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Abstract 
Introduction:     Projects have become a key strategic working form and it has been          

shown that all industries can benefit from project-based working. Each 
project is unique and present different challenges to managers, which 
requires good project management skills in order to face these chal-
lenges. These skills are referred to as the science and art of project 
management. The science consists of skills in using different tools and 
techniques and the artistry refers to skills in practising leadership, 
which some researchers argue is the most important quality for manag-
ers to posses. Since each project is a new situation, project manager s 
needs to be able to adapt their leadership style to the unique situation 
of the project. This way of exploring leadership has been done in the 
Situational Leadership Model originally developed by Paul Hersey and 
Kenneth Blanchard. The interaction between a leader’s behaviour and 
the situational factors, ability and willingness, of the members are em-
phasized. 

Purpose:             The purpose of this study is to study project management from a situ-
ational leadership perspective, using the Situational Leadership Model. 

Method:                The empirical research was conducted through interviews made with 
representatives from four different companies located in or just outside 
the city of Jönköping. The representatives included one project leader 
from each company as well as one or two project members.      

Conclusion:          The study showed that the Situational Leadership Model was able to 
predict the appropriate leadership behavior to adopt. Even though it 
was able to predict the appropriate behavior, it was not adopted in all 
projects. Two of the five project members were confronted with a 
faulty leadership behavior.  

   

.  
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1   Introduction 
In this section the readers will be introduced to the subject. This will be followed by the problem and pur-
pose. The chapter will end with the definitions that will be applied in the study and the delimitations that 
will demarcate the paper.  

1.1 Introduction 
There are estimates made that more than 80 percent of all projects fail to deliver what is 
expected of them (Maylor, 2003). The results are consistent outcomes such as missed dates, 
exceeded budgets and poor quality (Kliem, 2004). This has brought forth great problems 
for many organisations as projects are a known way to achieve competitive advantage over 
others. Having such high level of importance and at the same time being coincided with 
high levels of problems, brings forth questions of possible reasons. Answering this ques-
tion is undoubtly becoming more urgent as more and more organisations are adopting a 
project based work form. Understanding what needs to be done can have major economic 
benefits for the organisation. One stated reason for the array of projects failing, which is 
also supported by many researchers, is the project management in question (Maylor, 2003).  

1.2 Background 
Projects have become a key strategic working form and it has been shown that all compa-
nies can benefit from project-based working. This has lead to a widespread use and applica-
tion of project-based management (Turner, 2003). The management form has gained rec-
ognition in a wide range of organisations and is increasingly being perceived as a funda-
mental skill of managing in these times of constant change. The flexible skills for develop-
ing and managing projects have overshadowed the old managerial skills needed for super-
vising daily and repetitive activities in companies (Dinsmore, 1999). The flexible skills are 
highly relevant as all projects are unique and thus present different challenges to managers. 
Great project management skills are needed in order to face these challenges, skills that are 
referred to as the science and art of project management. The science consists of skills in 
using different tools and techniques and the artistry refers to the practise of leadership 
(Heerkens, 2001). Forsberg, Mooz and Cotterman (2000) argue that having leadership skills 
is the most important for any project manager. The essence of leadership has however of-
ten been regarded in individualistic term where leaders are characterised by their personal-
ity, features or values. Leadership is in reality embedded within a much larger process that 
looks beyond the individual leader and focuses on the interaction with other resources, 
most notably the members in the company and their specific characteristics (Avolio, 1999). 
Avolio (1999) argues that it is a necessity to broaden the focus on leadership beyond the 
leader to include the members in the organisation, in order to get the essence of the prac-
tise. This way of exploring leadership has been done in the Situational Leadership Model 
originally developed by Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard. The two researcher claim that 
effective leaders adjust their behaviour in accordance to the characteristics of the followers. 
Characteristics that are made up of the ability and willingness of the members, referred to 
as situational factors. The researcher claimed that the ability and willingness will affect the 
leadership behaviour that will be adopted (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001). Dubrin 
(2001) however states that the adopted leadership behaviour will be affected by a much 
wider scope of situational factors than those mentioned in the Situational Leadership 
Model. It can be affected by anything that is specific to a new situation, for example time, 
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budget or the structure of a task. This is also one of the reasons why the model has been 
targeted with considerable academic criticism. It has basically been criticised for its explana-
tory validity as a theory for leadership. Nevertheless, it has remained highly popular among 
practitioners and has shown intuitive appeal and acceptance (Avery & Ryan, 2002; Grover 
& Walker, 2003; Silverthorne, 2000). Thus the Situational Leadership Model can clearly act 
as an extremely useful tool for practising project managers. 

1.3 Problem Discussion 
Many projects fail due to leadership neglectance of situational factors in project manage-
ment. Given that each project constitutes a unique situation the question is how leaders 
adapt and what they should do to achieve the project goals. The dynamic and ever chang-
ing project environment is the perfect setting to explore and study situational factors in 
leadership. It is hard to conceive of any other organizational structure in which situational 
factors seem to play a bigger part. Thus exploring the field of situational leadership in pro-
ject management might prove a good help to project managers.  

1.4 Purpose 
To study project management from a situational leadership perspective, using the Situ-
ational Leadership Model.  

1.5 Definitions 
Many researchers have argued for the need of distinguishing between management and 
leadership (Kelley, 2002). Management is often seen as being task related whilst leadership 
is seen as the influence exercised over others through personality and actions (Maylor, 
2003). Hersey (1988), on the other hand, argues that the two definitions are quite similar. 
Hersey states that management is a special form of leadership and the only thing that sepa-
rates the two is that management involves aiming towards a specific goal. Hersey’s defini-
tion still emphasize a difference between the two and the authors will adopt an approach 
were a distinction is made. There will be a distinction of project management into art and 
science, where the former is people related and the latter task related. The focus will be on 
the art of project management. The authors are although fully aware that the two terms are 
intertwined.  

1.6 Delimitations 
The effect of situational factors on the process of project management will be limited to 
the factors that are regarded in the Situational Leadership Model. There are several other 
factors that can have a large impact on the outcome of a project, possibly more so than the 
factors that are mentioned in the model. This is nevertheless out of scope for this paper.   

Another delimitation is the characteristics of the projects that were included in the study.  
The projects that are included are projects that were completed the latest. This decision 
was based on the author’s belief that the respondents still had the project fresh in mind as 
well as being able to answer reflective. Another reason was the desire to be able to get in-
formation about the outcome of the project.  
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2 Frame of References 
This chapter aims to give an overviewed of project, the science and art of project management as well as the 
basis of the Situational Leadership Model. The chapter will end with critics of the model that will highlight 
its shortcomings.  

2.1 Project 
Each organisation has been structured to suit the daily operations that are being performed 
and all employees have some form of repetitive assignments to carry out. Every now and 
then there however arises a task that the organisation and the repetitive procedures in place 
are not suited for (Andersen, Grude & Haug, 1994). It can involve everything from devel-
oping a new product, constructing a new facility or planning for a new contract (Davis & 
Pharro, 2003). It is in these circumstances that the project form comes into force. Projects 
can come in many different forms and shapes but there seems to be some common charac-
teristics (Maylor, 2003; Lientz & Rea, 1999; Dinsmore, 1999; Young 1998);   

• A non-repetitive task 
• Temporary endeavour  
• Clear start and finish 
• A focused collection of activities 
• The creation of a unique product and service 
• Defined in scope, cost, schedule and performance criteria.  
• Unique, as it is unlikely that the work being performed will be repeated in exactly 

the same way  
 

As the final paragraph stated, every project is unique and the tasks being performed is more 
than often completely different from previous undertakings. As a result, a great deal of un-
certainty is present of how to approach and deal with the task in question. It therefore puts 
an immense emphasize on the responsible project manager to guide and help the members 
in the project. The manager needs to use his full artillery of skills, namely the science and 
art of project management (Larsson & Mullern, 1998; Maylor, 2003; Dinsmore, 1999).  

2.2 The science of project management 
According to Weathersby, “…management is the allocation of scarce resources against an organiza-
tion’s objective, the setting of priorities, the design of work and the achievement of results. (Weathersby, 
1999, p.5). Other authors that continue on the same path is Golin (2003, p.10), who identi-
fies management as a “group of people who achieve orderly results by controlling schedules and budgets” 
and Davis and Pharro (2003, p. 7) who adopt a more general approach by stating that pro-
ject management is “the combination of techniques and tools used in achieving a project’s objective”.  So 
in general the essence of project management is applying authority over others through 
formalised arrangements of the organisation (Maylor, 2003). The formalised arrangements 
that project managers have at their disposal are; planning, organizing and scheduling. 
(Badiru, 1996; Shtub, Bard & Globerson, 2005; Maylor, 2003).  

Planning is the first step in project management, which is an essential aspect in achieving a 
successful project (Badiru, 1996). Planning involves structuring the work and setting it up 
in a logical manner. In this phase, the guidelines are set, the objectives are stated and the 
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budget and time lines are confirmed. Responsibilities of the potential project members are 
determined and the functions of what needs to be done and when are stated (Lientz & Rea, 
1999). The managers establish standards of performance that will help guide the actions of 
the project members (Maylor, 2003). The benefits of planning is the breaking down of 
complex activities in to manageable parts, the ability for both managers and the project 
members to grasp the sequence of activities that need to be done and facilitating the objec-
tives of the project in a formal way (Maylor, 2003). The higher the complexity of the pro-
ject the more detailed the planning needs to be (Dinsmore, 1999).   

Project organizing refers to selecting the appropriate project members to be included in the 
project and also determining the appropriate project structure to be established (Badiru, 
1996). The selection of project members should be based on them possessing the appro-
priate skills and knowledge for the project at hand (Eklund, 2002). However, too often the 
project members are not chosen in reference to these criteria’s, but more so by availability.  
Also, in many cases the project managers are not always involved in hand picking the 
members (Young, 1998). Young (1998) states that it is essential that the managers are in-
volved and have a hand in choosing the members as many problems have arisen due to the 
“wrong team” being selected. Determining the appropriate project structure to adopt is an-
other important aspect to consider in the organizing function. The choice of project struc-
ture should be based on choosing the structure that most clearly displays the management 
line and the responsibilities of the project members but also a structure that will facilitate 
the flow of information. It is however not uncommon that projects are run in structures 
that are inappropriate for the work being performed (Maylor, 2003).   

Scheduling is concerned with timing the activities that has to be performed in project. Here 
managers assign time periods and duration to the different activities (Badiru, 1996). Know-
ing the duration of activities is a major step. This function is often supported by the use of 
software (Maylor, 2003).  

Besides having skills in planning, organizing and scheduling a project manager needs lead-
ership skills. This is the most essential attribute of a project manager. The managers need 
to lead the members through the course of the project and deal with problems that arise 
overtime (Shtub et al., 2005). The functions of planning, organizing and scheduling are en-
hanced and strengthen when implementing them with appropriate leadership skills. No 
matter how detailed and methodical the planning and scheduling are, the essence is to 
make the project members adopt and follow it, namely exercise leadership. Failure of pro-
jects can more than often be the result of spending too much time with project administra-
tion and not enough time with the project member (Lientz & Rea, 1999).  

2.3 The art of project management 
One good definition of leadership, that somewhat captures the essence of its features, 
which also is recognized by many others, is the one by Weathersby (1999, p.5) “Leadership 
focuses on the creation of a common vision. It means motivating people to contribute to the vision and en-
couraging them to align their self-interest with that of the organization. It means persuading, not command-
ing”. The same characteristics have been identified by Robinson (1999), namely that leader-
ship focuses on people and by Maylor (2003) that states that leadership involves exerting 
personal influence over the project members in order to obtain the desired results. Influ-
ence can be exercised in many different ways, but the most common procedures to exer-
cised leadership are through communication, the ensurement of the members commitment 
motivation and control (Maylor, 2003).  
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Communication should be exercised in order to inform the project members of the require-
ments of the project and their progress in their work. It should be exercised and kept open 
through out the course of the project. If clear communication is present between the pro-
ject leader and the members, it can lead to a lot of problems and difficulties being adverted 
(Badiru, 1996; Lientz & Rea, 1999). Dinsmore (1999) argues that everything that goes 
wrong in a project is always traceable back to lack of communication. Communication has 
to be present in order to ensure that the project members are going the same was and striv-
ing for the same goals (Dinsmore, 1999).  

Effective communication can also, in many cases, ensure the commitment of project mem-
bers. To secure commitment, leaders often have to bring fort the most positive aspects of 
the project in their communication with the employees. The leaders have to specifically 
outline what is expected of the project members and instil faith that the stated objectives 
are achievable (Badiru, 1996). Lack of commitment can be due to lack of interest. This is 
often the case for people that don’t work full time on the project. They do not have the 
time to be committed to a specific project. Lack of commitment can lead to lack of effort 
and in turn to the scheduling being overrun. What leaders have to do to ensure commit-
ment is to actively update members of the progress of the project, provide feedback. Posi-
tive involvement and progress naturally leads to commitment (Lientz & Rea, 1999).  

Project leaders have a responsibility to both the organisation as well as the project mem-
bers to provide them with high levels of motivation (Maylor, 2003). The project leaders must 
be assured that the project members are motivated, if they are not it could lead to undesir-
ables outcomes for the project. In order to secure effective work in the project, the mem-
bers must be motivated as people work better when they are motivated (Badiru, 1996; May-
lor, 2003). The are a number a ways that leaders can ensure the motivation of members. 
They can make sure that the members have responsibility and control over their own work 
but also see to it that the structure is appropriate, as the structure of a project can have a 
great deal of impact on the motivation of project members (Maylor, 2003; Hersey et al., 
2001). Herzberg (1966) also states that finding a job challenging can act as a motivator and 
thus result in an enhancing performance.  

Control is concerned with the actions that project leaders take to get the project back on 
track if they recognise that there are deviations from expected performance (Badiru, 1996).  
The most dangerous thing that can happen during the course of a project is that control is 
lost over the progress. Without control, the leaders lose the possibility to steer away from 
problems which most likely will lead to the project not finish on time, at the right cost and 
so on. It involves correcting and evaluating (Badiru, 1996). This can be made difficult if the 
planning phase has not been done properly. If there has been bad planning there may be 
confusion if the progress is acceptable or if the project leaders should intervene (Maylor, 
2003).  

The project members may respond differently to the influences exercised by the leaders. 
Some members may feel less/more motivated, less/more in need of control and so forth. 
Leaders have to acknowledge this and adopt a behaviour that will best suite the needs of 
individual project members. Plenty of research has shown that the success or failure of a 
project is highly dependent on how well an adjustment is made to these and other factors 
that the environment encompasses, namely situational factors (Hersey, 1988). Dubrin 
(2001) has put forth an equation to highlight this leadership process and dependence; 

 L = f (l, gm, s)    
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This formula suggests that leadership (L) is a function (f) of the leader (l), group members 
(gm) and other situational variables(s). In other words leadership does not exist alone, it is 
dependant on many different situational factors and the leader needs to adjust to the fac-
tors that the environment encompasses and that change from one project to another (Du-
brin, 2001).  

2.4 Situational factors 
Situational factors are, as mentioned earlier, factors that are unique to a situation and that 
leaders have to take into account and adapt themselves to (Hersey, 1988). The underlying 
question is if managers are capable of altering their leadership behaviour to match the sur-
rounding and shifting environment. Many theorists argue that it is possible to change style 
to match the situation by assuming that a leader can adopt an appropriate style in order to 
fit the specific circumstances, namely adopt a situational leadership perspective (Forsberg 
et al., 2000). Others disagree. Opponents to the concept imply that a project manager in-
stead should selectively seek the situation that would best match their leadership behaviour 
and avoid projects that are likely to present them with situations that are opposite to their 
preference (Kelley, 2002).  

Taking the supporting view, namely an situational leadership perspective, there are a num-
ber of situational factors that leaders have to take into account; members, time and the na-
ture of  work just to mention a few.  

The members are according to Hersey (1988) the most important aspect for leaders to con-
sider. The thing that has to be considered is the personal attributes of project members and 
the effectiveness will be determined by how well an adjustment is made to these attributes 
(Hersey, 1988). Leaders often however misdiagnose personal attributes such as knowledge 
and skills of different project members, either undervaluing or overvaluing them. Wrongly 
assessing the skills and knowledge of members can lead to unpleasant surprises in the 
course of the project (Lientz & Rea, 1999). Dubrin (2001) however states that highly skilled 
and knowledgeable members may not need any leadership at all to accomplish their task. 
They are so assured in their work that they can handle their jobs without the need of a 
leader. He continues by stating that members that find their work highly motivating may 
also require a minimum of leadership. The task itself grabs all the attention of the member, 
making leadership encouragement and directives less important (Dubrin, 2001). Another 
point that can be made in reference to the members is trust. According to Shurtleff (1998), 
trust automatically leads to a delegating leadership approach. When trust exist,  project 
managers delegate by handing over responsibility and accountability to the members, which 
according to Shurtleff (1998) will create a more efficient work process. Trust is neverthe-
less quite hard to define. Golin (2003) describes trust as the essence of all relationships and 
a process as well as an outcome. A more tangible definition, is given by Shurtleff (1998) 
who says trust is derived from experience. He states that it is often based on a person’s past 
experience as well as current observational experiences. Trust is the confidence from one 
person to another that the other person will do what she/he says she/he will do. Thus in 
order to reach a high level of trust you need “credibility of actions” meaning that you have 
consistently delivered what you promise (Shurtleff, 1998).  

Another factor is time. Badiru (1996) states that the set up timeframe will be the most im-
portant aspect for a leader to consider when adopting an appropriate leadership behaviour,  
as delays of a project can have huge economic costs for a company (Badiru, 1996). The 
shorter the decision time the higher the degree of order given style the leader is forced to 
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use. A third factor is the nature of the work. If the members are not interested in the as-
signments it can be necessary to carefully supervise them in order for it to get done. If they 
on the other hand find the assignments to be interesting then supervision is not necessary 
(Hersey, 1988).  

Research has nevertheless shown that there is one factor that is decisive. This is the rela-
tionship between leaders and the members.  If the members decide not to pitch in, then all 
other factors are meaningless. Therefore it is essential that leaders maximises their ability to 
take care of the relationship to their members and adjust their behaviour to them (Hersey, 
1988). 

The most known and popular model that emphasises the interaction between leaders and 
members is the model originally developed by Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard. The 
model states that effective leaders adopt different leadership behaviours depending on the 
characteristics of the members (Avery & Ryan, 2002). 

2.5 The Herschey-Blanchard model 
The Hersey-Blanchard model was originally published in 1969 as the "Life-cycle Theory of 
Leadership”. It was developed to assist parents in changing their "leadership" styles as chil-
dren progressed through infancy, adolescence and adulthood (Avery & Ryan, 2002). In 
1972 the two authors first termed the expression situational leadership (Hersey et al., 2001). 
The logic of the Life-cycle Theory of Leadership remained the same but the application 
setting of the model changed. The two authors went from parent-child relationship to ap-
plying the logic in regards to leader-follower relationship in workplace settings. Hersey and 
Blanchard placed an emphasize on the members and stated that leadership should be exer-
cised using different leadership styles depending on the members (Avery & Ryan, 2002).  

The model also brought forward a new perspective by looking at behavioural aspects in re-
gards to leadership. Leadership models at the time did not take behaviour into aspect but 
concentrated instead on the philosophy of management and attitudes/values (Hersey et al., 
2001). The two authors argued that behaviour is far more flexible than attitude and values. 
They stated that behaviour can be thought in order to get optimal result in a particular 
situation and that attitude and values, that are internal, are far less flexible 
(www.situational.com).  

The model brings forth two behavioural aspects that make up the dimension of leadership; 
namely task behaviour and relationship behaviour. These two behavioural elements can be 
used in varying degree depending on the situation or more specifically on the members. 
The dimension of the members, that has to be regarded by the leader, have lead to the two 
authors taking somewhat different approaches. Paul Hersey is talking about regarding 
member’s readiness and Kenneth Blanchard has used the term development level. The big-
gest differences between the two are the terminology being used and a greater emphasis on 
group dynamics and group development by Blanchard (Hersey et al., 2001). This is also 
confirmed by Graeff (1997) that states that Hersey puts a greater emphasis on member’s 
individual interactions with the leader. In this study the terminology by Paul Hersey will be 
used due to the authors desire to study leadership process from an individual perspective.  
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2.5.1 The Situational Leadership Model 
The Situational Leadership Model advocates that effective leaders provide members with 
varying amounts of task- and relationship behaviour, depending on the member’s readiness 
level, to help them successfully complete assigned tasks (Hersey, 1988).    

Task behaviour is defined as the degree to which a leader clearly states the member’s duties 
and responsibilities. It is characterised by one-way communication and the leader directs 
and closely supervises the members in their work. Relationship behaviour is concerned with 
the degree of support provided by the leader. In this behaviour the leader engages in two-
way communication with the members and exhibit characteristics of being a listener and a 
facilitator. There are different synonymous used for task behaviour and relationship behav-
iour that can bring clarity to the definitions. Task behaviour often goes under the name di-
rective behaviour and relationship behaviour under supportive behaviour (Hersey et al., 
2001). An effective leader then has to predict the amount of task and relationship behav-
iour to adopt, which is based on the readiness level of the different members. Readiness is 
referred to as the ability and willingness of a member to take responsibility for directing their 
own behaviour in relation to the specific task (www.situational.com). Ability is made up of 
the knowledge, experience and skills that members are equipped with when confronting a 
new task. Willingness incorporates the amount of confidence, commitment and motivation 
that members posses (Hersey et al., 2001).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.2 Leader’s behaviour 
The model is hence based on interplay between the amount of task/relationship behaviour 
a leader provides and the readiness level of the members.  

The leader’s behaviour can take four different forms in the Situational Leadership Model 
and are displayed in four different leadership behavioural quadrants that are labelled High 

Ability Willingness 

Knowledge                                    
* 
 
Demonstrated understanding of a   
task 
 
 

Confidence 
* 
 
Is demonstrated assurance in per-
forming a task 
 
 

Experience 
* 
Is demonstrated ability gained 
from performing a task 
 

Commitment 
* 
Is demonstrated duty to perform 
a task 
 

Skills 
* 
Is demonstrated expertise in a 
task 
 
 

Motivation 
* 
Is demonstrated desire to per-
form a task 
 
 

  

Table 2.1 Factors that make up the readiness level (Hersey, 1988) 
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Task/Low Relationship, High Task/High Relationship, High Relationship/Low Task and 
Low Relationship/Low Task. These different combinations of task behaviour and relation-
ship behaviour make up 4 four different leadership behaviours (Hersey et al., 2001); 

• Telling (S1) Leaders define the roles and those performing them are closely su-
pervised. The leader tells the members what to do, how to do and when to do it. 
Predetermined decisions are announced, resulting in a one-way communication.  

• Selling (S2) Identifying roles and tasks is still in the hand of the leader, but ideas 
and suggestions from the members are taken into consideration. Decisions remain 
the leader’s prerogative. Two-way communication  

• Participating (S3) Leaders provide support in order to bolster the member’s con-
fidence and motivation, although less direction is given due to their skills.      

• Delegating (S4) Members are able and willing to work on a project by themselves 
with little supervision or support. Control is with the members and they decide 
when and how the leader will be involved.   

 
The appropriate leadership behaviour to be used will be determined by where the members 
are situated on the different readiness levels. The readiness dimension is made up four dif-
ferent elements that range from R1 to R4. Members that are said to be located in R1 are 
characterized as being unable and unwilling. A person that is unable and unwilling has a 
low level of knowledge, skills and experience for the task at hand as well as low levels of 
task commitment, motivation and confidence. In R2 the member still lacks the necessary 
ability for the task but is, as opposed to the first readiness level, motivated and making an 
effort. The member is confident as long as the leader is there to provide guidance. The 
members that are seen as belonging to R3 are those that have the ability to perform the 
task but are unwilling to do so. The final readiness level, R4, belongs to members that both 
have the ability and willingness to perform the task (Hersey et al., 2001).  
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Figure 2.2 Situational Leadership Model (Hersey, 1988) 

2.5.3 The dynamic interaction  
For a member that is of readiness level 1 for a specific task, it is appropriate to provide 
high amounts of direction but little supportive behaviour. The leaders should adopt a tell-
ing leadership style. Telling the follower of what to do, where to do it and how to do it. 
The next level is R2. The appropriate behaviour is a combinations of high amounts of both 
task and relationship behaviour. The reason for a leader to adopt task behaviour is due to 
the fact that members are still unable and in need of direction. The members are neverthe-
less trying and the leader needs to be supportive of their commitments and motivation, 
namely the leader needs to display relationship behaviour. This style is known as selling. 
The most appropriate leadership style for members that are belonging to R3 is participat-
ing. These members have shown ability in performing a task and it is not necessary to pro-
vide high amount of task behaviour. The leader needs to provide high amount of support 
and their major role will be to encourage and communicate with the members. The leader 
engages in shared responsibility for decision making with the members.  In the final readi-
ness level R4 the matching style is delegating. The leader does not have to provide high 
amount of direction nor support. The members can and are able to, in large extent, manage 
themselves. The leader has to give these members the opportunity to take responsibility 
and practice hands-off management (Hersey et al., 2001). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Readiness Level Appropriate leadership be-
havior 

R1 
Unable 
* 
Unwilling 

S1 
TELLING 
Structure, control and supervise 
 

R2 
Unable 
* 
Willing 

S2 
SELLING 
Direct and support 
 

R3 
Able 
* 
Unwilling 

S3 
PARTICIPATING 
Praise, listen and facilitate 
 

R4 
Able 
* 
Willing 

S4 
DELEGATING 
Turn over responsibility for day-
to-day decision making 

Table 2.2 Relation between readiness level and leadership behaviour (Hersey, 1988) 

    High                               Moderate                                   Low

    R4                            R3                        R2                           R1    

Able/Willing        Able/Unwilling         Unable/Willing          Unable/Unwilling 
                                     



 

 14

2.5.4 Review of the model 
The Situational Leadership Model has been subjected to a great deal of criticism but have 
also has some support among researchers. Vecchio was one of the first researchers that did 
a comprehensive test of the model. A sample of 303 high school teacher and 14 principals 
were included in the study. Teachers were asked to respond to questions regarding their re-
lationship with their principals and both the teachers and the principals were asked to as-
sess each teacher on their readiness level. Analysis of the data showed partial support for 
the theory. Vecchio found that the theory had the strongest support in the low-levels of 
readiness where the followers require more direction from their leader. Results were less 
evident in the moderate readiness levels and in the high readiness levels, the study stated 
that the theory appeared to be unable to predict the appropriate leadership style (Vecchio, 
1987).  

Vecchio revisited the testing ground of the Situational Leadership Model once again in 
1997 with the assistance of Carmen Fernandez. This time the study included 332 university 
employees and 32 supervisors. The aim of the study was, once again, to test predictions of 
the outcomes of employee’s performance in regards to leader behaviour and employees 
readiness level. Evidence continued to shown that the model had little explanatory evi-
dence. The researchers stated however, this time, that task behaviour had a positive impact 
for lower levels while relationship behaviour had a more positive impact for followers at a 
higher level of readiness. The researchers state that the measurement of readiness remains a 
continuing obstacle for assessing the model. They argue that readiness is merely an attribu-
tion that is made by the leader based on projected performance and not on identifiable 
measurements. Furthermore they regarded the model being limited in regards to leadership 
styles that are effective when influencing different individuals. They suggest that leaders use 
a much broader range of influencing behaviours (Vecchio & Fernandez, 1997).  

Another test of the Situational Leadership Model was conducted by Goodson, McGee and 
Cashman in 1989. They studied 459 employees in which 85 managers, 56 assistant manag-
ers and 318 sales clerks were included. The interaction between the behaviour of the leader 
and the readiness levels of the followers were not found to be supported. Contrary to the 
models prediction of low level of relationship with low level of readiness and high level of 
relationship behaviour with high level of readiness the researchers came to a different con-
clusions. Relationship behaviour was found to be appropriate at all levels of readiness. 
They also found that the two leadership styles, selling and participating, were associated 
with higher level of follower satisfaction. The leadership that the researchers found to be 
the “worst” at all levels of readiness levels was telling. This style was consistently associated 
with lower level of follower’s satisfaction. The researchers also felt that by only relying on 
the readiness levels of the followers in adapting ones leadership style is an oversimplifica-
tion. The leader has to include other factors in addition to the characteristics of the mem-
bers (Goodson, McGee & Cashman, 1989).  

Vries, Roe and Taillieu (2002) findings were also in line with Goodson, McGee and Cash-
man by stating that using to much of task behaviour can have negative consequences. They 
tested the Situational Leadership Model using a sample of 958 employees from a diverse set 
of organisation. From their study they found that if the leader uses too much of a task be-
haviour approach with followers that have a low need for leadership, it could lead to com-
mitment being negatively affected (Vries, Roe & Taillieu, 2002). 

Graeff is a researcher that, unlike the others, has not tested the Situational Leadership 
Model but has instead critically examined the model. He stated that a selling leadership 
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style for a follower that is of readiness 2, unable but willing, is an ineffective use of the 
leader’s time. Advocating high relationship to strengthen their willingness and enthusiasm 
seems irrational as the model recognizes these followers as already being confident, enthu-
siastic and willing. He also stated that the different terms that are used to describe the 
members readiness levels are to narrow and that the different terms are usually not task 
specific but more general (Graeff, 1997).  

Other critics of the model include opinions that the concepts incorporated in the model 
have not been sufficiently operationally defined such as commitment, motivation and 
competence (Avery & Ryan, 2002). Questions have also been raised regarding the models 
usefulness in different cultures, due to the fact that almost all published research on the 
model has been conducted in the USA. There is little evidence of research in other Western 
countries as well as in non-Western cultures (Silverthorne, 2000). Finally, Zichy (2001) and 
Fairholm (1997) state that a new leadership paradigm has emerged, a paradigm that focuses 
on the freedom and empowerment of members. It counters the telling and selling behav-
iour in the Situational Leadership Model by stating that this new paradigm values things 
like decentralisation and delegation for all members.   

The strong criticisms and the frequent neglect among academic scholars stand against the 
models apparent popularity among practitioners. This can suggest that practitioners and 
academics may evaluate the model using different criteria. For many practicing managers, 
what "works" and has face validity appears more important, irrespective of any academic 
concerns (Avery & Ryan, 2002) 

Due to the paper being focused and based on practitioner’s personal experience and in-
formation, the model can still be of great interest when drawing conclusions. This despite 
several shortcomings in the models from a theoretical standpoint.  
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3 Method 
This chapter will present the chosen method that the authors will pursue. The chosen companies will be pre-
sented as well as the people that were included in the study. The chapter will end with presenting the validity 
and reliability as well as the interpretation process in the study.     

3.1 Research approach 
Researchers mainly have two approaches at their disposal when conducting a study, namely 
a qualitative or a quantitative approach. The characteristics of quantitative methods are a 
greater emphasis on measurability and generalization (Andersen, 1994). Researchers make 
use of scientific instruments to measure and analyse the information (Bell, 1987). The ma-
terial and method description should be so detailed that however wishes should be able to 
conduct the same investigation and come to similar conclusions. A quantitative study also 
demands a relatively large and statistically representative sample (Lindblad, 1998).  

Qualitative studies are on the other hand the best choice when researchers are interested in 
bringing forth descriptions of sort. Descriptions of thoughts, circumstances, behaviour and 
emotions (Carlsson, 1991; Starrin, Dahlgren & Styrborn, 1997). The researcher is namely 
trying to get in the mindset of the research object in question (Jacobsen, 2002). This ap-
proach leads to interpretations of the collected information and the reader should be able 
to follow the reasoning in the study (Lindblad, 1998). The goal with a qualitative study is 
not to draw general and typical conclusions but instead shed light on the uniqueness of 
each circumstance (Jacobsen, 2002). The choice between the two approaches should in the 
end be determined by the purpose at hand (Carlsson, 1991).   

The authors have chosen to conduct a qualitative research study in answering the stated 
purpose. The reason for selecting a qualitative approach is a whish to study the complexity 
of leadership processes. The authors believe that a qualitative approach will best grasp the 
perceptions and behaviours of the participants and the interactions between them.  

3.2 Qualitative research process 
Jacobsen (2002) has a set of guidelines that researchers can follow when using a qualitative 
approach. The research process, which the authors tend to pursue, is as follows;  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Conduct in a qualitative research process (Jacobsen, 2002) 
 

According to the stated model, the first step in the process is to determine the collection of 
data.  The available methods in a qualitative approach are relatively limited as compared to 
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quantitative methods. The most important and commonly used methods to obtain data are 
through participant observation, interviews or action research (Carlsson, 1991; Starrin et. 
Al.1997). The authors have chosen to conduct interviews. This is based on the perception 
that it is the most suitable method for retrieving personal information regarding behaviours 
and experiences from single individuals. 

3.3 Interview 
Interviews can be more or less open or in other terms be more or less structured (Jacobsen, 
2002; Carlsson, 1991). A fully structured interview makes use of questionnaires in order to 
draw statistical conclusions and an unstructured interview is characterized as resembling a 
daily conversation between two people.  Between these two extremes lie different combina-
tions and forms (Carlsson, 1991).   
Completely closed                                                                                                                                                 completely open 

                                                                                                                                                                         

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 3.2 Degrees of structure of an interview (Jacobsen, 2002) 
 

The researchers are not interested, as stated earlier, in drawing statistical conclusions but 
have instead decided to place a greater emphasis on individual perceptions and experiences. 
The best suitable interview approach, and the interview approach that was adopted, was an 
open and unstructured interview with a theme in which the authors used an interview guide 
with a set sequence of open answers (Jacobsen, 2002).  

The authors interviewed both project managers and project members in different compa-
nies. This decision was made due to the authors conviction of needing “two sides of a 
story” to fully grasp the “true” interaction between the two. Twelve questions were posed 
to the project managers and sixteen questions were posed to the project members.  The in-
terviews had duration of approximately 45-60 minutes per person. The authors conducted 
individual interviews with each concerned interviewee. The initial interview that was con-
ducted when arriving to the company was with the project manager and then continuing on 
with the individual project members. All the interviews were conducted during week 16.   

Much research has shown that the environment (context) where the interview is taking 
place usually affects the content of the interview. Generally artificial environment gives ar-
tificial answers. The respondent usually acts different in an artificial environment than in a 
natural. There is however no neutral environment. What the authors need to be aware of is 
how the situation can influence the information retrieved from the interviews (Jacobsen, 
2002). All the interviews were conducted in a conference room except for one, which was 
conducted in the office of a project leader. All the interviews were also conducted sepa-
rately and behind closed doors.  

Personal factors can also affect the outcome of an interview. This is especially pertinent in 
this method, where the researchers can act in a way so that the person being interviewed 
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understands either consciously or unconsciously what the researcher expects of them. This 
is known as the “interviewer effect” (Patel & Tebelius, 1987).  

3.4 Sample selection 
The second step in the qualitative research process is selecting the sample. The sample se-
lection was based on choosing companies that operated on different markets and in differ-
ent industries to make the results more interesting. Four companies were chosen to be in-
cluded in the study. When conducting qualitative research it is often stated that the sample 
selection can’t be that large due to the retrieved information being both rich in detail and 
information. By having too much of this kind of information can result in an inability to 
analyse it in a reasonable way. The researcher simply collects data until there is no new in-
formation to gather, when saturation has been achieved (Carlsson, 1991). After the comple-
tion of the interviews with the four companies, the authors realised that the retrieved in-
formation displayed a similar patter and similar information. This realisation leads to a con-
viction that saturation has been achieved.  

The four concerned companies are; SAAB Combitechsystems, Elmia Subcontractor, Skan-
ska and Elextrolux Distriparts. The next section will provide the readers with an overview 
of the company, the project of interest and the respondents from each company.   

3.4.1 SAAB Combitechsystems 
SAAB Combitechsystems provides computer systems for different companies and its goal 
is to offer new and advanced technical products for major global companies. The specific 
project entailed developing a multimedia system program for Nokia and the duration of the 
project was two years, which included a 9 month delay. The project started in the mid of 
2000 and ended in the mid of 2002.  This was one of the biggest projects that the company 
had ever worked with. The project team consisted of approximately 70 project members, 
which were divided into 7 teams each consisting of ten project members. Each team was 
assigned a team leader. The authors conducted two interviews with SAAB Combitechsys-
tems, one with a project leader and the other with a corresponding project member.  

The project leader was responsible for a branch in SAAB Combitechsystem known as 
CDC (Combitech Development Center). He has been in charge over 10 quite similar pro-
jects and since 1996 it has become his main task. The specific project was formalised as 
there was a project model that guided the work. The problem that occurred in the project 
was delays with different subcontractor which affected the planning. The project leader 
stated that the project was successful due to them earning money on the project and the 
customer being satisfied.  

The project members had worked in the company for five years when the interview took 
place and was employed in the company at the start of 2000. His responsibility in the pro-
ject was to deal with the operative system. The member was not involved from the begin-
ning of the project, but came on board after a couple of months. The project member 
stated that the project was both successful and at the same time unsuccessful. It was suc-
cessful due to the company being able to deliver the product that they intended to as well 
as being competence enriching and developmental for him as a person. The project mem-
ber stated that it was unsuccessful as it tore a lot due to the long hours and stress that was 
involved. An additional factor was that the intended customer, Nokia, backed out on the 
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project and the product was instead sold to another customer. The member reckoned that 
Nokia backed out as the project ran late a full 9 months.    

3.4.2 Elmia Subcontractor   
Elmia corporation goal is to offer a major trade exhibition to companies worldwide where 
they could meet and make business. The company has approximately 15-20 exhibitions 
every year. The specific project entailed organizing exhibition monitors for companies 
around the world and had duration of one year. The project followed a project model 
where the different phases of the project were shown. The project had a timeframe that 
was followed. The total project team included 10-12 persons. The goals were set up by the 
top executive, in terms of budget and time. The authors conducted interviews with the pro-
ject leader and two project members at Elmia Subcontractor.  

The project leader has been in charge over four different projects since his employment 
in 2001. The four projects were all quite similar, both by the fact that they all entailed sell-
ing and distributing monter space but also by having the same time line of one year. Both 
of the interviewed project members were involved in all four projects. He stated that the 
project was successful in the since that all goals were achieved. The leader did not person-
ally pick the project members; they were picked by the top executive. He did however; 
bring forth his desires and requirements for project members.  

The project member 1. The members had worked in Elmia Subcontractor since 1997 and 
with the project leader since 2001.They have worked on four projects together with each 
project having a timeline of one year. She was involved from the start to finish in the spe-
cific project. The member was an educated head secretary with a base in administrative 
tasks. The member stated that the project was successful by the fact that they achieved all 
their stated goals in terms of keeping to the budget and sticking to the set up timeline. 

The project member 2.  The member had worked with Elmia Subcontractor since 1995 
and with the leader since 2001. This member also had prior experience from another com-
pany with similar assignments, namely Elmia Wood since 1989 that also deals with set-up 
exhibition monitors like Elmia Subcontractor. The member’s tasks were concerned with 
customer relations and international relations. She was involved in the specific project from 
start to finish. The member stated that the project was successful due to them achieving all 
the stated goals in terms of time, budget and the percent of foreign companies that bought 
monitor space.   

3.4.3 Skanska  
Skanska provides construction and construction related services and products. The com-
pany is active with developing, building and maintaining different aspects in the physical 
environment. The specific project entailed reconstruction of a building and the project 
team consisted of 45-50 members. The authors interviewed the project leader at Skanska 
and one project member.   

The project leader. The project leader has been in charge over approximately 10 project 
and the similarities between the projects were that his assignments were always the same; 
having customer contact and developing plans and procedures. He thinks that there were 
no specific qualities that had an impact on him being selected as the project leader for the 
specific project. He stated that he was the only one that was not involved in any other pro-
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ject, namely he was the one that was available. He stated that his role was to see to it that 
the project sticks to the set up timeline, the set up budget and the set up goals. All the goals 
are documented and spread to the different project members. His role is to see to it that 
the project members worked towards the deadline and in line with the timeframe. This was 
done by applying piece rate that entailed; works faster earn more, work slower earn less. 
The most common problems during the project were with the weather that caused delays 
in the planning and work, which caused a lot of time pressure.  Another problem had to 
deal with the logistics; they did not get the material in time. The leader stated that logistics 
problems have been very occurring in all the projects that he had been in charge over. He 
stated that the project was both successful and unsuccessful, but mainly unsuccessful. They 
earned a lot of money on the project but there arises a conflicted with a part of the con-
struction crew that resulted in the timeline being overrun.  

The project member. The member had worked in the company since 1971, namely 30 
years. He was involved in the project from the start to finish. He was responsible for sup-
plying material. He had been involved in similar projects. The member stated that the pro-
ject was successful due to it being technically successful but unsuccessful due to it overrun-
ning the set up timeframe. 

3.4.4 Electrolux Distriparts 
Electrolux Distriparts supply consumer appliances to world markets. The goal of the spe-
cific project was to develop a new advanced machine designed for the consumer market.  
This project in particular was about developing a new washing machine with a modern 
look, better performance and less energy usage. The project included 7-8 members and had 
a time-limit of 2 years. The project had a fixed budget and a fixed time-frame of two years. 
However as the company section is quite small many of the project members are the same 
from project to project. The author’s interviwed the project leader at Electrolux and one of 
the project members in the company 

Project leader.  The project leader had been in charge of 5-6 projects. The similarities be-
tween the projects have been that they follow a set project model and the work being quite 
standardised. The leader thinks he was selected due to his experience with similar projects 
and his success in the other projects. The most common problems have been with techni-
cal difficulties, which also was present in the specific project. The selected project members 
did not work on the project full-time. The leader stated that the project was successful as 
they accomplished their set up goals in terms of cost, sales volume, performance of the 
washinemachone and sticking to the set-up timeline.   

Project member The project member’s assignments were testing and developing the 
product and other things that had to deal with electrical aspects of the project. The mem-
ber had experience form similar projects. These were also his usual assignments in the 
company as he is a laboratory engineer.  He had worked in the company for 40 years. The 
member became involved in the project after one year had past. The member stated that 
the project was successful as they accomplished all the technical aspects.  

3.5 Qualitative analysis 
The third step in the process is conducting the analysis. After completing the open inter-
views the collected data was simplified and structured in order to get an overview 
(Jacobsen, 2002). In this study, data was structured by using the terms in the Situational 
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Leadership Model; namely the member’s ability and willingness as well as the leader’s task 
and relationship behaviour. From the members as well as the leaders responses the authors 
tried to asses the readiness level of the members as well as the leadership behaviour that 
they received or desired. From this, categorise were then created, which according to 
Jacobsen (2002) is the next step in the study. To make a clearer transition from the results 
to the analysis, the same categorisation was used in the results.   

3.6 Validity and Reliability 
Validity in qualitative research is concerned with how readers can relate to the categoriza-
tion made by the researchers and if the categorisation is a reflection of the collected data. 
The study has validity as the categorisations that were made had clear a connection to the 
Situational Leadership Model. Another important aspect to consider in terms of validity is 
to the sample selection. Questions that can be made are; have the right people been inter-
viewed and have they delivered the right information (Jacobsen, 2002). The authors did not 
have the possibility to choose the project members that were interviewed. They were cho-
sen by the project leader. These are all aspects that can affect the validity negatively. The 
leader could have chosen members that he knew would give a favourable view of him and 
his leadership behaviour.  

Reliability in qualitative studies is concerned with how clear the researchers have painted 
the research process, the ability for other to understand how the researchers have reasoned 
and to what degree the set-up of the study and analysis can have influenced the results. The 
influence can be in terms of the chosen research method, the researchers themselves or the 
context in which the interviews were conducted (Jacobsen, 2002; Carlsson, 1991). The re-
search process was quite clear as the authors tried to use Jacobsen (2002) set of guidelines 
when using a qualitative approach. The authors have used terms from the Situational Lead-
ership Model in order to create categorisations in the results as well as in the analysis. This 
has given the result and analysis more clearness and thus reliability. The categorisation has 
influence the results since the authors have tied the answers to the models. This was how-
ever a conscious act, since the purpose of the study was to study project management from 
a situational leadership perspective, using the Situational Leadership Model. This could 
have affected the set-up of the study as the authors were focused on fitting the information 
into these categories. The results from the interviews could also have been influenced by 
the environment where the interviews were conducted namly in a conference room in the 
company, an environment that can give artificial answers.  

3.7 Interpretation 
The final step in the research process is interpreting the information from the interviews. 
No research can give objective, real and absolute answers. Therefore it has to be inter-
preted by the persons that have conducted the research. In an interpretation process the 
goal is to bring clarity to the readers. Normally this can be done in two different but unex-
cluding ways. One can conduct a comparison, in time or between different units or to 
make use of theories. Theories can help put findings in a bigger context and in this way 
understand why the phenomenon looks the way it does. (Jacobsen, 2002) 

The authors plan to make use of the Situational Leadership Model in an attempt to derive 
clarity and draw conclusions from the empirical finding. It has nevertheless been discussed 
how wise it is to interpret the result from a research against a single theory. It is stated that 
a higher understanding by just using one theory is not possible as the reality is to complex. 
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If this is true or not depend on what the research wants to achieve.  (Jacobsen, 2002). In 
this study the authors wanted to study project management from a situational leadership 
perspective, using the Situational Leadership Model. As the model has received great sup-
port among practitioners it is of interest to se if the theory can give a higher understanding 
of the reality.  
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4 Results 
The empirical findings from the interviews conducted in the four companies are presented in this chapter. 
The information from the respondants were placed in appropriate categorise. Categorsie that are inline with 
the Situational Leadership Model.  

4.1 SAAB Combitechsystems 
The project members ability. The member in the company was unable due to his lack of 
knowledge and skills. He had only worked in the company for six months before his inclu-
sion in the project. The member had also never worked with the development of the spe-
cific product that was on the agenda, namely the development of a multimedia program. 
He did however have experience from similar projects in other companies, working with 
operative systems, but not of the same magnitude or scope;   

“ I felt that everything was quite new and different. I had worked with similar assignements in other com-
panies but never of the same size or magnitude”.   

Project members willingness. The project member was willing due to him being moti-
vated and commited, which was mainly caused by the use of a new system application pro-
gram that the member was looking forward to work with. The member also reckoned that 
his enthusiasm and interest in the application, could have played a significant role for him 
being included in the project. The member stated this by saying;  

“My first reaction to the project was positive and I felt really excited as we used a new appliance in the pro-
ject that I had never worked with before”.  

“ I think I was chosen becase I displayed an interest and commitment to the task” 

The members motivation was also triggered by him having informal responsibility during 
the project, as other members asked him for advice and suggestions. He thought this was 
great and he stated that the reason for this was probably that they felt that he was the most 
appropriate person to ask as he had a lot of experience in other companies from operative 
systems;  

“ I thought it was fun that other people came to me for advice”.  

The member was confident during most of the project as he stated that his assignements 
were quite clear to him. This nevertheless changed when the delays were set in, as it in-
stilled a fear of not accomplishing the project. The member stated that the set up time line 
was also not realistic in the first place;  

“ In the beginning I felt that the stated goals were achievable but when the timeline was overrun, I was 
afraid that we would not be able to complete the project”.  

Leader’s task behaviour. The project leader displayed low levels of task behaviour. The 
project member expressed a lack of direction from the project leader. The member stated 
that the reason for not getting the desired direction was largely due to the leaders lack of 
awareness in regards to the members assignements;                                                                                       

“ He is very skilful in many aspects but sometimes he could not provide me with the technical answers I was 
struggling with”.  
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 “He never pointed with the whole hand and said this is how it is going to be”.  

The leader himself confirmed that he was not directive as he expected the member to take 
own responsibility. This was confirmend in his statements;  

“One of the most important qulalities for members is to be selfdirective”.  

“I strongly believe in a flat project structure” 

The project member stated that the project model instead acted as a directive advice when 
it was needed. He stated that the goals were achivable but the means to get there were a lit-
tle unclear, which brought forth a need for guidance.  

“The project model helped me to get greater clearity and direction”.  

The project leader argued that trust was an integral factor in determining the amount of 
task behaviour he would provide during the project. The leader stated that trust was corre-
lated to experience and competence of the member. Members that the leader had greater 
trust in received less task behaviour and were given more lose lines to run with. To those 
having less experience, the leader provided higher amounts of task behaviour. This is 
shown in a statements made by the project leader;  

 “It does not matter if the person has a really good CV. I have to know if I can trust the person to conduct 
their assignments in order to delegate work”.   

Leader’s relationship behaviour. The project leader displayed low levels of relationship 
behaviour. The project member as well as the project leaders himself stated that he was 
only involved when the members needed him to be. The members were forced to seek up 
the leader in order to get information and support, which the member felt that he needed. 
One reason given from the member for the leader´s lack of information sharing was per-
sonal attributes of the leader ;  

“He is like that as a person he is not that talkative”.  

“If I wanted to get some answers I was forced to ask the project leader myself”.  

 “I act as a spring board for the member to exchange ideas, problems and information; when they feel that 
they need to.  

These meetings were nevertheless rare as the member expressed a lack of opportunity in 
having meetings with the project leader due to the leader being to busy. The member in-
stead pointed to the team leader as being his primary and closest communication source 
during the project;  

 “If something was unclear, I often got my answers from the team leader”.                

4.2 Elmia Subcontractor 
Project member’s 1 ability. Project member 1 is able due to the members experince and 
knowledge gained in the course of the four projects at Elmia Subcontractor. This was also 
emphasised by the member as being the reason for being picked for the project. The leader 
also recognised the ableness of member by stating that he could not manage without her. 
The employee’s usual assignments in the company were administrative tasks and this was 
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her assignments in the projects as well. She had, as mentioned earlier, experience from 
similar projects. All the four projects she was involved with were almost completely similar;  

“The tasks were always the same it was only the people that we dealt with that changed”.   

“As all the project were quite similar you were very aware of what to do”. 

Project members 1 willingness. Project member 1 is unwilling. The member was not 
confident as she was not assured and certain in her task. It showed itself in the need for 
confirmation from the leader about her work. The member also displayed lack of motiva-
tion as she did not find the goals to be especially challenging;   

“It was great that the leader gave assurance on my work” 

Leaders task behaviour towards project member 1. The project leaders diplayed low 
level of task behaviour towards project member 1. The leader didn’t direct the member in 
her daily duties, but handed instead a lot of responsibility to the member. The leader also 
stated that he had great trust towards the member and as a result he felt that a directive be-
haviour was not needed.  

“I had a great deal of responsility in my work”  

“He is a really good delegator” 

It was only the project plan that worked as a directive tool because it stated the assign-
ments that had to be done during the project. It did however not play an important part; 

“As the work was the same every time, the need to rely on a blue-print is not that great” 

Leaders relationship behaviour towards project member 1. The project leader dis-
played high relationship behaviour toward project member 1. The relationship was charac-
terized by a two-way communication, where the leader gave assurance and feed-back to the 
member. 

 “He provided me with continuous feedback both positive and negative” 

“We have an open dialogue between us”. 

“He was always there to give assurance on my work” 

Project member’s 2 ability. Project member 2 was able due to her extensive experience 
with similar projects both in Elmia Subcontractor and Elmia Wood. She worked with cus-
tomer relations and international relations in Elmia Subcontractor, which she also had prior 
experience from Elmia Wood. These assignments were also her main duty in the specific 
project. The member had worked with the same assignements for approximately 16 years 
and the leader stated that the member was indispensable to him. The member, herself 
pointed to her experience as being significant in regards to her inclusion in the project;  

 “ I think I was chosen due to my experience, language abilities and me being outgoing”.   

Project member´s 2 willingness. The member was willing. She found her job assign-
ments as very interesting and very beneficial since they brought awareness to the region 
and lured companies to Sweden/Jönköping. She was also assured in her task;  

“I have worked with the same tasks for such a long time”.  
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“ My work helps bring awarness to the region as I have contact with companies from every corner of the 
world”.  

Leaders task behaviour towards project member 2. The leaders task behaviour was low 
towards the member. The leader didn’t exert any directive behaviour towards the member, 
which was also confirmed by the leader himself.  

“My leadership style is informal. I don’t feel the structure to be hierarchic and that I am above her. I regard 
her as a collegue and not as my subordinate”.  

“He never tells me, this is how it is supposed to be”. 

Trust was important in the leader´s task behaviour. He stated that he has great trust to-
wards the member due to him knowing her desires and commitment to accomplish the 
stated objectives and her being experienced enough to manage herself. He thus did not 
need to adopt a directive approach since there was trust between them. Those that lacked 
trust from the leader, were confronted with a more directive and supervisory style. This be-
came even more evident under time pressure. The members that the leader trusted did not 
experience changes in the leadership behaviour which was only displayed to the other 
member, where a lack of trust was evident;  

“I have basically the same leadership style all the way through namely because there is a greater trust be-
tween the two of us” 

Eventhough the leader didn’t exert directive leadership there were routines on print that di-
rected the members work;  

“If by chance I am unsure we have pretty clear rutines of the approach”. 

Leader´s relationship behaviour towards member 2. The leaders relationship behav-
iour was low. The member didn’t express a need for getting feedback nor information from 
the project leader thus she didn’t need support from the leader. She almost laughingly said 
that;  

“Why should I need feedback,I know if what I have done is good or not” 

“The work is very individual and self directive” 

4.3   Skanska 
Project members ability. The project member is able as he had worked in the company 
since 1971. During these 30 years of employment, the member has worked with the same 
assigements. The member also reckoned that this was one of the reasons that he was cho-
ses to be included in the project, namely due to his experience and skills. This was also con-
firmed by the proejct leader, that stated that experince was the quality that he valued the 
most; 

“I know what to do, I have worked in the company for so long now”.  

Project members willingness. The project member is willing as he found the project to be 
interesting, exiting and challenging to confront. He also feelt that he was given the amount 
of responsibility that he needed and desired concerning daily issues. The member thought 
the goals were quite clear as well as the assignements that were needed to be accomplished. 
Eventhough the goals were clear it sometimes felt that they were difficult to accomplish, 
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most in regards to the time available. The member however stated that he was used to 
working under time presseure, so he was able to handle it and argued that it sometimes in-
cited him to work even harder;  

“One project is never the same as the other, it is exiting” 

“Every project is challaging and new, and there are always element of surprise”.  

Project leader’s task behaviour. The project leader displayed low levels of task behaviour 
as he handed over most of the responsibility to the project member. The leader let the 
member take his own decisions concerning daily issues and was not himself involved in the 
daily coordination of the members activities. The leader stated that he expected the mem-
ber to be selfdirective, do a good job and have foresight. The member also expressed the 
lack of need for direction from the leader, as statements were made that;  

 “ I take a lot of responsibility and I would not have it any other way”.  

“He lets me take my own decisions concerning daily issues”  

The project leader confirmed that he did not exert directive leadership towards the member 
but a more social approach. The leader also stated that he did not exert a directive behav-
iour towards members that he knew, trusted and that were experienced.;  

“We sit and drink coffe togheter and hang out every day”. 

 “I would cut a lot of slack to a person I consider experienced and let him handle a lot of things on his 
own”  

“People with experience take care of themselves, you don’t have to say so much”.  

Leader’s relationship behaviour. The project leader displayed low level of relationship 
behaviour towards the project member. The leader did not provide the member with in-
formation as the leader stated that this was only done towards members that lack in experi-
ence. The member stated that the leader was there if he ever needed him, which he stated 
was very rare;  

“ It is important to sit down and talk to the new people”.  

The leader stated that he instead spent the most time with administrative duties such as 
planning and keeping in contact with the customer of the project.  

4.4 Elextrolux Distriparts 
Project members ability. The project member in Elextrolux Distriparts was able as he 
had worked in the company for 40 years with similar assignements and tasks. The project 
member’s assignments were testing and developing the product and other things that had 
to deal with the electrical aspects in the project. These were also his usual assignments in 
the company. The project member stated that he was selected due to him having the 
amount of experience that he has, having experience from similar projects as well as there 
not being others to choose from in the company. The leader stated that having the right 
competence and experience was important for project members to posses. The member 
stated that;  

“Everybody simply does what they are best at”.  
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Project members willingness. The project member is unwilling. Eventhough the member 
had a long working experience, he expresses a worry for the task at hand. The member 
found the technical factors to be too challenging and demanding in reference to prior tasks 
in other projects, which influenced his confidence. The goals did not seem that achivable in 
the beginning; 

“The first reaction was overwhelmingly, I thought that the step up in technical aspects from prior projects 
was too big of a leep”.  

 “As we had difficulties in prior project to achieve the technical objectives, it seemed a bit daunting this time 
around”. 

Eventhough the member had a lack of confidence, due to the technical aspects, he felt that 
he had enough of responsibility in the proejcts as well as feeling motivated;   

“The work was challenging but that was motivating to accomplish the task and make sure that the work 
would be done” 

Project leader’s task behaviour. The project leaders displayed low levels of task behav-
iour. The leader himself stated that he was not directive as he saw the project member to 
be very knowledgable and assured in his work and thus, not in need for direction. The 
leader stated that if directives were needed, the member could turn to the set-up project 
model. The leader stated;   

“ He knew what to do and I did not need to be directive”.  

The leader stated that he delagtes more if he trusts the member,  if he know the person and 
if he know how the member functions and works e.g from prior projects;  

“If I feel that the are competent and motivated, I have greater trust for them”.  

Project leaders relationship behaviour. The project leader provided low levels of rela-
tionship behaviour. The member stated that eventhough the leader was there to provide 
support, he was always forced to seek him up himself. The member stated that he would 
have prefferd if he would have gotten more information. The project leader stated that he 
only devoted more time and support to teach members who did not have prior experience 
and not to members who had worked in the company for several years. The leader stated 
that he spent the most time with administrative tasks, working with the planning and pre-
senting the work to the customer in question; 

“ I would have wanted to get some more information”.  
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5 Analysis 
This chapter aims at tying the results from the interviews to the Situational Leadership Model. The authors 
will analyse if the model was able to predict the appropriate leadership behvaiour to adopt.  

5.1 SAAB Combitechsystems 
Unable/Willing. The authors placed the project member from SAAB Combitechsystems 
in readiness level two R2, unable but willing. R2 is characterised by members that lack the 
necessary ability for the task at hand but are on the other hand motivated and commited 
(Hersey et al., 2001). The unableness of the member was recognised as a lack of skills and 
knowledge for the development of multimedia programs as well as the members brief em-
ployement in the company prior to his inclusion in the project. Eventhough the member 
had prior experience from quite similar project, the authors still viewed him as being un-
able, due to his unfamilarness with the product, company, project structure and size. In re-
gards to seeing the member as being willing, a number of factors played a part in the au-
thors´ decision. The member’s first reaction to the project was as he stated it; exiting and 
interesting, mainly due to the application of a new system program that he was exited to 
work with. The member displayed positive fellings towards his involvement in the project. 
Lientz and Rea (1999) argued that positive involvement naturally leads to commitement. 
The member also had a lot of informal responsibility in the project that he felt was fun and 
great. According to Herzberg (1966) responsibility could lead to an increase in the mem-
bers motivation. The member was also confident during most of the project, but it started 
to wager when the delays were set in which instilled fear in the member.  

Leaders task/relationship behaviour. The project leader in SAAB Combitechsystems 
displayed low levels of both task and relationship behaviour towards the project member.  
Task behaviour is defined as the degree of direction a leader provides by clearly stating the 
follower’s duties and responsibilities (Hersey et al., 2001). This was lacking in the interac-
tion between the project leader and the project member. The member expressed a greater 
desire and need for direction from the leader and the leader, on the other hand, stated that 
the member did not need directions as he expected the member to be selfdirective. This 
faulty estimate could have been caused by the leader assessment of the member as being 
very able due to the members experience in other companies with similar assignements. 
According to Lientz and Rea (1999) this is very common; leaders often misdiagnose per-
sonal attributes such as knowledge and skills of different project members. The leader per-
haps disregarded the differences in technical aspects that the member had been involved 
with, which could be a dividing line between ableness and unableness. The leader did not 
consider that the task was different from previous undertakings by the member.  The lead-
ers decision to provide low level of task behaviour could also have been affected by trust. 
The leader perhaps trusted the project member as he saw him as being experienced and 
competent and thus gave him more freedom to run with. Freedom that the leader perhaps 
would not have given to people that he did not trust. The project leader handed over re-
sponsibility to the member and according to Shurtleff (1998) it would lead to a more effi-
cient work process. In SAAB Combitechsystem the results were different. The project was 
concurrent with delays and this could have been the result of delegating to much by trust-
ing to much. The leader did not rightly identify the ableness and willingness of the project 
member, which also could have been the case for the entire project team. The project 
leader derived his trust in the member by relying on past experiences and not on personal 
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observations. Shurtleff (1998) states that trust has to be based on both and not soley rely-
ing on just one of them.  

In addition to displaying low level of task behaviour, the leader also displayed low levels of 
relationship behaviour. This was shown by the fact that the leader was only involved when 
the member wanted him to be involved as well as being very limited in his communication 
and availability towards the member. The scarce information that the member received did 
not come from communicating with the project leader but instead with the team leader. 
According to Badiru (1996) and Lientz and Rea (1999) communication between leaders and 
members,  can lead to a lot of problems and difficulties being adverted. Dinsmore (1999), 
takes it a step further, by arguing that everything that goes wrong in a project is always 
traceable back to a lack of communication. Communication has to be present in order to 
ensure that the project members are going the same way and striving for the same goals 
(Dinsmore, 1999). The nine month delay in the project could have been the outcome of a 
lack of communication. The lack of these factors from the leader, could be used as a base 
for stating that the leader did not provide high amount of relationship behaviour, which 
according to Hersey et al (2001) would characterise a leader that engages in two-way com-
munication and supports the member. So the project leader in SAAB Combitechsystems 
exhibit low level of task and relationship behaviour, namely a delegating leadership behav-
iour. According to the Situational Leadership Model, the appropriate leadership behaviour 
for a member corresponding to R2, unable but willing, is not delegating but instead a sell-
ing behaviour. Selling is recognised as high level of task behaviour as well as high level of 
relationship behaviour (Hersey et al., 2001). The authors found that, according to the 
model, the project member was confronted with an inappropriate leadership behaviour. He 
was subjected to little direction and support by the leader, namely a delegating style but ex-
pressed a greater desire for more direction and information from the leader, namely a sell-
ing behaviour (Hersey et al., 2001). The members desires were inline with the models pre-
dictions, namely that an R2 member needs a selling leadership behaviour.  
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Figure 5.1 SAAB Combitechsystem and the Situational Leadership Model. 
 
The fully drawn line represents the actual interaction between the leader and the member. The dashed line 
shows the optimal relationsip according to the Situational Leadership Model. A clear discrepancy is shown 
between the reality and the model. 
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The inappropriate leadership style could have been the result of the leader either disregard-
ing to adjust his leadership style to the member, misdiagnosed the members ability or an 
unability to adjust to the specific situation at hand. The leader did not approach the project 
as a new situation for the project member with its own unique challenges. He disregarded 
the differences in projects that the member had been involved in prior to his employment 
in SAAB Combitechsystems. The leader perhaps did not have the flexible skills needed to 
be able to adapt his leadership style to the unique situation of the project. Each project 
should be viewed as a new situation with unique leadership challenges, which basically is 
the essence of the Situational Leadership Model (Hershey et al., 2001). Whatever the 
“faulty” adoption was based on it resulted in the amount of information and direction be-
ing lower than needed. In conclusion, the project leader in SAAB Combitechsystem did not 
have a situational perspective.  

5.2 Elmia Subcontractor 
Project member 1 Able/Unwilling. The interviewed project member 1 from Elmia Sub-
contractor was placed in R3, that is able but unwilling. The member had the ability to per-
form the task due to the members knowledge and experience. The ability was gained over 
the 8 years the member had worked in the company as well as the experience gained from 
working in four quite similar project doing the same tasks. From Hersey et al. (2001) defini-
tion; ability is made up of the knowledge, skills and experience that members are equipped 
with when confronting a new task. One can state that the member is able as the tasks and 
the projects were completely the same. The member was equipped and prepared with the 
task she confronted in the project. Willingness incorporates the amount of confidence, 
commitment and motivation that follower posses and the unwillingness of the member was 
displayed as a lack of confidence as well as motivation (Hersey et al., 2001). The lack of 
confidence manifested itself as a greater need for assurance and support and the lack of 
motivation displayed itself by the fact that the member did not find the goals to be espe-
cially challenging. According to Herzberg (1966) finding a job challenging is a precondition 
to motivation. The task for the project leader is to assure that the project member is moti-
vated, as it can secure  effective work in the project (Badiru, 1996; Maylor, 2003). The pro-
ject leader should take this into account and perhaps offer her new assignments to secure 
her motivation.  

Leaders task/relationship behaviour towards project member 1. The project leader in 
Elmia displayed low level of task behaviour but a higher level of relationship behaviour to-
wards project member 1. The project leader did not provide direction to the member by 
stating whats needs to be done and how, which characterises high level of task behaviour 
(Hersey et al., 2001). This was left up the project member, as most responsibility was 
handed over to the member. The low level of task behaviour could also have been based 
on trust, as the leader mentioned. According to Golin (2003), trust is hard to define but if 
Shurtleff’s (1998) definitions is used; that trust is based on past experiences as well as hav-
ing confidence in the other person, it can be appliable to this relationship. The leader was 
aware of the capabilities of the member from past experience so he trusted the member to 
continue on the same path and deliver the expected performance. Trust could also have 
been decisive in choosing the members. According to Young (1998) it is essential that the 
leader is involved in choosing the members as many problems have arisen due to the 
“wrong team” being selected and thus no trust being present beteewen the members and 
the project leader.  
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 The project leader did however display high levels of relationship behaviour, which is 
characterised as engaging in two-way communication and providing support to the mem-
ber (Hersey et al., 2001).  Communication has to be present in order to ensure that the pro-
ject members are going the same was and striving for the same goals (Dinsmore, 1999). 
This was evident in the company as both the leader and the member stated the same goals 
for the project. According to the Situational Leadership Model, low task behaviour and 
high level of relationship behaviour is recognised as a participating leadership behaviour. 
This leadership behaviour is characterised as providing support to bolster the members 
confidence and commitment as well as providing low amounts of direction due to the 
members ability (Heresy et al., 2001). Statements can then be made that the member re-
ceived the appropriate leadership style according to the Situational Leadership Model, 
namely participating. A behaviour where the leader provides high amount of support and 
low amounts of directive behaviour. The members desires were also inline with the models 
predictions. She did not only receive the appropriate behaviour according to the model, she 
also desired and needed the behaviour that she was confronted with.    
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Figure 5.2 Elmia Subconractor(1) and the Situational Leadership Model 

 
The fully drawn line represents the actual interaction between the leader and the member. The dashed line 
shows the optimal relationsip according to the Situational Leadership Model. A match is shown.  
Project member 2 Able/Willing. Project member 2 was placed in R4, as the member 
was able and willing. The member was able due to the members extensive experience in 
different companies with similar taks, both in Elmia Subcontractor and in Elmia Wood, 
namely customer relations. She was equipped with ability when entering in the project as 
she had worked for almost 16 years with the same tasks. The willingness displayed itself as 
the member found her tasks to be interesting, exiting and beneficial. According to Herz-
berg (1966)  finding a job challenging can act as a motivator and it can result in a enhancing 
performance. The member´s responsibility is another factor that could have inhanced her 
motivation as well as the project structure. The structure of the organisation can have a 
great deal of impact on the motivation of project members (Maylor, 2003). The project was 
characterrized as a flat structure where the members had a lot of own responsibilities. A 
third factor that could have motivated the member was that she had control over her own 
work (Hersey et.al., 2001).  
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Leaders task/relationship behaviour towards project member 2. The project leaders 
displayed low levels of task and relationship behaviour towards project member 2. The 
leader did not provide directions to the member, with is charaterised as low levels of task 
behaviour. The leader had instead empowered the member to the extent that the member 
perform the tasks without any directions from the leader. The leader adopted a hands-off 
approach and did also, in fact, expected the member to be inventive, able to make her own 
decisions and to be responsible over the outcomes of her own work. The control was 
namely put on the member and the member decided when and how the leaders was to be 
involved, or if involvement was needed (Hersey et al., 2001). Highly experienced and moti-
vated members don’t need leadership to accomplish their task, they know their parts so 
well from previous experience that they can handle their jobs without the need of a leader 
(Dubrin, 2001). As to project member one, low levels of task behaviour could have also 
been caused by trust. The member had vast experience in the company as well as from 
other companies and as the leader stated himself; the member was indespensible to him. 
The project leader had a lot of confidence in the member and thus trust (Shurtleff, 1998). 
This lead to the leader delegating his work and according to Shurtleff (1998) they are inter-
twined. The positive outcome from trust is a more efficient workprocess according to 
Shurtleff (1998). This seemed to be evident in Elmia Subcontractor as all goal were accom-
plished according to the member and the project leader, in terms of keeping to the time-
frame, budget and the procent of exhibition monters sold.  

The leader also displayed low levels of relationship behaviour as he did not provide support 
to the member. The member stated that she did not need support or information from the 
project leader, as she claimed that she knew herself if her efforts was adequate or inade-
quate. Low levels of relationship behaviour together with low levels of task behaviour, is 
according to the Situational Leadership Model a delegating leadership behaviour. This ap-
proach is characteirsed by little direction and support from the leader. The adopted leader-
ship behaviour, delegating, is also the appropriate leadership behaviour according to the 
Situational Leadership Model towards a R4 member. Thus, a delegating approach is desired 
for an R4 member and this was also the approach that was exersied towards project mem-
ber 2 and the approach that the member herself needed and desired (Hersey et al., 2001). 
According to Vries, Roe and Taillieu (2002) a delegating style is the only appropriate style 
to adopt towards these members as a directive approach could also lead to commitment 
being negatively affected.  
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Figure 5.3 Elmia Subcontractor(2) and the Situational Leadership Model 
 

Due to a clear math the fully drawn line represents both the actual interaction and the appropropriate lead-
behaviour according to the Situational Leadership Model.  

5.3 Skanska 
Able/Willing. The project member was able due to the members vast experience in the 
company for 30 years. The members was a seasoned member and he knew what, how and 
when everything needed to be done, which lead to him having an autonomous role in the 
project. As ability is made up of the knowledge, experience and skills that followers are 
equipped with when confronting a new task, it is obvious from the interview that the 
member had all of these factors. Willingness incorporates the amount of confidence, com-
mitment and motivation that follower posses (Hersey et al., 2001). The members willingess 
presented itself by a high level of motivation. Effective work is secured if members are mo-
tivated as they work and perform better when they are motivated (Badiru, 1996; Maylor, 
2003). Herzberg (1966) states that finding a job challenging can act as a motivator and it 
can result in an enhancing performance. Responsibility is another factor that can affect mo-
tivation. The project member in Skanska, exerted both factors, as he found his as-
signemetns to be challenging as well as feeling that he had enough of responsibility in the 
project. The member thus belongs in R4, able and willing, given the independent nature of 
the project member as well as the members motivation and interest (Hersey et al., 2001).    

Leaders task/relationship behaviour. The project leader displayed low levels of both 
task behaviour and relationship behaviour. The leader did not provide directions to the 
member or provide high amounts of support. The leader only set up some broad guidelines 
in the beginning of the project and then gave the member free hands to carry out his as-
signements in the project. The leader did not regard the member as being in need of a 
leader since he was experienced and able to handle his tasks independantly (Dubrin, 2001). 
The member did not need a high level of task behaviour as he found his work to be moti-
vating. The task itself grabed all the attention of the member, which made leadership direc-
tives unnessesary (Dubrin, 2001).  
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Relationship behaviour is concerned with the degree of support provided by the leader. In 
this behaviour the leader engages in two-way communication with the members and exhibit 
characteristics of being a listener and a facilitator (Hersey et al., 2001). The project leader in 
Skanska exerted low levels of relationship behaviour as he did not provide support or share 
information with the project member. The project leader stated that he only did this with 
people that were less experienced. Low levels of task behaviour and low levels of relation-
ship behaviour make up a delagting leadership behaviour. The project leader in Skanska 
used a delegating leadership style, which according to the Sitiational Leadership Model is 
the approapriate style to adopt for a member that is situated on a R4 level. The leader does 
not have to provide high amount of direction nor support. The member can and is able to, 
in large extent, manage himself. The leader has to give the member the opportunity to take 
responsibility and practice hands-off management (Hersey et al., 2001). This was practised 
and followed in Skanska. The member also expressed the desire to receive the behaviour 
that he received.  
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Figure 5.4 Skanska and the Situational Leadership Model.  
 

The fully drawn line represents the actual interaction between the leader and the member as well as the op-
timal relationsip according to the Situational Leadership Model. A match is clearly shown.  

5.4 Electrolux Distriparts 
Able/Unwilling. The project member from Elextrolux Distriparts is able as he has been 
in the company for 40 years and has a lot of experience in the field of electronic testing and 
development in the company, which also was his assigements in the project. The member 
felt that he had enough of responsability and he also felt that work was challenging. This is 
according to Hersey et al (2001) and Herzberg (1966) characteristics of motivation and 
commitment. Eventhough he was fairly motivated and commited it appeared to be lowered 
by the fact that the task seemed very complicated in technical terms, hence affecting the 
members confidence and thus his willingness to unwillingness. Eventhough the member-
had worked for such an extensive period of time, he still felt that the specific project was 
too overwhelming as it was a big leep in technical aspects. One could argue that the mem-
ber should not have been included in the project in the first place due to his lack of confi-
dence. The company however, was so small that the choice seemed to be made more by 
availability rather than suitability. This was also mentioned by the member, by stating that 
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one of the reasons he though he was selected was the lack of others to chose from (Young, 
1998). In conclusion, the member was able but unwilling and could therefore be placed in 
readiness level 3 according to the Situational Leadership Model, as a follower with a rela-
tively high ableness but with a slightly wavering willingness (Hersey et al., 2001). 

Leaders task/relationship behaviour. The project leader displayed low levels of task be-
haviour as well as low levels of relationship behaviour. The leader did not provide direction 
to the member as he saw him as being knowlegable in his work. The project leader stated 
that the member knew what to do and he did not need to tell him or be directive. The 
leader had trust in the member as he was experienced and the leader had worked with him 
in previous projects. The leader therefore diplayed low levels of task behaviour, which 
Shurtleff (1998) states is the norm in situations where trust exists. The project leader did 
not supervise the member or spell out the member duties, which are all characteristics of 
high levels of task behaviour (Hersey et al., 2001). The only directives that were present in 
the company was the project model. Maylor (2003) argues that projects model can act as a 
helpful tool for project members, as it aids to grasp the sequence of activities and in facili-
tating the objectives in a formal way. Statements can also be made that the adoption of low 
levels of task behaviour could have been influenced by the existence of the project model. 
The leader could have relied on the project model to provide directions to the member as 
opposed to himself.  

Low level of relationship behaviour was also present. This was recognised by the lack of 
time devoted to the members as well as the information that was provided to the member. 
The project member expressed a desire for reciving more information from the leader. 
Statements were made by the leader, that support and information was only provided to 
members that were new and did not have experience, thus not to members that had 
worked in the company for 40 years. As the member was insecure about the task at hand, 
the leader should have been there to reduce his insecurity by providing more information 
(Maylor, 2003; Dinsmore, 1999). Thus, the leader displayed low levels of task behaviour as 
well as low levels of relationship behaviour but the member desired higher levels of rela-
tionship behaviour from the project leader. According to the Situational Leadership Model, 
the project leader displayed a delegating leadership behaviour, low levels of task- and rela-
tionship behaviour, but the member desired higher levels of relationship behaviour, namely 
a participating leadership approach. Participating leaders provide support to the members 
to bolster confidence but supply less direction due to the members skills (Hersey et al., 
2001). This approach seem to fit perfectly with the needs that the members expressed as 
well as the members characteristics. The member needed more information, support, from 
the leader to increase his confidence in the technically complicated task he was confronted 
with. At the same time, the member had worked in the company for 40 years, so the mem-
ber did not need directions from the leader. So, since the project member complained 
about there not being enough information about the project and since he had doubts 
whether it was technologically feasible the project manager should have spent more time 
communicating with and working on the relationship with the project member. The project 
leader used a more delegating approach, which would be the wrong way to do it according 
to the model. The project leader in Elextrolux Distriparts adopted a “faulty” behaviour to-
wards the project member  
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Figure 5.5 Elextrolux Distriparts and the Situational Leadership Model.  
 

The fully drawn line represents the actual interaction between the leader and the member. The dashed line 
shows the optimal relationsip according to the Situational Leadership Model. A clear discrepancy is shown 
between the reality and the model. 
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6 Conclusions and Final Discussion 
This chapter will summarise the results and the analysis made in the previous chapters. It will be followed 
by a discussion and the chapter will end with a brief suggestions for further research.  

6.1 Conclusions  
The  purpose of the thesis was to study project management from a situational leadership 
perspective using the Situational Leadership Model. The Situational Leadership Model 
seemed to be fairly predicitive in terms of it predicting the appropriate leadership behav-
iour to adopt. Every interviwed project member expressed a desire to receive the leadership 
behaviour that was appropriate for their readiness levels. The majority of members also re-
cived the behaviour that they desired. Three of the members received the appropriate be-
haviour in reference to the Situational Leadership Model and two of the members did not, 
even if they expressed a desire for it. In these instances the leaders failed to adapt the be-
haviour that was required. They were both confronted with a delegating leadership behav-
iour, but desired more support in one case and  both direction and support in the other. In 
these projects the project leaders did not have a situational leadership perspective in accor-
dance to the Situational Leadership Model. The leaders did not adjust to the surrounding 
environment. The leader´s adoption of an inappropriate leadership behaviour could be ex-
plained by misdiagnosis the members readiness level. Both the leaders saw the member to 
be more able and willing than they actually were.  

This study also points out that the Situational Leadership Model has to take other situ-
ational factors into account. The two most predominant found in this study were trust and 
time. All of the project leaders in this study emphasized how important it was for them to 
trust a project member in order to delegate work to the project members. The members 
that the leader trusted all had extensive experience. People that had long experienced were 
trusted and confronted with a lower task behaviour and people that were less experience 
were coincided with lower trust from a leader and a higher task behaviour. The Situational 
Leadership Model also states that more experienced members receives a lower task behav-
iour and that the less experience members receive the opposite. In conclusion one can ar-
gue that the way trust was displayed in this study, namely it being tied to the experience of 
the members, the Situational Leadership Model would still be valid.  

6.2 Final Discussion 
As was mentioned in the conclusion, two of the five interviewed project members received 
an inapproprite leadership behaviour. An obvious questions that follows is; why?. One no-
ticeable difference was the environment. The two members that got the inappropriate lead-
ership behaviour were active in more technically complex projects. Could it perhaps be 
harder to asses the ability and willingness of members in more volatile environments than 
stable?. One example that can be made to stress the assessment difficulties, is to look at El-
extrolux Distriparts. Eventhough the member had worked in the company for 30 years, he 
still expressed a need for support and information from the leader. At the same time the 
leader saw him as being selfdirective and selfgoing and thus not in need for support. The 
leaders behaviour would have been valid in the other projects, where members possessed 
an equal amount of experience. These members did not express a equal need for relation-
ship behaviour as the member in Elextrolux Distriparts did. Relying on experience as a fac-
tor for adaptation can thus be dangareous in technical projects. It seems to be an inappro-
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priate factor to consider in isolation. Another reason that can be given for the members 
confrontations with an inappropriate leadership behaviour is the presence of the new lead-
ership paradigm. Zichy (2001) and Fairholm (1997) state that in the present time there is a 
greater focuses on the freedom and empowerment of members and thus decentralisation 
and delegation for all members, regardless of their ability or willingness.  

The Situational Leadership Model has been subjected to a great deal of criticism and Vec-
chio (1987) stated that the model was unable to predict the appropriate leadership behav-
iour. This study however showed the opposite, which was pointed out in the conclusion. 
All the members expressed a desire to be confronted with the leadership behaviour that 
was appropriate to their readiness level. The authors nevertheless acknowledged several 
shortcoming in the model. The measurement of readiness brough forth great obstacles,  
which also was recognised by Vecchio and Fernandez (1997). The authors found that it 
sometimes was difficult to determine the accurate placement of the members in the differ-
ent readiness levels. The authors often found themselves asking; Does a member have to 
have all the three factor in either ability or willingness to be regarded as able or willing?. 
Another thing that can be mentioned, was the difficulty in defining commitment, motiva-
tion and confidence (Avery & Ryan, 2002). There were no clear guidelines on how to de-
fine a member as motivated, commited or as being confident. The authors were forced to 
use complementary theories. Support was another unclear definition in the model. Does it 
include the sharing of information, or is this perceived as an directive device?. The authors 
perceived information as a supportive device as it made the best fit with the information in 
the Situational Leadership Model. Another question that can be asked is why the authors 
did not conduct interviews with members that could be categorise in readiness level 1. Did 
the project leader not want us to come in contact with a member that was most clearly con-
fronted with a telling and directive approach? Vecchio (1987) stated that it is in R1 that the 
model has the strongest support for an directive behaviour. The leader perhaps did not 
want to provide us with a member that came across as being unmotivated, incompetent, 
unexperinced and so forth. He perhaps wanted to portray his company in the best way 
possible. Finally, questions can be made if there are  people that could be regarded as both 
unable and unwilling?. Another thing that might have affected the selection of the inter-
viewed proejct members, could have been trust. The leader could have deliberately chosen 
people  that he trusted for the interviews, people that he knew would not give negative in-
formation. Trust was also the factor that semmed to be reappering in all of the interviews 
that the authors conducted. At first glance, the authors  thought that trust was a new factor 
to be reckoned with, a new revelation. A factor that could have brought an encahcments to 
the Situational Leadership Model, namely an enforcement in its predictions capabilities. Af-
ter going through the interviews it however seemed, as was stated earlier, that it in every in-
stance was tied to experience, which confirmed Shurtleff (1998) definition. Thus in conclu-
sion the authors could stated that all the conducted interviews did not bring forth any new 
factors that rendeered its prediction capabilities, only factors that seemed to strengthen it.  

6.3 Theoretical contributions 
The strength of this study is that it highlights project leadership from a situational perspec-
tive in projects, which is highly dependant on flexible skills. Much research, conducted on 
the model, have focused on scolular settings and company environment and not on the 
changing and diverse project milieu. By taking an in-depth analysis in four different pro-
jects the study has found that the Situational Leadership Model is an appropriate tool for 
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predictions in project management. This study recommends that project managers use the 
Situational Leadership Model for guidance.  

6.4 Suggestions for further research 
One interesting aspect could be to examine cultural differences between different countries 
in terms of leadership style. The Situational Leadership Model is based on research on 
American companies. Would the model look different if it was made on Swedish compa-
nies? Another fallacy of the Situational Leadership Model could be the inaprropriatness of 
leadership behaviour due to the shift in the leadership paradigm that has occurred during 
the past decades  This shift has involved a focus from a directive and autocrative leadership 
style to a more participative and democratic leaderhip approach (Zichy, 2001; Fairholm, 
1997).Perhaps a modified up-to date version of the Situational Leadership Model would 
look more like this?:  
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Figure 6.1 Modified version of the Situational Leadership Model 
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Appendix A- Interview questions for the project leader 

 

Questions to the Project Manager 

1. How many projects have you been in charge over? Where there similarities between 
them? If yes, what kind of similarities? 

2. What did this specific project entail? 

3. How would you define the project structure? 

4. Why do you think you were selected to be the project leader for this project? 

5. What do you think is your role in the project? 

6. What would you say that you spend the most time with during the course of the project? 

7. What are the most common problems you have run into when managing a project? 

8. From your point of view, was the project successful? And why? If possible give some 
examples 

9. How were the project members appointed? And what qualities where important for you 
that the project members possessed? 

10. How did you lead your project members during the course of the project? And what 
did you base your decision on? 

11. What do you expect of your project members during the course of the project? 

12. How would you define your leadership style in relation to your co-workers? And how 
do you think the co-workers would define your style? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 45

Appendix B- Interview questions for project members 

Questions to the project members 

Readiness Level 

Ability 

1. What are your usual assignments in the company? And how long have you worked for 
the company? 

2. What did the specific project entail? And why do you think you were chosen to be in-
cluded in the project? 

3. What were your assignments in the project? 

4. Do you have experiences from a similar project? 

Willingness 

5. Did you feel that the stated goal/objective for the project was achievable? 

6. Where you involved from the start to finish of the project? 

7. What was your first reaction, from the information given by the leader, before starting      
on the project work? 

8. Did the leader provide continuous feedback on your work? 

9. Did the leader give you enough responsibility?  

10. Did you feel that the work was challenging? 

11. Did the leader provide you with clear goals for the project?   

12. Did you know from the get go what to do in the project?  Where your assignments 
clear to you? 

Leader’s behaviour 

13. Can you describe, from your point of view, the leader’s role in the project? 

14. What did you think of the leader’s directions and support in the course of the project? 
 
General Questions 
 
15. How long did the project run? 

16. In your point of view was the project successful or not? And why? 
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