intertwine in larger structural patterns. Although leader-follower relationships are already included in traditional and contemporary leadership approaches (for example, transformational leadership), what distinguishes this approach from the others is the acknowledgement that teams, organisations, coalitions, communities, networks and systems carry out their leadership roles and activities through distributed processes and collective social behaviours that change over time.
The macro component of the leadership of an organisation can be depicted as a tripartite representation (Figure 3), according to variables that characterise collective leadership as concentration (people), roles and time (Contractor, et al., 2012). Role concentration is the degree of leadership distribution from one individual to multiple individuals. The roles comprise the functions - Navigator - Engineer - Social Integrator - Liaison (Carson & Tesluk, 2007).
The Navigator role allows a leader to establish and maintain a clear purpose and direction. The Engineer collects contributions from all members, distributes information and ensures that goals are met. The Social Integrator maintains healthy and productive social interactions and relational processes within the collective.
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Figure 3 - Tripartite representation of collective leadership according to concentration, roles and time (Contractor, et al., 2012, page 1001).

The Liaison role allows a leader to develop and maintain productive relationships with external stakeholders as an advocate and an ambassador for the collective. The time factor shows that individuals can take on several leadership roles at a given time and let others take over those roles at other times.
Thus, collective leadership can be described as a multilevel, complex, and dynamic process that emerges from the intersection and distribution of the leadership role and of different skills and expertise within the network by exchanging information efficiently among team members over time.
Collective Leadership Framework
Friedrich et al. (2009) proposed an integrative framework of the organisational context for collective leadership as defined by the selective use of expertise within the network, which includes the formal leader role. As figure 4 shows, the authors’ approach consists of four main components - the base-line leadership and team processes - the key collective leadership constructs - the outcomes - and the context where the process occurs.
Base-line leadership and the team processes are the foundational structure of collective leadership. This component is embodied in the leader’s skills and in how he or her structures and maintains the group, mission and team processes (which are usually present in more formal models of leadership).
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Figure 4 - Workflow of collective leadership in the organisational context (Friedrich et al., 2009, p.937).

Leaders’ skills can affect their personal performance as well as that of the team, and those skills relate to how leaders structure and maintain the group. They also have a direct impact on how leaders interact with their network, the exchanges that take place between leader and team, and the communication that takes place between the various actors. The structuring of the group by the leader includes performance and goal-oriented strategies and behaviours. The definition of the mission is influenced by how the leader structures the group, the open exchange between the leader and the group, and team processes. Team processes encompass interactions like coordination, cohesion, and commitment, affecting team capabilities and performance with implications for immediate and long-term outcomes (Friedrich et al., 2009). The key constructs of collective leadership are essential to set the stage for collective leadership to emerge. The leader-team exchange construct consists of the distribution and selective use of information and expertise. The process does not remove the need for formal leadership channels; rather it is viewed in terms of empowerment, delegation and shared responsibilities. The selective use of expertise can manifest in the delegation of responsibilities to individuals with relevant knowledge or experience. The formal leader may implement a set of actions that facilitate leader-team exchanges, namely by encouraging contact with team members, creating expectations for collaboration and ensuring that all elements have a voice in team processes. Facilitating interactions is essential for logistical and relational exchanges, and, subsequently, for the collective leadership process as a whole (Friedrich, et al., 2009).
These exchanges are also influenced by communication, a core construct in collective leadership: ‘Communication is the currency of collective leadership’ (Friedrich, et al., 2009, p 936). A team’s affective climate is shaped by the communication that occurs between leader and team. Top-down communication can be carried out in three ways: direction-giving language, meaning-making language and empathetic language, all of which have an impact on team motivation (Mayfield & Mayfield, 2007). Direction-giving language guides expectations and roles in leadership, while meaning-making language communicates organizational values. Expressing shared leadership as a core value structures team processes. Empathetic language conveys compassion and emotion.
In addition to problem-solving skills, team performance parameters also include conflict management skills, team mentoring, structuring and maintenance. Climate is a set of attitudes and expectations shared by the team which is reflected in that team’s overall emotional state. It is determined by the team’s regulation capacity, by the influence of communication and by the conditions of the team network, as well as by feedback, conflicts, and support networks. Perceptions of justice (distributive, procedural, informational and interactional) have an impact on the team’s affective climate. Distributive justice refers to individual perceptions of fairness in the distribution of outcomes or rewards. Perceptions of procedural justice are impressions about the processes used to determine outcomes and the distribution of rewards. Informational justice is the perception of fair distribution of information and resources among the individuals in a team. Perceptions of interactional justice are the impressions individuals have of themselves and of others in a more relational sense. Interactional justice is related to the team’s overall affective climate (Mitchell & Daniels, 2003).
The leader network and the team network constitute the last elements of the collective leadership framework. The leader network comprises the pattern of interactional connections in which the leader participates. The team network is the pattern of interactional connections among team members (Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). Naturally, the leader network is linked to the team network and both are influenced by the communication within the network. Knowledge of social networks, exposure to the network, and familiarity with other network actors has an impact on collective leadership. Furthermore, the team network can be influenced by the affective climate and can also have a direct impact on team performance. Both networks are directly influenced by the environment in which the process occurs and serve as an entry point for information. The structural and functional features of a network, such as actor connections, network size, leader centrality, information dispersion, leaders' exposure to the network, and set boundaries, can indirectly impact collective leadership. These characteristics influence communication and the strategic utilization of information within the network (Friedrich et al., 2009). The outcomes of the collective leadership process, including team performance capabilities, immediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes are the third main component of the structure. A team’s performance capabilities stem from the qualities of its members and are reflected in the team’s effectiveness in completing its tasks (Day, Gronn & Salas, 2004). These capabilities are proximal outcomes of the collective leadership process, while also becoming antecedents to immediate and long-term outcomes. These resources are shaped by overall team processes, performance parameters, affective climate, and the team network. Immediate outcomes arise directly from group processes, with effects that can be either temporary or long-term. Long-term outcomes refer to enduring group and organizational-level results stemming from team performance. Consideration of the context is crucial for the collective leadership process. The organizational global structure, culture, and external environment, play crucial roles in determining the systemic impact of selectively distributing leadership roles among individuals on processes and outcomes (Friedrich et al., 2009).

Discussion

Attaining a straightforward or unified comprehension of leadership, one of the most complex organizational phenomena, has been challenging. Leadership theories have been slow to integrate the demands posed by irregular and counterinsurgency operations, as well as the necessity for the Armed Forces to operate jointly, combined, and in a networked manner. This study calls into question the paradigm of leadership as an individual phenomenon and contrasts it to the construction of leadership identity as a collective process in response to the growing demands placed on military commanders, given the need to adapt to volatile, uncertain, complex, ambiguous and network-centric environments.
Research on leadership that focuses on the formal leader is reductionist in that it fails to address leadership development as an inherently multilevel, longitudinal social process. The evidence shows that leadership emerges from proximity to the in-group prototype and that it is oriented toward common goals and expectations by affirming the group identity that lends it legitimacy. Leadership is a psychological group process that involves the principle of social identity and the reinforcement of ‘doing it for us ’behaviours in order to build and actively rebuild the very meaning of ‘us’. A robust collective identity is crucial for fostering group-motivated and group-oriented leadership behaviors. Individuals who strongly identify with their organization and team are more inclined to perceive others as sources of leadership and to be perceived as potential leaders, irrespective of their formal leadership status. The development of the organisation’s collective identity emerges as a process that will lead to more plural forms of leadership.
We must understand that leading a military operation involves following pre-established tactical and technical procedures, according to the principle of subordination, as well as reacting in an adaptable and flexible manner, as any given individual may have to think and act alone in specific circumstances as well as act collectively. While military leadership is traditionally embodied in commanders and hierarchical structures, its processes involve the knowledge that multiple stakeholders contribute to the influence process, emphasizing an interactive dynamic perspective. The emergence of influence within the group and the various formal and informal relationships that are established constitutes a new approach to the leadership process. Thus, shared leadership has become a necessity vis-a-vis the challenges raised by new circumstances with global impact. Collective leadership stands apart from traditional models by transcending the conventional top-down influence exerted exclusively and unilaterally by formal leaders. In sharing leadership, this approach recognizes individual expertise, enabling leadership in its purest form to be widely distributed among various individuals. Shared leadership prevents the collapse of traditional leadership because a single leader cannot be expected to deal with multiple factors that require diversified knowledge, something that can only be achieved through communication by the sharing of information and by the social interaction typical of formal and informal networks. Leadership can occur anywhere and at any time and is not limited to a particular configuration or person. This reflects the changes in the literature that now sees leadership as a relational property rather than an individual entity. The integrative network-centric organizational framework explores collective engagement in the social process of leadership, examining the presence and potential predictors of relationships that foster direction, alignment, and commitment among employees. Future leaders must manage themselves and become more aware of their thoughts, feelings, and actions in order to expand them to wider and more complex networks of contacts and relationships, fostering ongoing change at all levels of the organisation through collective leadership. It is only by reaching these deeper levels of consciousness that one reaches the process of dematerialisation of the self, of the elimination of narcissism, and use forms which are more inclusive of the potential and skill of others, allowing the influence processes that occur in organisational networks to develop naturally. By acknowledging that competencies are diverse and that there is the need for dynamic distribution and exchange of information –as the result of a set of interactions -,something that requires a broader awareness of teamwork, the principles of collective leadership prove to be foundational pillars for the construction of more coherent leadership development programmes.
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