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We used in-depth critical incident interviews with the external leaders of self-manag-
ing work teams and their team members, and interviews and surveys provided by
managers, to understand how effective leader behaviors and strategies unfold over
time. Content analyses of the data produced a process model showing that effective
external leaders move back and forth across boundaries to build relationships, scout
necessary information, persuade tbeir teams and outside constituents to support one
anotber, and empower their teams to achieve success.

I think the longer you are a [traditional] supervisor,
the harder it is to let go; to let your constituents [that
is, team members] make the decisions. The hardest
part is that you're held accountable. For 20 years, I
always made the decisions and I felt I made the right
decisions. But to now turn it over to ati hourly
person and say, "You go ahead and make this deci-
sion." I was so afraid they would make the wrong
decision that I wouldn't let them sometimes. They
went to higher management and said, "He won't let
me do. .. ."

George, external leader of five
self-managing work teams

At first pass, it appears paradoxical that a self-
managing work team would require a leader. How-
ever, those studying these teams agree that the ac-
tions of the leader to whom a team reports, known
as the external team leader, can make or break the
team's success [Cohen, Chang, & Ledford, 1997;
Hackman, 1986; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). But, to
date, little theory or research has focused on iden-
tifying what external leaders should do to hest sup-
port the success of self-managing work teams and
their members.

Earlier versions of this article received the 1999 Walter
F. Ulmer, Jr., Appiied Research Award from the Center
for Creative Leadership in Greensboro, North Carolina,
and appeared in the 2001 Annual Academy of Manage-
ment Conference Proceedings. We are grateful for the
helpful comments provided by Richard E. Boyatzis, Hil-
ary Bradbury, Kim S. Cameron, Poppy Lauretta McLeod,
Mitchell Neubert, William S. Schulze, Steven B. Wolff,
and our three superb anonymous reviewers. Thanks also
to Walt Ulmer and the Center for Creative Leadership for
their encouragement and support.

What is known is that leading a team that man-
ages itself requires a unique approach to leadership
(Courtright, Fairhurst, & Rogers, 1989; Manz &
Sims, 1987), Research has also shown that the lack
of legitimate control over team actions and deci-
sions, and the large number of teams for which an
external leader is responsible, makes the role more
complex and demanding than that of traditional
team leadership (Beyerlein, Johnson, & Beyerlein,
1996; Hackman, 1986). Moreover, the uniqueness
and complexity of the external leader role enhance
its ambiguity, especially if an external leader has
held a leadership position in a traditional work
environment (Klein, 1984; Wall, Kemp, Jackson, &
Clegg, 1986; Walton, 1982). The role ambiguity ev-
ident in tbe quote at the start of this article under-
scores the need to determine what external leaders
can do to support team success. It also typifies what
we've heard lately from external leaders and schol-
ars: Research that develops a comprehensive pic-
ture of this unique and complex role is sorely
needed (Beyerlein et al., 1996; Cohen et al, 1997;
Nygren & Levine, 1996).

The study that follows was designed to develop a
comprehensive model of the external leader role.
We were particularly interested in investigating the
persistent proposal that "boundary-spanning" ac-
tivities are fundamental for success in the role (see
Cohen et al, 1997; Cordery & Wall, 1985; Cum-
mings, 1978; Hackman, 1986). This proposal is
rooted in tbe idea that an external leader is posi-
tioned at the team-organization boundary, enabling
him or her to develop a strategic link between the
team and the organization that can supply the team
with resources and support. Yet, to our knowledge,
the role of boundary-spanning activities in the self-
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managing work team context and their relevance to
team effectiveness have never been examined.

Our objectives wore to increase understanding of
the role of external leader and to contribute to
theory on the external leader behaviors that sup-
port self-managing vv'ork team success. Using
Hogan. Curphy, and Hogan's (1994) argument that
leadership research should focus on what effective,
rather than typical, leaders do, we aimed at devel-
oping a model of the actions and strategies that
distinguish the performance of the best-performing
external leaders—that is. the leaders who develop
truly self-managing teams with high performance.
Specifically, we compare how highly effective ex-
ternal leaders manage the role with how average
external leaders manage the role, paying particular
attention to the role of boundary spanning.

To identify unanswered questions about the ex-
ternal leadership role, we start by reviewing theory
and research that lend insight into how external
leadership is similar to or different from traditional
leadership. We then present a study designed to
address these questions and determine how effec-
tive external leaders manage the role to achieve
self-managing work team success.

LITERATURE REVIEW

External leaders of self-managing work teams
face a very different situation than do traditional
team leaders. Both are responsible for the perfor-
mance of their teams. Yet traditional leaders are
expected to lead by monitoring and managing those
teams, while external leaders are expected to lead
by delegating the monitoring and managing back to
their teams. In a comprehensive taxonomy of leader
behavior, Yukl (1989) proposed that leadership in-
volves these elements: influencing people, building
relationships, giving and seeking information, and
making decisions. We now use these categories to
examine what is known about external leadership
and how it differs from traditional leadership.

How Do Leaders Influence a Team and Others in
an Organization?

According to Yukl (1989), influencing involves
recognizing, rewarding, and motivating employees.
Research comparing the influence styles of tradi-
tional team leaders with those of the external lead-
ers of self-managing work teams shows that for
traditional leaders, the flow of influence is more
top-down and that for external leaders, it is more
bottom-up (Courtright et al., 1989). That is, tradi-
tional leaders significantly more often engage in
"one-down" moves such as issuing commands and

talking over team members, while external leaders
more often engage in a hands-off consultative form
of influence in which they ask questions, provide
information, and give advice (Courtright et al.,
1989). In the bottom-up self-managing work team
environment, influence appears to come less from
power in the role, and more from a leader's ability
to persuade members to talk, listen, and accept
advice.

In their widely cited study, Manz and Sims
(1987) also found external leaders influence through
hands-off consultation, and they identified six
"encouraging" behaviors that were the most com-
mon behaviors used by external leaders: encourag-
ing self-reinforcenient. encouraging self-criticism,
encouraging self-goal setting, encouraging self-
observation/evaluation, encouraging self-expec-
tation, and encouraging rehearsal. All were linked
to leader effectiveness.

Ancona and Caldwell (1992) found that for tra-
ditional team leaders, influence must extend out-
side of the team they lead. In their study, product
development team performance was linked to
leader and team external boundary activities, espe-
cially "ambassadorial activities" involving actively
persuading outsiders to support the team, protect-
ing the team from outside pressure, and lobbying
for resources. Experts on self-managing teams have
long argued that external leaders should take on the
role of persuading others in their organizations to
support their self-managing work teams (Cum-
mings, 1978; Hackman, 1986). Since no research
has examined this assumption, our first guiding
research question was:

Research Question 1. What do highly effective
external leaders do to influence those inside
and outside their teams, and how do these
forms of influence facilitate team self-manage-
ment and team effectiveness?

How and with Whom Do Leaders Build
Relationships?

According to Yukl (1989), building relationships
involves managing conflict, team building, sup-
porting, and networking. Building relationships
with subordinates has been considered fundamen-
tal to effective leadership by modern leadership
theorists since the 1950s, when the Personnel Re-
search Board at Ohio State University presented the
results of a decade-long program of research on
leadership behavior that examined subordinate
perceptions of leaders. This research showed tbat
"consideration," or relationship building (for in-
stance, helping employoos and looking out for their
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welfare), was most often predictive of subordinate
satisfaction and sometimes predictive of leader ef-
fectiveness (see Fleishman, 1953; Stogdill & Coons,
1957). A few decades later, Hersey and Blanchard
(1982) argued that the behavior required of tradi-
tional leaders depends on the experience level and
motivation of employees. They proposed that expe-
rienced and motivated employees who are dele-
gated responsibility require independence and
have little need for the caretaking inherent in rela-
tionship building.

The relevance of relationship building to effec-
tive external leadership has never been studied.
Steckler and Fondas (1995) argued that building
relationships with team members may allow exter-
nal leaders to build influence and team member
commitment. Since they cannot rely on formal
power over team actions and decisions, external
leaders may need to rely on relating to or under-
standing the perspectives of team members to gain
influence.

Research also suggests that traditional leaders
who build relationships with members of the larger
organization are likely to obtain resources that im-
prove their employees' performance [Tushman &
Scanlan, 1981). A focus on building external rela-
tionships has also been said to be important for
external leaders because self-managing work teams
tend to have limited control over their environ-
ments and limited opportimity to develop relation-
ships with organization members who hold re-
sources (Cummings. 1978). We were led to the
following research question;

Research Question 2. Do highly effective exter-
nal leaders place an emphasis on building re-
lationships inside and/or outside their teams,
and if so. how do these relationships facilitate
team self-management and team effectiveness?

Who Seeks and Clarifies Information?

Teams in traditional environments that do not
continually receive and share information with
sources in their larger organizations run the risk of
becoming overbounded, or too insular in their ac-
tions and decisions to succeed within the organi-
zations (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Tushman &
Katz, 1980). However, when team members scout
for information in their organizations, they score
lower on measures of internal team dynamics (in-
cluding effective internal team processes, and co-
hesiveness) [Ancona & Caldwell, 1992).

Because team self-management requires a large
amount of team member interaction, the link be-
tween internal team dynamics and performance is

known to be stronger in self-managing work teams
than in traditional teams [Cohen, Ledford. & Sprei-
tzer, 1996; Polly & Van Dyne, 1994). Therefore, the
benefit of having a leader, rather than team mem-
bers, scout and disseminate information may be
particularly useful in self-managing work teams.
Moreover, the position an external leader occupies
at the interface of multiple teams and tbeir organi-
zation seems ideal for enabling the scouting and
dissemination of information. Since ease of access
has been linked to the effectiveness of scouting
behavior [Tushman & Scanlan, 1981), we asked;

Research Question 3. Do highly effective exter-
nal leaders scout and disseminate information
among teams and their broader organization,
and if so, how does this facilitate team self-
management and team effectiveness?

Who Makes Decisions?

Leadership is synonymous with decision respon-
sibility. In traditional environments, making deci-
sions includes behaviors like problem solving,
planning, and delegating (Yukl, 1989). A question
traditional team leaders must answer is whether to
empower team members to make their own deci-
sions and, if so, how much decision authority to
delegate. Argyris [1998) argued that leaders love
empowerment in theory, but mostly engage in com-
mand and control behaviors because it is what they
know best.

By definition, self-managing work teams are em-
powered to make their own decisions. Yet research
suggests that there is inconsistency within organi-
zations in how much authority is actually dele-
gated to self-managing work teams (Klein, 1984;
Manz & Sims, 1984; Wall et al., 1986). Recent re-
search reveals that empowerment is linked to
higher levels of self-managing work team produc-
tivity, customer and job satisfaction, and organiza-
tional and team commitment [Burpitt & Bigoness,
1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). It also shows that,
by itself, autonomy over decisions is not linked to
these positive outcomes. Instead, positive out-
comes are linked to what Kirkman and Rosen
(1999) referred to as "team empowerment," which
includes autonomy, team efficacy, and a team's
sense that its decisions have meaning and impact.
This formulation suggests that the external leader
role involves much more than delegation—it also
involves setting the team up for success in decision
making. Since it is unclear how this is best done,
we asked;

Research Question 4. What strategies do highly
effective external leaders use to empower their
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teams, and how do they ensure team decisions
and actions that support team effectiveness?

What Is the Process of Effective Leadership?

Leadership is a dynamic process tbat does not
reside solely within a given person or a given situ-
ation: rather, situations create an interplay of
needs, and effective leaders work to continually
identify and meet them (Kozlowski, Gully, Salas, &
Cannon-Bowers, 1996; Pierce & Newstrom, 2000).
Taxonomies of leader behavior like Yukl's provide
information about what leaders do. Yet there exists
little theory or research providing information
about how tbese behaviors combine to create the
dynamic process of leadership tbat meets situa-
tional needs. In this study, our goal was to develop
a model of effective external leadership tbat reveals
the process through which leader behaviors com-
bine to facilitate team self-management and team
effectiveness. Tbe benefits of such a model lie in
the questions it can answer about effective external
leadership and in the new questions it can surface.
Hence;

Research Question 5. How do the behaviors
and strategies of effective external leaders
combine to facilitate team self-management
and team effectiveness?

METHODS

We conducted an inductive theory-building
study that focused primarily on external leaders'
perspectives but that also used the perspectives of
the leaders' constituents (team members and man-
agers) to gain understanding of the interplay of
situational needs that influence leader behavior.
We chose to build theory because theoretical per-
spectives on external leadership are "relatively rare
and underdeveloped" (Cohen et al., 1997: 276). Us-
ing inductive methods allowed us to obtain and
integrate ricb descriptive information and to un-
cover unanticipated clues.

Setting and Overview of the Research Design

The research site was a Fortune 500 durable con-
sumer goods manufacturing plant in the midwest-
ern United States witb 3,500 employees. It bad
transitioned to self-managing work teams five years
prior to data collection. Sixty-six external leaders,
referred to as team advisors, led 300 teams. Advi-
sors were responsible for five to eigbt teams, with
the variation depending on tbe tasks performed by
tbe teams. We selected tbis organization because its

size gave us a large pool of external leaders of
self-managing work teams in one location, which
allowed us to study leader behavior while control-
ling for organizational culture and context.

We used tbe comparative multiple case study
method (see Eisenhardt, 1989: Yin. 1994) because it
fit our objectives and has been shown useful for
identifying effective leader behavior (see Boyatzis,
1982; Howell & Higgins, 1990; Komaki, 1986). Fol-
lowing Yin (1994) and Eisenbardt (1989). we car-
ried out this method in three stages: (1) selecting
two theoretically relevant samples of cases for com-
parison (in this study, a sample of external leaders
with superior performance and a sample of external
leaders with average performance), (2) collecting
data for each case, and (3) analyzing data to deter-
mine differences between the two samples. EoUow-
ing Coffey and Atkinson's (1996) suggestion for
analyzing qualitative data, we conducted the data
analyses in two phases. First, we content-analyzed
the data to generate a list of behaviors tbat differ-
entiated the two samples. To eliminate the possi-
bility of researcher bias, we also used expert coders
who were blind to tbe study's purpose to code the
data and determine tbe interrater agreement and
reliability of the behaviors we identified. In phase
2, we interpreted and reconstructed the data to
identify relationships among tbe behaviors and
build theory about the process through which
leader bebaviors combine to facilitate team self-
management and team effectiveness. Figure 1 pre-
sents a graphic illustration of the data gathering
and data analysis stages.

Case Sample Selection

As noted above, to meet our objective of identi-
fying the behaviors and strategies that characterize
and distinguish tbe performance of the best-
performing external leaders, we chose cases falling
into two samples: tbose with average and those
with superior performance. We chose to compare
superior performers to average rather than to poor
performers because our objective was to identify
tbe behaviors and strategies distinguishing supe-
rior performance—tbat is, the bebaviors and strat-
egies consistently displayed by superior performers
and not often displayed by average performers.
Comparing poor performers to superior ones would
have produced a model of behaviors and strategies
supporting performance levels ranging anywhere
from below-average to superior.

We wanted the superior performers to be consid-
ered outstanding leaders according to both objec-
tive criteria and the assessments of the managers
and team members witb whom they worked. Thus,
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FIGURE 1
A Graphic Illustration of the Data Gathering and Data Analysis Stages

Case Selection

Final case selection criteria
• Objective team performance
• Team member nominations
• Manager nominations

Data

19 external leader interviews
38 team tnember interviews
10 manager interviews
6 focus groups
21 manager surveys
Field notes

I
Data Analysis

Phase 1: Content Analysis of Leader Transcripts

1. Content Analyzed
Two researchers each
independently
microanalvzed six
transcripts to generate
a list of behavioral
patterns and themes.

2. Themes Tested
Four tnore transcripts
were iteratively
analyzed to test, add,
and reduce themes.

— •

3. Data Further
Reduced

Themes were con-
densed, and 11
behaviors that separated
the leaders with
superior performance
from those with average
performance were
extracted.

4. Validity Assessed
The reliability and
discriminant validity of
the 11 behaviors were
tested and confirmed by
two expert coders blind
to leader performance

Phase 2: Data Integration and Model Development

1. Outlines Created
An outline was created
for each behavior. It
included data from the
leaders, team members.
and managers and notes
that informed us about
the context, intent, and
consequences
surrounding the leaders'
use of behavior.

2. Behaviors
Categorized

The 11 behaviors were
inductively categorized
into four functional
clusters.

3. Process Analyzed
The data were
microanalyzed for
action, interaction, and
sequence and for
understanding of how
these varied in response
to changing context and
conditions.

< - >

4. Model Tested and
Developed

Iterative discussions,
data reviews, and ideas
tested on the critical
incidents identified
by the external leaders
led to the final process
model.

we used three criteria to select our final sample
from the pool of 66 external leaders in the plant (7
of whom were women): (1] objective team perfor-
mance, (2) team member nominations for outstand-
ing leaders, and (3) manager nominations for out-
standing leaders. Objective team performance was
based on the percentage of specific team produc-

tion goals met for the year [which had just ended).
A graduate assistant retrieved these percentages di-
rectly from external leader performance appraisal
forms.

Following McClelland (1976), to obtain team
member and manager perspectives, we used a nom-
ination process in which we asked team members
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and managers to identify the most "outstanding"
leaders in the plant. Team member nominations
were obtained through the use of focus groups.
Sixty-six team members (one led by each external
leader] were randomly selected by a member of the
organization's human resources department to par-
ticipate in one of six 2-hour focus groups about the
external leader role; 52 individuals (79 percent of
those invited) attended a focus group. At the end of
each group discussion, we explained that we
would be interviewing team leaders and wanted to
interview those the focus group members thought
were the very best in the plant. We passed out a
ballot listing the names of all 66 external leaders
and asked the team members to cbeck off those they
knew well enough to assess and to then circle the
names of those they felt were outstanding leaders.
Nominations were received from all 52 team mem-
bers who attended the focus groups. Manager nom-
inations were obtained through ballots, mailed di-
rectly to all plant managers and directors, containing
the same instructions outlined above. Nominations
were received from all 21 managers and directors.

So tbat we could remain blind to the perfor-
mance status of each leader in the final sample, a
graduate assistant compiled the selection criteria,
and a colleague experienced with comparative case
study methods selected the final sample. This sam-
ple included ten superior performers, defined as
individuals who were in the top 15 percent on all
criteria, and nine average performers, individuals
who had average objective performance scores and
no nominations (see Sandberg [2000] for a discus-
sion of how small samples have been consistently
found adequate for understanding work role ap-
proaches in inductive qualitative research).

Leaders in the final sample were each responsi-
ble for five to eight teams. The two subsamples
were demographically comparable in age (superior
leaders, mean = 45.4, s.d. = 6.8; average leaders,
mean = 42.1. s.d, = 7.7; t-ij = 0.98, n.s.); years at
the company (superior leaders, mean = 24.0, s.d. =
5.2; average leaders, mean = 22.7, s.d. - 8.0; t^^y =
0.42, n.s.); years as leader of their current teams
(superior leaders, mean = 2.3, s.d. = 1.5; average
leaders, mean ^ 2.4, s,d. = 1.4; f.̂^ = 0.20, n.s.); and
years in a leadership role (superior leaders, mean =
14.6, s.d. = 6.1; average leaders, mean = 8.7, s.d. =
6.7; t^y = 2.01, n.s.). One superior performer and
one average performer were women.

Data Collection

Data were collected from multiple sources: 67
individuals were interviewed (19 external leaders,
38 team members, and 10 managers); 52 team mem-

bers were consulted in our six focus groups; and 21
managers and directors were surveyed. Specifics
are detailed below.

We conducted three-hour interviews with each
of the 19 external leaders in our final sample using
the critical incident interview technique (CUT; see
Flanagan, 1954). Although it has not proven to be of
great use in attitude research (House & Wigdor,
1967). the CUT has been shown to be a useful,
reliable, and valid method for obtaining descrip-
tions of work behavior (Motowidlo et al., 1992;
Ronan & Latham. 1974).

The CUT format involves asking interviewees to
alternate between describing incidents on the job in
which they felt effective and incidents in which
they felt ineffective (McClelland & Dailey, 1972).
The role of the CUT interviewer, for which we have
both taken formal training, is to obtain detailed
descriptions of events while remaining as unobtru-
sive as possible in order to avoid leading interview-
ees. Toward that end, interviewer questions are
limited to the following: "What led up to the
event?" "Who did and said what to whom?" "What
happened next?" "What were you thinking or feel-
ing at that moment?" and "What was the outcome?"
Because the interviewer probes for thought pro-
cesses that occurred while interviewees were en-
gaging in specific behaviors, the CUT uncovers in-
formation that may not be directly observable.
Despite the retrospective nature of the accounts of
events that are tbus obtained, the validity and reli-
ability levels of these descriptions are strong (Mo-
towidlo et al., 1992; Ronan & Latham, 1974), be-
cause events are limited to those occurring within
approximately the past year; further, a very high
level of detail is sought, and the interviewee selects
the events. Events discussed in this study included
specific team meetings, times when production
goals were met or not met under adverse condi-
tions, production and equipment changes, and
other events of these types.

To gain understanding of the interplay of situa-
tional needs and concerns that influence when and
why leaders use specific behaviors, we observed
the teams' production processes, read newsletters
and brochures, and collected data from the team
members and managers. We spoke with team mem-
bers through two venues: We audiotaped the six
focus groups described earlier, in which 52 team
members discussed what tbey wanted and didn't
want from their external leaders. We also con-
ducted one-hour individual audiotaped interviews
with 2 team members from each of the 19 leaders'
teams, including: (1) a current assistant to the
leader (the assistantship was a rotating position
that involved getting supplies and compiling re-
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ports) and (2) any team member who was available
at the interview time. Here, we used an adapted
CUT format in which interviewees described events
involving the team and the leader.

To obtain manager views, we interviewed the ten
managers to whom the 19 leaders reported. We
asked them what mattered most for success in the
external leader role. We also sent open-ended sur-
veys to all 21 managers and directors in the plant,
asking them to tell us the behaviors and strategies
required of advisors if they were to become out-
standing performers. Seventeen were returned, a
number that constituted an 81 percent response
rate.

Phase 1 Data Analysis: Content Analysis of
Leader Transcripts

Content analyzed. The leader interviews were
transcribed verbatim (for superior leaders, the
mean number of pages was 61.4, and for the average
leaders, it was 60.8). We then content-analyzed the
transcripts with the objective of creating a list of
behaviors described as consistently used by supe-
rior performers and not described as consistently
used by average performers (Boyatzis, 1998; Coffey
& Atkinson. 1996). Thus, at this point we had a list
showing which leaders in our sample were supe-
rior performers and which were average perform-
ers. With that information in hand, we began our
content analysis by each selecting a random sample
of six transcripts (three superior performers and
three average; see Figure 1). Working indepen-
dently, we microanalyzed each transcript through a
detailed line-by-line exploration with the goal of
becoming intimately familiar with each leader's de-
scribed actions and modes of operation (see Eisen-
hardt, 1989; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). We took thor-
ough running notes on each leader and compiled a
summary for each that listed specific behavioral
themes and supporting quotes. Because we were
interested in boundary-spanning activities, we sep-
arated behaviors enacted inside a team from those
enacted outside a team. We then used our summa-
ries to compare and to contrast leaders and to
search for and produce lists of similarities, differ-
ences, and patterns (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Next,
we met to compare our detailed notes and summa-
ries and to separate themes appearing on both our
lists from those appearing on one list only. We also
created an initial list of the themes described more
often by superior performers.

Themes tested and data further reduced. We
then independently examined two more random
transcripts (one superior and one average) to search
for the behaviors already on our lists and to look for

new behaviors. We met again to discuss the follow-
ing; adding behaviors we now thought should be
kept on the list, dropping behaviors we now
thought were more idiosyncratic than common, the
accuracy of the labels for the themes, and condens-
ing similar themes. For example, at this point we
chose to combine a theme we had labeled "giving
feedback" with another we labeled "coaching" and
kept the coaching label. We also continued to dis-
cuss our emerging list of the behaviors seen more
often in the transcripts of the superior performers
than in those of the average ones.

We then used these results to code and examine
two more transcripts. After making a few more
changes, we agreed that we had reached a point of
saturation, a point at which no new behaviors were
emerging from the data. A table identifying the
behaviors and giving definitions and examples for
each was then created and subsequently reduced
by again combining similar behaviors. The final list
was turned into a codebook of 11 behaviors that
had been described as used consistently by supe-
rior performers and were not as often described as
used by the average performers. Table 1 presents
the 11 behaviors, their definitions, and sample
quotes showing how these behaviors were dis-
cussed as exhibited by superior performers and
how they were mentioned or not mentioned by
team leaders, team members, and managers.

Discriminant validity and interrater reliability
assessed. Two expert coders, who were blind to
our hypotheses and to previous codings, coded the
leader transcripts to determine coding reliability
and to obtain frequency counts of how often each
leader discussed displaying each behavior. The in-
terview was the unit of analysis. Intercoder reli-
abilities were calculated for each code as the per-
cent agreement between coders for all transcripts
(mean = .92, median = .94, range = .78 to 1.0).
After reliabilities had been calculated, the coders
discussed and reached agreement on each coding
discrepancy.

We checked discriminant validity using Mann-
Whitney U comparisons to examine differences in
the frequencies with which the superior and the
average performers were coded as exhibiting each
behavior. Table 2 presents frequencies and compar-
ison statistics for the subsamples. All the behav-
iors, except diagnosing member behavior, were
coded more frequently for the superior performers.

Phase 2 Data Analysis: Data Integration and
Model Development

Outlines created. At this point, we reviewed,
integrated, and interpreted our data from all
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TABLE 2
Descriptive Statistics and Comparisons between the Superior and Average Leaders*

Function

Relating

Snouting

Persuading

Empowering

LeadersKip Behavior

Social and political awareness
Caring for team members
Building team trust

Seeking information from managers
Seeking information from peers
Seeking information from specialists
Diagnosing member behavior
Investigating problems systematically

Obtaining external support
influencing the team

Delegating authority
Flexibility regarding team decisions
Coaching

Overall

Mean

4.16
4.00
2.95

1.21
1.00
2.68

16.95
5.21

2.47
2.74

2.42
1.11
2.42

s.d.

3,34
3.21
2.30

1.40
1,00
2,31
6,24
3,78

3.34
2,45

3.66
1,56
2,09

Superior

Mean

6.20
5.40
4.00

2.00
1.50
3.60

18.10
6.80

3.10
3.90

3.70
1.90
3.50

S.d.

3,12
3.53
2,49

1,49
1,08
2,17
5,69
3,58

2,85
2.77

4.57
1.79
1.84

Average

Mean

1.89
2,44
1,78

0.33
0.44
1.67

15.67
3.44

1.78
1.44

1.00
0,22
1.22

s.d.

1.76
2.01
1.39

0.50
0.53
2.12
6.91
3.32

3.87
1.13

1.50
0.44
1.72

9.50"*
21.50*
19.50"

15.00""
18,50""
16.00""
33.00
20.00"

22.00"
18.00*

20.00*
18,50""
14,00""

" For the overall sample, n = 19. i'or the superior performers subsample, n = 10, and for the average performers, n = 9,
'' These are Mann-Whitney nonparamettic comparisons.

* p < .05
** p < .01

Two-tailed tests.

sources (leaders, team members, managers, and re-
search and field notes) to identify the function each
behavior served and to uncover the process through
which the behaviors combined to facilitate team
self-management and effectiveness. The first stage
in data interpretation involved repeatedly reading
through all of our data and creating an outline for
each of the 11 behaviors that included (1) team
leader narratives that had been coded for the be-
havior, (2) team member narratives that showed
leader use of the behavior or recommended its use,
(3) managers' narratives that showed leader use of
the behavior or recommended its use, and (4) for
each of these narratives, our interpretation of the
context surrounding the statement and the conse-
quences of the behavior. To develop these interpre-
tations, we answered questions that Strauss and
Corbin (1998: 69, 77) suggested as useful for under-
standing context; With whom is an interaction or
exchange occurring or being recommended and
why? Who begins or is expected to begin this inter-
action or exchange? What are the consequences of
engaging in this behavior, and are these the same or
different for other leaders and other situations?
What can the narratives tell us about the purpose or
function served by this behavior?

For example, the information in our outlines re-
vealed that the cousequence of diagnosing team
member behavior and of systematically collecting
data within the team was the acquisition of infor-
mation that these busy leaders would otherwise

have not obtained. Leaders in the subsample of
superior performers consistently described initiat-
ing these scouting behaviors because they provided
information that was valuahle in future interactions
inside and outside of the teams.

Behaviors categorized. After several discussions
about the intent and consequence of each behavior,
we inductively categorized them into four func-
tional clusters: relating, scouting, persuading, and
empowering. Each function, except empowering,
included behaviors focused on teams and behav-
iors focused on members of the organization. The
categories in Yukl's (1989) taxonomy fit well with
these functions, but we chose labels that more ac-
curately described the intent or purpose behind the
actions of the best-performing external leaders. For
example, we used "relating" rather than "relation-
ship building" because these leaders were not only
focused on developing kinship, but also on under-
standing and connecting with the interests, needs,
and perspectives that influenced the behavior of
team and organization members. We should note
that Yukl's ideas were not imposed on our data;
they had informed our thinking, but they earned
their way into our interpretation.

Process analyzed. We then returned to our out-
lines, which were now organized by function. In
this stage we focused on identifying the process
through which the functions were combined, pay-
ing particular attention to when and why behaviors
were focused on teams or on members of the larger
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organization. Following Strauss and Corbin (1998:
163-169), we examined the outlines looking for
sequences of interactions and actions and sought to
understand how they varied in response to chang-
ing conditions. We asked ourselves questions
Strauss and Corbin recommended for uncovering
process, including; What conditions have contrib-
uted to the context in which the leader behavior
emerges as useful? What conditions or activities
connect one sequence of events to another? How do
the consequences of one set of behaviors and inter-
actions play into subsequent behaviors and inter-
actions? For example, team members' narratives
revealed that they were more willing to share their
needs, problems, and ideas with leaders they
trusted to have their best interests in mind. The
consistency with which we saw this link in team
member and leader transcripts led us to include in
our model a connection between leader behaviors
focused on building trust and leader ability to scout
information from a team. Also, hoth the leader and
manager narratives revealed that managers were
more likely to support team initiatives if external
leaders shared supporting information from several
sources. Our data consistently showed that leaders
held such information if they had searched or
scouted for it from their team members and other
members of the organization. This link was the
basis of the connection between scouting and ob-
taining external support shown in our model.

Model developed. As our theory emerged, we
continually tested and retested it on the critical

incidents described in the leader and team member
interviews. Our iterative tests and discussions
eventually led to our final process model of effec-
tive external leader hehavior, which shows when
and why the external leaders with superior perfor-
mance engaged in specific behaviors. This model,
described below, consistently fit the mode of oper-
ation used by these leaders. Average performers
discussed using the behaviors less often and used
the process incompletely.

RESULTS

The Process of Effective External Leadership: A
Boundary-Spanning Model

Overvieiv. A central theme in our data was that
superior performers used their location at the team-
organization interface, or boundary-spanning posi-
tion, to their advantage. As the arrows in Figure 2
show, they moved back and forth between tbeir
teams and the organization engaging in four cate-
gories of behavior, each with its own purpose: (1)
relating with team and organization members and
building political awareness, (2) scouting informa-
tion and staying abreast of activities inside and
outside their teams, (3) persuading their teams to
attend to organization needs and persuading or-
ganization members to attend to team needs, and
(4) empowering their teams. Leader behaviors in
these categories facilitated self-managing work
team effectiveness. We considered these teams' ef-

FIGURE 2
An Inductive Boundary-Spanning Model of Effective External Team Leader Behavior
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Organization-Focused Behavior
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fectiveness to be a manifestation of effective exter-
nal leadership (see Hogan et al., 1994).

Below, we organize our findings by these four
categories or functions of leader behavior. Within
the description of each function are two subsec-
tions: (1) organization-focused behavior and (2)
team-focused behavior. In each subsection we also
discuss the process through which these behaviors
are linked to other behaviors in the model. Table 1
presents quotes from the superior performers that
illustrate the behaviors within each function,
quotes from average performers (when available) to
illustrate how their behavior differed, and quotes
from team members and managers that illustrate
their perspectives on the leader behaviors.

Relating

Relating involved developing political and social
awareness and relationships. The leaders' boundary-
spanning position meant tliat they were not automat-
ically connected either with management or with
their teams. In fact, the placement of their offices
separated them from hoth. Our data reveal that the
key purpose of the behaviors in this function was the
access created to those who could provide informa-
tion to enahle a leader to intervene where and when
necessary.

Organization-focused behavior. At the organi-
zational level, relating consisted ofa set of behav-
iors we labeled "social and political awareness."
The code was applied when a leader demonstrated
an understanding of the organizational system that
included a focus on the needs, concerns, and deci-
sion-making criteria of groups like management
and engineering. The external leaders with supe-
rior performance consistently discussed behaving
in ways that recognized the importance of social
and political awareness in the larger organization
(see Table 1 for quotes). Average performers
focused less on understanding the political system.
Several complained of their poor relationships with
groups and individuals in the larger organization.

Arrow A in Figure 2 shows that those leaders
who demonstrated social and political awareness
developed access to people and places that allowed
them to scout and obtain information that ulti-
mately helped team performance. For example, one
best-performing leader said, "I don't think I've
alienated anybody |in the larger organization] . . .
you can get moved to the top of the list for things in
a hurry if you're not pissing people off." Since
average leaders placed less emphasis on under-
standing the political system and members of the
larger organization, they were less able to obtain
information or resources for their teams. One aver-

age leader opened his interview with complaints
about other areas in the plant. Later, when discuss-
ing an incident in which he could not get what he
needed from engineering, this leader said, "When
the engineers come down here you tell them what's
wrong [and] they don't seem to understand what
you're saying to them . . . there's a lot of young
engineers." He failed to recognize the value of
building relationships with engineers, or of build-
ing an awareness of their perspective.

Data from the managers of the external leaders
supported the link between social and political
awareness and access to people and places where
leaders could scout information about organiza-
tional priorities and agendas. Managers preferred
interacting and working with leaders who under-
stood their needs and concerns. Hence, arrow A is
double-sided: understanding a manager's concerns
provided more access to the manager and an in-
creased opportunity to build social and political
awareness. Fourteen of the 17 managers surveyed
said that to be successful in the external leader role,
an individual had to understand the needs of his or
her manager and of the organization.

Team-focused behavior. At the team level, relat-
ing consisted of two behaviors: building team trust
and caring for team members. Leaders demon-
strated building trust by showing their teams they
were fair, reliable, and focused on their teams' best
interests. Without trust, team members felt vulner-
able and subject to the whims of their leaders
(Dirks, 2000; see Table 1 for quotes).

Leaders demonstrated caring for team members
when they discussed engaging in care-giving ac-
tions that showed respect and concern for individ-
ual team members. There was no shortage of oppor-
tunities to exhibit care for members. Leaders
discussed many events that involved helping mem-
bers with matters such as early paycheck delivery
or personal time off from work. Each leader was
typically responsible for 45 team members (five
teams), many of whom couldn't afford to take a sick
day or an unpaid absence. Complicated personal
issues were a constant challenge. Average perform-
ers were more likely to view personal problems as
obstacles. Superior performers recognized care giv-
ing as an opportunity to build relationships and as
part of their role. Kahn (1998) argued that even
simple caring behaviors strengthen the honds be-
tween individuals. Team member interviews
showed that above all else, team members wanted
leaders they knew had their best interests in mind.

As arrow B in Figure 2 shows, building team trust
and caring for members created a relational foun-
dation that permitted leaders, despite their infre-
quent presence, to ask questions and to access can-
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did information from team members on their ideas,
needs, problems, and the like. Leaders had limited
time with any one team. Scouting for information
enabled a leader to develop timely and accurate
diagnoses of problems and to intervene appropri-
ately to help the team.

One superior performer discussed how he built
trust and obtained information at the same time. He
said, "I do what I call 'a miracle mile.' I go around
and talk to each individual on the line every day
. . . a personal touch. . . . I walk up, 'Hi, how're you
doing today? Everything okay?' Once in a while,
they'll say, 'Yeah, we're having a problem with
this,' and it gives me the opportunity to dive right
in there." This example shows how relating enables
access to insider information. It also shows the
reverse: seeking inside information allowed a
leader to demonstrate trustworthiness and build
trust (see double-sided arrow B, in Figure 2, con-
necting relating and scouting).

In contrast, one average performer who failed to
build team trust was caught unawares when "im-
peached" by her team. At first, the team asked her
to stop coming to meetings, making her less able to
scout information or to build trust. Eventually, the
team asked management to replace her. Another
advisor explained, "They did not like [her] . . . did
not trust [her]." Moreover, her surprise at heing
removed from the team revealed her lack of infor-
mation or awareness about the team's concerns.

While the superior performers developed good
relationships inside and outside their teams, we
found tbat the average performers frequently devel-
oped one or the other, but not both. For example,
the events described hy one average performer
showed he had a good relationship with his team
members. He said, "I have a very good rapport with
my people. They're very open to me . . . they know
I will listen." However, his interview also revealed
that his manager did not back his decisions and
that other advisors complained ahout him to man-
agement. Other average performers focused primar-
ily on building external relationships and ignored
their teams. For example, the "impeached" leader
discussed above described a very good re]ationship
with her manager. In fact, after her impeachment he
merely assigned her to a different team.

Team member interviews supported the link be-
tween the relating function and team's willingness
to share information and to work with a leader. The
team members in all six focus groups also spoke
about preferring to work with leaders (1) who cared
about them as people, (2) whom they trusted to be
honest, and (3) who followed through when asked
for help.

Scouting

Scouting involved searching for information in-
side the organization and a team to identify and
clarify organizational and team needs. Our data
reveal that this information was essential for per-
suading teams to make decisions that supported
the organization and for persuading memhers of the
organization to make decisions that supported the
teams.

Organization-focused behavior. The superior
performers discussed accessing information in the
organization hy approaching their contacts. Infor-
mal interactions are known to be an effective way
of acquiring current and timely information (March
& Simon, 1958). They were so common among the
superior performers that we broke the behavior into
three subcategories: seeking information from man-
agers, seeking information from peers, and seeking
information from specialists.

As shown by arrows C, D, and E in Figure 2,
scouted information provided insightful perspec-
tives and was a powerful tool for influencing the
actions and decisions of one's teams and members
of the larger organization. One superior performer
discussed how he used scouted information to in-
fluence the choices made by one of his new teams.
He obtained statistics from his friends in account-
ing for use in persuading this struggling team to
think of ways to improve its productivity. He said,
"[I] showed numbers of what happens [to profits] if
the line is down for any amount of time, the way it
equates out per hour, or per minute. They seemed
to be in awe of the numbers." Three months after
this team was empowered to make changes to in-
crease its productivity, it was meeting its produc-
tion goals.

As shown in Figure 2, our data reveal that leaders
who demonstrated social and political awareness
in the organization were better able to scout and
retrieve useful information from organization mem-
bers. The data also reveal that superior performers
often described this information as an impetus or
indication of the need to collect additional infor-
mation from team members. Information from sev-
eral sources was of strategic use for influencing
teams to act in ways that supported the organiza-
tion, and/or for organization members to act in
ways that supported a team (arrows C, D, and E in
Figure 2). Information was an important resource
for external leaders.

Data from managers supported the link between
scouting information and obtaining external sup-
port. Managers said they wanted to work with
leaders who came to them with well-supported
recommendations, were proactive about solving
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problems, and needed little direction. Approaching
managers with requests for support that were
hacked up by scouted data and information met
those requirements.

Team-focused behavior. As mentioned above,
we found that the leaders' boundary-spanning po-
sition meant that they spent most of their time
outside any one team and were rarely present dur-
ing critical team events. Therefore, they also had to
scout for information inside their own teams. The
best-performing leaders scouted team information
through two primary activities (see the quotes in
Table 1): diagnosing member behavior and investi-
gating problems systematically. The superior per-
formers continually diagnosed member behavior in
order to obtain information about team and mem-
ber needs, problems, strengths, and weaknesses.
They did this primarily hy studying and interpret-
ing team member verbal and nonverbal behavior.

The second activity, investigating problems sys-
tematically, involved systematically collecting data
and analyzing it to trace the cause of a problem. For
the superior performers, problem solving usually
began inside a team with thorough problem identi-
fication and data collection (for instance, asking
questions and diagnosing behavior) to understand
team member perspectives on a problem, its causes,
and its solution (see Table 1 for leader quotes).

As shown by arrows C, F, and G in Figure 2,
scouting data inside a team enabled the leader to
assist it by (1) collecting additional information
about the issue in the larger organization (arrow C),
(2) seeking external resources or support to help
solve the problem (arrow F). and/or (3) intervening
to influence the team's response to the problem
(arrow G).

One leader with superior performance discussed
how he investigated a problem systematically by
scouting for information inside and outside his
team and by ultimately using the information to
persuade his manager to support his team. The
engineering department had decided that this team
needed one less memher on its production line.
The team adamantly disagreed. The leader went
directly to his team members to collect information
about their perspective. He then visited engineer-
ing to ask about their perspective. He said, "I lis-
tened to what the [team] had to say . . . in their
opinion [the engineers] weren't listening . . . I de-
cided to start making some contacts and calling.
When I talked to the lead engineer, I could under-
stand why the team felt the way they did because
he was the type of engineer that doesn't like to be
challenged. So, I contacted [my manager] and told
him exactly where we were with the situation and
what I felt about it. I said, 'I think we need to take

a different approach otherwise it's not gonna go
away . . . I think [the team] is just looking for people
to listen to them.'" The manager stepped in and
asked engineering to conduct a time and motion
study that revealed the team needed the extra per-
son. This outcome boosted team members' confi-
dence in their task expertise.

The average performers were more likely to at-
tempt problem solving with less data or input from
a team. This meant they were less informed of team
needs, concerns, and perspectives and had less in-
formation for persuading management and their
teams to support one another. As arrow B indicates,
it also resulted in lost opportunities to build rela-
tionships with team members.

Team member comments supported the link be-
tween scouting information and influencing teams.
All six of the team focus groups expressed a pref-
erence for leaders who asked them questions and
listened to their ideas. Team members also dis-
cussed the importance of having leaders who pro-
vided them with information from the hroader
organization that they were unable to access them-
selves. In a comment about engineers making them-
selves inaccessible to team members, one team
member stated, "Engineers don't have time for my
drivel."

Persuading

Persuading occurred when leaders worked to in-
fluence members of the organization to support
their teams and to influence team members to set
priorities that supported organizational goals. Suc-
cessful persuasion allowed a leader to empower his
or her teams and to generate the resources neces-
sary for team success.

Organization-focased hehavior. At the organi-
zational level, persuading consisted of behaviors
we labeled "obtaining external support." The code
was applied when a leader discussed working to
convince external constituents (such as managers
and engineers) of the importance of team concerns
and/or working to support the team. It sometimes
involved keeping someone (such as a manager or
engineer) from trying to reject a team's decision.
The behavior is similar to the ambassadorial behav-
ior found to be critical to the success of product
development teams (Ancona & Caldweli, 1992) and
to the issue-selling behavior found critical when
working with top management (Dutton & Ashford.
1993; see Table 1 for quotes).

As arrow H in Figure 2 shows, obtaining external
support provided the resources and "buy-in" that
allowed a leader to empower a team and to increase
its decision-making authority with more confi-
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dence. Management approval and external re-
sources enabled a team to control and implement
its ideas with a higher probability of success and
boosted the team's sense of independence and re-
sponsibility— cornerstones of self-managing work
team effectiveness (Cohen, 1994). For example, one
best-performing leader discussed how one of his
teams had researched options for fixing a produc-
tion problem and had developed a solution. The
leader described a meeting he and another advisor
(who would he affected by the solution) held with
his manager to seek support for the team's decision.
Management support would enahle the leader to
empower the team to initiate its solution. He knew
it was going to be tough to persuade his manager to
accept the team's seemingly expensive solution. He
said, "We sat down and discussed it . . . talked to
[the manager] about the different scenarios [the
team] had come up with and presented the [chosen]
scenario. And right away, the manager interrupted
us and said, "Well, cost-wise [a different scenario]
would be better. . . .' We interjected and said yes
initially, but when you look at the quality aspect of
it, productivity aspect of it, scheduling and man-
power. . . ." In the end, they changed the manager's
opinion and obtained his support for the team's
decision. This success enabled the leader to em-
power his team to initiate its solution (see arrow H
in Figure 2, showing the link between external
support and delegation).

Average leaders discussed seeking external sup-
port less frequently and indicated less success
when they did seek it; these negative factors had a
negative influence on their ability and willingness
to empower their teams. For example, one average
performer described his unsuccessful attempt to
persuade a scheduling employee to stop scheduling
one of his teams to run small batches of specialty
products. These products required the team to per-
form time-consuming machine changes that left it
no time for working on other important team
projects. No change was made. Thus, despite their
complaints, his team memhers continued to be rig-
idly tied to the production line, and he was unable
to empower them with responsibilities beyond the
line. The team's performance remained poor. This
leader's attempt to obtain external support differed
in two clear ways from the attempts made by his
peers with superior performance. First, he did not
collect data to back up his request. As noted, our
findings reveal that data and information increased
the probabilit3' of obtaining external support. His
request would have been strengthened if he had
brought data comparing the number of product
changes made by his team to those made by other
teams. Second, lack of political awareness led him

to approach a scheduling employee rather than a
manager with power to make the change. This ex-
ample emphasizes the links in our model between
social and political awareness, obtaining informa-
tion, and persuading external constituents. Lack of
social and political awareness ultimately hurt a
leader's ability to empower his or her teams.

Team-focased behavior. At the team level, lead-
ers engaged in a similar hehavior we laheled "in-
fluencing the team." This behavior sometimes in-
volved what Manz and Sims (1987) labeled
"encouraging" a team to make effective choices (see
Table 1 for quotes).

As arrow 1 in Figure 2 shows, influencing a team
to understand the implications of their decisions
and actions enabled a leader to fully empower the
team. As discussed, we found the use of data and
information to be a leader's most powerful tool for
encouraging or influencing their teams. Common
influence tactics included these: sharing informa-
tion about how team decisions and actions affected
the organization's goals, sharing information about
how team decisions and actions affected members'
payouts from the company's gain-sharing program,
and creating elaborate charts, graphs, and/or re-
ports to capture the attention of team members. For
example, one leader with superior performance
said the following about his successful attempt to
influence one of his teams to change its m înd about
shutting their production line off for breaks: "[I]
showed them the numhers . . . and 1 talked about
incentives. [1 said] 'If somebody is cutting the line
off just to eat a sandwich . . . it is costing every-
body.' We've got this performance share kind of
thing . . . when you start hitting somebody in the
pocket, then they start thinking. [I said] 'When we
make a good [product] this is money that comes
back to us. Either you want it or you don't.'"

The team was then delegated responsibility for
increasing its production enough to meet its pro-
duction goals. The team took ownership of this task
and hefore long it was meeting these goals. The
team decided to stop shutting off the line for breaks
and made other changes as well, including decid-
ing to work an extra five minutes at the end of each
shift. The leader said, "My manager asked me if I
asked them to do it. I never asked . . . and they do it
[work the extra five minutes] right now still."

Members of all six focus groups discussed the
importance of having a leader who shared input
and circulated information. Although team mem-
bers did not realize that the successful passing of
information was linked to a leader's choice to del-
egate decisions to a team, they fully understood
that the information improved their ability to make
effective decisions.
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Empowering

Empowering involved delegating decision au-
thority and supporting that delegation. Hollander
and Offermann (1990) distinguished between shar-
ing power [participation) and distributing power
(empowerment). Our data revealed that the self-
managing work teams were merely participating
until the external leader distributed power by del-
egating and supporting decisions. Well-supported
empowerment led to teams' increasing their com-
petence as self-managing work teams, increased
ownership over tasks and responsibilities, and
stronger team performance.

Team-focused behavior. The final function of
leader behavior, empowerment, includes a set of
three team-focused behaviors: delegating authority,
flexibility regarding team decisions, and coaching.
Our interviews supported Argyris's (1998) claim
that delegating is highly stressful for leaders be-
cause they are held responsible for team decisions
and outcomes. The leaders we studied were re-
quired to share power and delegate authority. How-
ever, they had discretion over the amount and type
of authority delegated.

As shown through arrow J in Figure 2, our data
revealed that delegating authority was linked to
team effectiveness. For example, one superior per-
former described an event in which his team was
having its assembly line expanded, an activity that
was notorious for creating persistent problems and
slowing down production. The event began when
the leader's contacts in engineering told him ahout
the expansion, shared with him drawings of their
new design, and asked for his input. Instead of
giving his input, he brought the drawings to the
next team meeting, where he shared the informa-
tion he had received from the engineer, stirred team
interest in getting involved, and began influencing
some of their ideas about the expansion. Once he
recognized that team members understood the sit-
uation and issues, he delegated to them the deci-
sion authority for the project.

In recounting a later meeting between the lead
engineer and the team, the leader said, "The only
thing that stood out was watching the team have a
lot of input. . . . I never said one word . . . just sat
there and listened to them talk . . . I was there for
support . . . The [team] took the drawing, drew in
workstations . . . and then gave it to the engineer."
When the expansion was implemented, as usual.
problems surfaced. Again, the team was delegated
full responsibility for identifying and solving these
problems and for making recommendations to the
engineers. The following quote also shows the
leader supporting the team's empowerment by

demonstrating flexibility around team decisions,
the second behavior within the empowering func-
tion: "Somebody would call me over and go 'This
probably needs to be over here . . . or what do you
think about moving this over there?' [I would sayl,
'If you think it will work over here, by all means do
it.'" By the end, the team's excitement and sense of
ownership was at an all-time high and the team was
back to meeting its production goals in a record-
breaking two days.

Average leaders discussed delegating authority
less often and regularly spoke of making decisions
and solving team problems covertly. Evidence re-
vealed that they were not reluctant to delegate be-
cause the teams they led were poorer performers.
Many superior performers discussed events involv-
ing their transfers to poor teams to improve their
performance. Our model shows how superior per-
formers set up delegation for success so that teams
took ownership of their work and performed well.
This is not to say that superior performers dele-
gated all decisions. They also stepped in and made
decisions without team input, but this was not as
common an event as it was among the average
performers. One superior performer said, "The
team concept is a very good idea, but [not] when
you need to get something done right away. 1 would
say that for about 90 percent of the decisions I
involve the teams."

Although delegation was fundamental to team
ownership, only 43 percent of the managers we
surveyed mentioned the importance of delegating
authority to teams, while 77 percent listed the need
for positive results in the forms of increased quality
and productivity. Also, few team members dis-
cussed tbeir desire for decision responsibility, al-
though three of the six focus groups discussed the
link between freedom to do their job the way they
wished and team performance. These findings il-
lustrate what we found to be a clear paradox in the
external leader role. Despite the discomfort most
leaders faced with delegating decisions for which
they were held responsible, they had to be the
champions of team self-management. The superior
and average performers consistently spoke of feel-
ing stuck in the middle between team members
who "want to be told what to do every day" and
those who "go right to the director" if they feel they
are not empowered enough. Also, managers were
asking the leaders to delegate authority and in the
same breath telling them to "make" their teams
comply.

Even more difficult than delegating was the sec-
ond behavior in this function; flexibility regarding
team decisions. Sometimes teams would create so-
lutions that leaders told us were "outlandish" or
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could make them "look bad." But, as the example
discussed above illustrates, if these teams asked for
their external leaders' opinion, the superior per-
formers, who were trying to cultivate the sense of
ownership required for team self-management and
successful performance, replied with comments
such as: "It's not what /think, it's what you think."
Only 2 of the 17 managers we surveyed mentioned
flexibility around team decisions as important to
leader performance, yet team members in three of
the six focus groups raised the importance of being
"open minded about team decisions" and of "be-
lieving in" team ideas.

The final behavior, coaching, involved strength-
ening team member contributions, a team's confi-
dence, and its ability to manage itself by working
one-on-one with employees, giving feedback to the
team, and modeling behaviors such as effective
meeting facilitation. Theory and research have em-
phasized coaching as a primary part of the external
leader role and as useful for helping a team to face
both novel and routine situations (Hackman, 1986;
Wageman, 1997. 2001).

We found that because external leaders were not
present for most day-to-day team activities, coach-
ing was an important part of the empowerment
function and its link to team effectiveness. It pro-
vided the dual purposes of increasing the compe-
tence and performance of team members and of a
team as a whole, and of building leader and team
confidence in team actions. As discussed, data also
revealed that a leader's ability to coach effectively
was improved hy the groundwork laid through
building caring, trusting relationships, scouting in-
formation to determine individual and team needs,
informing and influencing team actions, and ob-
taining external resources.

One team member talked about how his team's
external leader, a superior performer, improved his
team's sense of confidence and its performance hy
providing feedback to a teammate. The teammate
was hearing- and speech-impaired, and the team
had been having problems with his performance.
They had complained to their previous advisor but
had htjen told to "work with him." When the new
(best-performing) advisor was transferred to their
team, team members again shared their complaints.
The interviewee recalled how the leader handled
the situation; "He did his homework. . . . He came
in on a Saturday and talked to us about what we
thought and how we felt. He said it was an HR
factor and it was a handicap factor and a safety
factor. [Within a week], he came back and had a
meeting with the guy, sat him down, and gave him
a choice to either keep the job or go on to another
joh . . . he told him his work has been lacking and

[he had been taking] too many smoke breaks. I
thought he handled it really well because [the team
member] came back and he was not angry. He wrote
us a note and said, *If there is anything you want me
to do and I'm not doing it, please tell me. please
write it down. I didn't know."' Team performance
improved.

DISCUSSION

Contributions

Our key objective in this study was to answer
long-standing questions about the leadership of
self-managing work teams hy developing a compre-
hensive model of the actions and strategies that
distinguish the performance of effective external
leaders. The model we present can benefit the
growing number of organizations utilizing self-
managing work teams (Lawler, 1986, 1998; Tan-
inecz, 1997). It can also shed light on the role of
leadership in the 21st century as leaders become
increasingly "external" to the day-to-day activities
of empowered and distributed workforces.

Our data reveal how behaviors within four lead-
ership functions and their internally and externally
focused dimensions support one another over time
and how a leader's movement between a team and
an organization affects self-managing work teams'
effectiveness. It shows that effective external lead-
ers build relationships and seek to understand the
perspectives both of team members and of those in
other positions in an organization. Good relation-
ships and political awareness enable leaders to ac-
cess key information in both contexts and to use it
to define team and organizational needs. These ca-
pabilities allow the leader to focus on the most
relevant needs, to use the information to persuade
teams to think and behave in ways that facilitate
organization effectiveness, and to persuade others
in their organization to think and behave in ways
that increase team effectiveness. This influence en-
ables a leader to fully empower his or her team,
which leads the team to take increased ownership
of outcomes.

In contrast to the prevailing view that external
leaders should take a hands-off approach and focus
on asking questions (Courtright et al., 1989) and on
encouraging appropriate strategies (Manz & Sims,
1987), our study found that effective external lead-
ership involves a wider range of hands-on and
hands-off strategies and hehaviors. Our results
make three contributions to current knowledge.
First, they emphasize the importance of boundary-
spanning activity to success in the external leader
role. Theorists have proposed boundary spanning
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to be central to the role (see Cohen et al., 1997;
Cordery & Wall, 1985; Cummings, 1978; Hackman,
1986), yet its relevance has never been studied. We
found it to be so fundamental that each leadership
function, except empowerment, had dimensions
focused internally toward teams and externally to-
ward their encompassing organization.

Our data suggest that for an external leader, span-
ning boundaries and shifting attention and alle-
giance back and forth from a team to an organiza-
tion requires conscious strategic maneuvering.
External leaders who exhibited average perfor-
mance tended to use strategic maneuvers less and
to focus their energy in one area or the other, but
not both. Team members' and managers' poor un-
derstanding of tbe leadership tasks required on the
other side of the boundary contributed to the am-
biguity around boundary spanning. A team's mem-
bers wanted their leader's loyalty to be with the
team, while managers, having little appreciation for
the intricacies of team empowerment, felt the lead-
ers should simply make things happen. The cen-
trality of boundary spanning in this environment,
coupled with the lack of understanding of its cen-
trality, has likely contributed to the role ambiguity
often experienced by external leaders. Indeed,
boundary spanning is known to contribute to role
ambiguity (that is, lack of clarity about expecta-
tions), and role conflict (conflicting job demands)
(Lysonski, Nilakant, & Wilemon, 1989; Miles,
1976).

Our second contribution is in our infusion of
dynamism into theory on the external leader role.
By initiating a shift from a static to a dynamic
conceptualization of the role, our results support
and add to current knowledge. They place previous
findings into the larger context and process of the
full role by revealing when and why specific strat-
egies and behaviors improve team effectiveness.
For example. Courtright and colleagues (1989)
found that external leaders were more likely than
traditional leaders to ask questions rather than is-
sue orders. Our results take those findings further
by suggesting that questions can serve one of four
leadership functions—relating, scouting, persuad-
ing, and empowering—aimed at improving team
success. Questions aimed at building relationships
might differ from those aimed at scouting informa-
tion about team needs. Our results also show that
the encouraging behaviors identified in Manz and
Sims's study (1987) are only one step of the lead-
ership process. We suggest that encouragement be-
comes more meaningful when leaders develop car-
ing, trusting relationships with their teams and
have scouted information to determine what type
of actions to encourage. Encouragement is also use-

ful as a coaching technique that can build skills and
confidence.

We were able to put these behaviors into context
because we used an in-depth qualitative methodol-
ogy focusing on leader perspectives and added the
perspectives of the leaders' key constituents, their
team members and their managers. Past research on
external team leadership has focused primarily on
the perspectives of team members (Cohen et al.,
1997), despite their incomplete view of the leader
role. Our methodology allowed us to ask external
leaders what they were thinking and feeling as they
engaged in specific actions and to ask managers
and team members what they w'ere thinking and
feeling as team leaders carried out specific actions.
This method allowed us an intimate view of behav-
iors, thoughts, strategies, and constituent reactions.

Our third contribution is our further clarification
of how the self-managing context influences tbe
behavior of effective leaders. Our literature review
raised five unanswered questions about how the
context for external leaders differs from that of tra-
ditional leaders and how this affects leader behav-
ior. Our first research question asks what external
leaders do to influence those inside and outside of
their teams and bow their modes of influence facil-
itate team self-management and effectiveness, Our
findings support previous research (Courtright et
al., 1989) suggesting that, unlike traditional leaders
who are in a position to legitimately command
actions, external leaders must engage in a less di-
rect form of influence. The best-performing leaders
we studied relied on referent and expert power to
influence their teams and members of the larger
organization. (Referent power is a form of personal
power held by a leader whose followers wish to
identify with, imitate, and remain loyal to the lead-
er; see French and Raven 11959].) They acquired
these forms of power by building political aware-
ness and relationships with a wide variety of
groups and individuals. The information they ob-
tained through these relationships established their
expert power and enabled them to persuade their
constituents to accept their ideas. Referent and ex-
pert power have been found to be the most likely
forms of power to engage follower commitment,
rather than compliance (Yukl & Tracey, 1992).
Since commitment is critical for successful team
self-management (Cummings, 1978), it makes sense
that influence through referent and expert power
facilitates team self-management and effectiveness.

Our second question asks whether effective
external leaders focus on building relationships
inside and/or outside of their teams and how rela-
tionships affect team self-management and effec-
tiveness. Research examining supervision from a
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follower's perspective has found the quality of
leader-follower relationships to be central to effec-
tive leadership (Fleishman, 1953; Stogdill & Coons,
1957). We found that self-managing work team
members viewed their relationships with their
leaders as critical to their willingness to cooperate.
It was so important to the process of effective ex-
ternal leadership that it became the foundation of
our model. Team members universally noticed
the explicit and implicit messages of care and
respect sent by their leaders. As our data reveal,
strong leader-member relationships provided lead-
ers with the access and information that increased
their ability to inlprove team self- management and
effectiveness.

Relationships developed in the larger organiza-
tion were also fundamental for the boundary-span-
ning role that was so central to team leader success.
Leaders were responsible for several teams con-
ducting different tasks. This complexity required
leaders to have access to a variety of external re-
sources and information. Good organizational rela-
tionships facilitated that access. Research shows
that information obtained through boundary span-
ning is a powerful resource for influencing organi-
zation-level decisions (Pettigrew. 1972) and for im-
proving team decisions and team effectiveness
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Tushman & Katz, 1980).
It also reveals that when team members take on
boundary-spanning functions, it can divert teams'
focus away from their task (Ancona & Caldwell,
1992), making it an inefficient and ineffective
method of communicating externally (Katz & Tush-
man, 1979). Our results suggest that when a team's
external leader takes over the boundary-spanning
role, team success is enabled.

Our third question asks whether external leaders
scouted and disseminated information among
teams and the broader organization and how this
might facilitate team self-management and effec-
tiveness. As discussed above, leaders' ability to
influence actions and decisions inside and outside
teams relied heavily on their ability to scout and
share information. Information was a powerful re-
source that effective external leaders accumulated
and used to their advantage.

Our fourth and fifth questions ask about the be-
haviors and strategies that enable a leader to em-
power his or her teams and how these strategies
combine to facilitate team self-management and ef-
fectiveness. We integrated data from several
sources to produce a process model revealing how
effective leader behaviors and strategies lay the
groundwork for successful team empowerment.
Our findings support Kirkman and Rosen's (1997)
proposal that team empowerment is a multidimen-

sional construct that involves both autonomy in
relation to meaningful issues and a team's confi-
dence in its ability to succeed. Our results also
support their findings showing that team leader
behavior is a predictor of the level of team empow-
erment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999).

Our model outlines successful leadership func-
tions and shows how and why they lead to success,
but it does not necessarily define one best way to
lead self-managing teams. The successful leaders
we studied carried out each function in highly di-
verse ways. For example, our interview with one
superior performer revealed his loose and easy
style and sharp sense of humor. His interview and
those with his team members revealed that his hu-
mor helped him build relationships and to influ-
ence and coach in nonthreatening ways. Another
superior performer obtained the same results using
a well-organized and serious style. In his case, it
was his conscientiousness that helped him build
trust and relationships and achieve influence in-
side and outside his teams. Our model reveals the
process through which the actions and interactions
of leaders, whatever their style, were aligned,
purposeful, and focused on enabling the delegation
of decision authority and the making of effective
decisions. The leaders with superior performance
understood how the outcomes of one set of inter-
actions influenced the outcomes of future actions
and interactions.

As mentioned above, the inductive external lead-
ership model we present also suggests the leader-
ship behaviors and strategies that may become
more useful as 21st-century organizations become
increasingly networked and global. In such situa-
tions, organizational members meet face-to-face in-
frequently and are primarily connected through
telephone lines and the Internet. Our boundary-
spanning model of effective external leadership
provides a theory that may be relevant for the in-
creasing number of leaders at all levels of organi-
zations who are finding themselves to be external
leaders. Additional research in this area is clearly
necessary.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

We designed this study to be theory building.
Thus, our results must be interpreted and general-
ized with caution until they are replicated at an-
other site, in another industry and task environ-
ment, and, as discussed above, at other leadership
levels. Our research focused on identifying the be-
haviors and strategies that distinguished effective
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external leaders of self-managing work teams. A
limitation of our design was that we did not seek to
understand the behaviors exhibited consistently by
average performers that might have hurt their per-
formance. The performance of leaders with average
(and poor) performance may be affected by more
than their inability or reluctance to engage in the
strategies used consistently by the best-performing
leaders. Future research should include work con-
ducted with the aim of understanding self-defeat-
ing leader behaviors, or trip wires, that hurt leader
and team performance.

A benefit of our model is that it raises a new set
of research questions about external team leader-
ship. Future research might focus on determining
how organizational context alters the specific
leader behaviors we present. For example, what
happens to external leaders who are not empow-
ered by their own managers? If they don't experi-
ence empowerment themselves, where does the
model hreak down? Are unempowered external
leaders less able to seek out external information,
or do they fail to persuade their managers to sup-
port their teams, or do they simply model them-
selves after their managers and make decisions
without empowering their teams?

Other questions that need deeper research atten-
tion include the relationship between team mem-
ber behavior and leader behavior and the relation-
ship between the behavior of other organization
members and leader behavior. Our research reveals
that effective external leadership requires team
members and other members of an organization to
be willing to listen to and follow these leaders. Our
research and that of others (Manz & Sims, 1984)
also suggests that in self-managing work team en-
vironments, constituent groups often hold very dif-
ferent views of what external leadership should
entail. Researchers should take a deeper look at
how specific team member and organizational
member attitudes and behaviors influence and alter
the behaviors in our model.

Despite their pivotal influence on self-managing
work team effectiveness, external leaders appear to
be a forgotten group. Scholars have provided little
theory to clarify their role (Cohen et al., 1997), and
organizations have paid more attention to building
teams than to supporting external team leaders
(Walton, 1982). The comprehensive model we have
presented here makes the external leader role less
elusive and takes existing theory and research one
step closer to answering both scholarly and practi-
cal questions about how to best lead teams that
manage themselves. It also lends insight into the

role of leadership in the 21st century as leaders
become increasingly "external" to the day-to-day
activities of their workforces.
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