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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

This study assesses the impact of shared leadership behaviors of university leaders on faculty performance,
particularly in the context of growing interest in collaborative leadership models to improve organizational
Revised: 10 Feb 2025 outcomes in higher education institutions. Using a quantitative research method, the study used a cross-sectional
Accepted: 28 Feb 2025 survey to collect data on leadership behaviors and lecturer performance. The research sample included 800
lecturers from four public universities in Vietnam: National Economics University, Academy of Finance, Banking
University of Ho Chi Minh City, and Ho Chi Minh City University of Education. Participants were selected
through a convenience sampling method. The author used a scale for shared leadership and lecturer performance
, with Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients of 0.81 and 0.83, respectively, ensuring internal consistency. Pilot
tests confirmed the validity and reliability of the measurement instrument. This study contributes to the literature
on shared leadership by providing empirical evidence of its impact on faculty performance in higher education. At
the same time, the study also provides practical policy implications for university administrators in applying
collaborative leadership techniques to improve organizational effectiveness and faculty productivity.

Keywords: Leadership; Head, Lecturer; Work performance.

Received: 18 Dec 2024

INTRODUCTION

Leaders are seen as agents of change, as there is a strong link between educational development and leadership (Khan
& Mahmoud, 2020). Dominguez (2019) defines a successful leader-follower relationship as one where both parties
share a vision, are guided by ethics, and have the ability to collaborate to drive change. Therefore, leaders in higher
education need to be truly committed to their mission by establishing clear leadership standards to guide, implement,
and achieve shared goals (Oyegoke, 2012).

In the increasingly complex context of higher education institutions, a single individual cannot address all challenges
independently. The president can no longer act as an independent individual but must share responsibility and power
with subordinates, especially the teaching staff who are considered as the main machines in the system of a higher
education institution. This requires leaders to adjust their behavior and interactions to suit each specific situation and
need. According to Dominguez (2019), the view of a single leader with absolute power is gradually being replaced by a
shared leadership model, in which the leadership role is shared among many individuals in the organization.

Shared leadership occurs when group members take turns taking on leadership roles rather than relying on a single
individual (Carson et al., 2007). Ensley et al. (2006) describe shared leadership as a group dynamic in which decisions
are made collaboratively rather than by a single person. Randeree & Ninan (2011) also emphasize that leadership plays
an important role in achieving common goals.

A prominent feature of shared leadership is the involvement of multiple individuals in the decision-making process.
Hulpia & Devos (2009) argue that shared leadership behaviors promote collaboration among groups, enhance
leadership support and effective supervision, and facilitate the development of long-term leadership skills among
individuals. For faculty, shared leadership not only helps them hone their competencies but also prepares them for
future leadership positions.

Research on shared leadership has had a significant impact on areas such as organizational performance, educational
outcomes, organizational transformation, democracy in higher education settings, and participation in decision
making. Therefore, studying the relationship between shared leadership and subordinate performance can help bridge
the gap between theory and practice. At the same time, research also makes an important contribution to encouraging
principals and educational administrators to adopt the shared leadership model.

The objective of this study is to examine leadership behaviors of public higher education institutions in Vietnam from
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the perspective of subordinates and lecturers. The study will assess lecturers' performance under the influence of school
leadership style . At the same time, the study also examines differences in perceptions of school leadership behaviors of
leaders based on demographic characteristics, as well as how these characteristics affect lecturers' performance
evaluations . To achieve the above objectives, the study uses quantitative methods, with a causal research design. Data
were collected through cross-sectional surveys to ensure objectivity and comprehensiveness.

RESEARCH OVERVIEW

a. Leaders of higher education institutions

An influential leader in a higher education setting not only directs the efforts of faculty members toward a common goal
but also motivates them with a clear vision. Spillane (2016) defines effective educational leadership as the process of
encouraging individuals in an organization to collaborate based on their existing motivation, expertise, and experience.
Similarly, Norris et al. (2017) emphasize that the role of a leader is not only that of a decision maker but also a central
factor in improving collective performance, guiding faculty members toward more effective ways of working. According
to him, this approach can be inherited or developed through training.

The principal plays a vital role in ensuring that faculty members collaborate and work effectively to achieve the
common goals of the university (Courtney, 2018). The network of relationships among members of the organization
reflects not only the leadership position but also the interdependence between individuals (Moolenaar et al., 2015). The
success of a higher education institution cannot be based on a single leader but must be the result of coordination and
mutual support between faculty and administrators.

Traditionally, leadership has been understood as a top-down process where a leader uses his or her power and influence to
direct subordinates. However, modern research suggests that leadership is not simply about directing a team but also
involves building a collaborative and empowering environment (D'Innocenzo et al., 2014). Recent studies have shifted the
focus from an individual-centered leadership model to a more flexible model that relies on the participation of multiple
stakeholders in the organization (Wang et al., 2014). This has led to an increased interest in collective leadership models
in higher education.

The concept of shared leadership emphasizes that there is not only a single individual in command but that many
members of the organization may play leadership roles at different times. In recent years, many studies have shown
similarities in different approaches to shared leadership (Carson et al., 2017; Pearce & Conger, 2013). According to
D'Innocenzo et al. (2014), shared leadership is defined by "shared achievement, shared responsibility, and collaborative
values," thereby promoting close coordination between administrators and faculty in improving teaching and research
performance.

According to Boies et al. (2010), shared leadership is a characteristic that emerges in a group, formed by the process of
spreading leadership responsibility among members. Pearce and Conger (2013) also emphasized that leadership should
not be focused on the control of an individual but should be widely distributed in a group. The phrase "shared
leadership" refers to the way in which many individuals participate in the process of running an organization, creating a
highly collaborative and connected working environment (Pearce & Conger, 2013). People with a shared leadership
style have both a supervisory role and a collaborative role, contributing to the effective operation of the organization
(Muethel & Hoegl, 2012).

Shared leadership is described as a model in which decision-making power is not concentrated in an individual but is
shared among team members, which helps improve organizational performance (Wang et al., 2019). In the context of
public universities, institutional leadership plays an important role in coordinating activities and promoting the
development of faculty. The leader's responsibilities are not limited to supervision but also include supporting, guiding,
and facilitating faculty to maximize their potential. Therefore, the way administrators interact with faculty has a
significant impact on the performance of the school (Werther, 2016).

In addition, organizational structure and shared leadership models are interrelated. Shared leadership can only be
effective if the organization ensures conditions such as appropriate delegation of authority, transparent monitoring
mechanisms, and clear accountability (Angell, 2010). In a highly supportive work environment where leadership is
appropriately distributed, faculty tend to be more proactive and creative in their work (Erkutlu, 2012). Creating an
environment that encourages shared responsibility not only helps to maximize the potential of each individual but also
increases recognition for their contributions. Although the core principle of shared leadership is that “we are stronger
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together than we are alone,” to maximize this potential, appropriate leadership strategies are needed (Chu et al., 2015).
An effective leader must not only manage but also motivate, guide and empower the teaching staff, thereby improving
the quality of teaching and research in public universities.

b. Sharing power

Every member of the community has leadership potential and is expected to contribute to the development of the school.
Leadership in an organization is based on both adaptive behavior and specific assessment criteria. While management
requires coordination of all parts, assessment criteria ensure that everyone has an equal opportunity to participate in the
leadership process at a given time (Goksoy, 2016). An organization can only develop sustainably when its members
coordinate to carry out their responsibilities. When power is distributed among many individuals rather than
concentrated in a single person, it promotes a culture of trust, helping members collaborate more openly and effectively .

There are three important principles in the shared leadership model: first, management is seen as a connecting factor,
allowing people to interact and coordinate with each other; second, leadership boundaries are flexible, allowing
members to seek advice from many trusted sources; third, diversity in leadership is recognized by many or all members
of the group. When an individual is given leadership responsibility at a certain time, all other members also have the
obligation to ensure that their leadership role is carried out effectively. In fact, it is impossible to ensure absolute
equality if all authority is concentrated in only one individual or a small group of powerful people (Gronn, 2019).

When leaders empower their subordinates, they not only foster interdependence but also help members take more
initiative in their work rather than just passively complying. It can be argued that when power is more widely
distributed, roles in the organization become more flexible and less rigid. When the success of an organization is
shared, more members have the opportunity to benefit from those achievements. Shared leadership is achieved by
encouraging a spirit of cooperation and motivating all members to contribute to the common development. This is also
an indispensable element in teaching and educational management today (Grénn, 2019).

The leader is responsible for building an effective team to accelerate innovation through human efforts. To understand
the motivation and effectiveness of the team, it is necessary to identify common goals and assign appropriate tasks to
each individual. A team operates effectively when there is a smooth coordination between members. The development
of the team depends mainly on the cohesion in implementing the common goal and the level of commitment of each
member. Organizing and mobilizing resources play an important role, and the productivity of the organization also
depends on the skills and cooperation of the members (Leithwood et al., 2019)..

c. University lecturers' work performance

A successful organization cannot be separated from the results of work performance as well as the performance of
employees in that organization. Performance is defined as the quantity and quality of work of individuals or groups in
the company in performing the main tasks and functions guided by the standards, as well as the operating standards,

criteria and measures that have been established or applied in the company (Torang, 2013). Employee performance
is also the result of work both in quality and quantity that employees achieve when performing their tasks according to

the assigned responsibilities (Mangkuprawira & Hubeis, 2007).

Thus, performance is the result of the quantity or quality achieved by an individual or a group of employees in
performing their work tasks according to the standards or procedures established by the company. Employee
performance has several important indicators, namely quantity, quality, performance of tasks and responsibilities.
Here, performance is not only related to individual performance but also reflects the contribution of employees to the

overall goals of the organization (Guo, Wong-On-Wing, & Lui, 2014).

In theoretical research, work performance is considered a multidimensional concept, reflecting both the process of
performing work and the results achieved. Some performance approaches focus on work behavior, emphasizing the
specific actions that workers perform to complete assigned tasks. According to this approach, work performance is not
simply the output but also includes the effort, responsibility and working methods of individuals in the process of
performing tasks. In contrast, the results-based approach focuses on the specific achievements that individuals or
organizations achieve, such as the number of published research, creative products or the level of completion of work
targets (Campbell et al., 1993; Roe, 1999).

In the context of higher education, the research performance of lecturers is not only measured by the number of
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scientific works or articles published but also reflected in the level of contribution to the development of knowledge and
the quality of teaching. High-performing lecturers often demonstrate a proactive spirit in research, updating and
innovating teaching methods, as well as actively participating in academic activities to improve the quality of education.
A favorable working environment along with a transparent performance evaluation mechanism can promote the
motivation of lecturers, thereby contributing to improving the quality of training and scientific research at educational
institutions (Duze, 2012; Gibbs, 2002).

In fact, the performance of university lecturers plays an important role in maintaining and improving the quality of
education (Retnowati et al., 2021). Regular evaluation helps identify strengths and weaknesses in the teaching and
research process, thereby proposing support policies to improve lecturers' productivity. This not only helps improve the
quality of student output but also contributes to the sustainable development of the higher education system.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

a. Research sample and questionnaire

This study was conducted on 800 lecturers working at public universities . The research sample was selected as a
random sample with a purposeful distribution based on the selection criteria of universities by region, including the
National Economics University and the Academy of Finance in the North ; the Banking University of Ho Chi Minh City
and the University of Education in Ho Chi Minh City in the South . At the same time, a convenient sampling strategy
was also used to ensure the representativeness of the research sample. Specifically, 40% of the total number of lecturers
on the list were selected to participate in the survey, based on the recommendation of Gay et al. (2008), when the total
size is about 800 people, the minimum sample size needed to be collected is 40%. This data was collected from the
official information pages of the universities.

The first component of the questionnaire included general questions aimed at collecting information on the gender, age,
educational background and work unit of the lecturers. The second part assessed the independent variable of the study,
namely the leader's leadership behavior. This part used a 21-item Likert scale, with the rating ranging from "Strongly
disagree" (coded as 1) to "Strongly agree" (coded as 5). The general leadership behavior measurement instrument (SLS)
was divided into four groups of indicators. The final section of the questionnaire was used to assess the dependent variable
of the study, namely, the performance of lecturers. The lecturer performance scale was developed by Amin et al. (2013),
consisting of 22 Likert scale items with similar rating levels, ranging from “Strongly disagree” (coded as 1) to “Strongly
agree” (coded as 5). The lecturer performance measurement tool (TPS) was also divided into four groups of indicators.

b. Preliminary survey

According to Frankel et al. (2012), “validity” refers to the quality, relevance, accuracy, and practicality of the research
results. To assess the relevance of the research instrument, a pilot study was conducted to test the participants’
understanding and response. Lecturers from the Academy of Finance discussed the research instrument to ensure its
usefulness. Accuracy and consistency of data have important implications for the evaluation of each research
component.

In the context of measurement, “reliability” reflects the consistency of results obtained across different testing
attempts. This study was completed in April 2024, with 75 original participants not included in the final sample.

According to Mallery (2013), the accepted reliability coefficient in social science research is usually at least 0.70. To
assess the reliability of the data, the study used the coefficient Cronbach alpha .

Table 1. Cronbach Alpha Reliability

Observation variableEncryption Quantit))Number of observations|Cronbach's alpha
Sharing of leaders SLS 75 21 81
Lecturer's sharing TPS 75 22 .83

Shared 75 43 84

The reliability coefficient used to identify via doing female reliability Analysis. The most reliable scale was the SLS (a =
.81), followed by the TPS (a = .83). Overall, the instrument's consistency was .84, indicating high-quality reliability.
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c. Official survey

The researcher used a closed-ended questionnaire to collect data from lecturers. The data collection process was carried
out directly at the universities. The researcher also committed to protecting the personal information of the
participants, ensuring that the data would not be leaked or shared. The average time to read, distribute, and process the
survey took about 5 to 10 minutes. The analysis and validation of the research instrument took about 15 to 20 minutes.

RESULT STUDY

Data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. These were reported as means, percentages, one-way
ANOVA, standard deviations, frequencies, linear regression, and independent samples t-test.

The dataset has been updated with survey findings. Data has been analyzed using SPSS. 2 6.0 The dataset has been
updated with survey findings. We have tested our statistical hypothesis and generated some basic data for descriptive
purposes. Regression analysis has been used to determine the positive association between variables.

Table 2. Sample descriptive statistics on gender

GenderiQuantityRate (%0 )
Male | 350 43.75

Female| 450 56.25
Total | 800 100

Table 2 shows the gender-based description of the sample. The table shows the number and percentage of respondents
classified by gender. The gender of the 800 lecturers who participated in the survey . According to the table, there are
350 male respondents (43.75%) and 450 female respondents (56.25%).

Table 3. Sample descriptive statistics on age

Year oldQuantityRate (% )
16-25 23 2,875
26-35 | 363 | 45,375
36-45 | 369 | 46,125
46-50 30 3.75

Over51| 15 1,875
Total 800 100

Table 3 shows the sample description by age. The table shows the number and percentage of respondents based on
their age. In this table, 23 (2.875%) of the respondents were between the ages of 16-25. 363 (45.375%) of the
respondents were between the ages of 26-35. A total of 369 (46.125%) of the respondents were below the ages of 36-45.
30 (3.75%) of the respondents were below the ages of 46-50. 15 (1.875%) of the respondents were below the ages of 51
and above. Table 2 shows the sample description by gender. The table shows the number and percentage of
respondents classified by gender. Gender of 800 lecturers participated in the survey has been revealed. According to
this table, there are 350 men responded. (43.75%) and 450 respondents were female (56.25%).

Table 3. Sample descriptive statistics on professional qualifications

Professional qualificationsQuantityRate ( % )
University 240 30
Master 360 45
PhD 200 25
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Total 800 100

Table 4 shows a description of the sample based on level. The table shows number And proportion belong to participant
according to professional level There used to 240 faculty members (30%) have undergraduate degrees . There are 360
(45%) faculty members who are qualified for master's degrees and 200 (25%) faculty members who are qualified for
PhD degrees or are pursuing PhD degrees.

Table 5. Statistics on lecturers' connections with international individuals and organizations

Higher education institution QuantityRate (%)
Academy of Finance 80 10,0
National Economics University 290 36.25
Banking University of Ho Chi Minh City | 300 37.5
Ho Chi Minh City University of Education 130 16.25
Total 800 100

Table 5 describes the sample by university. The table shows the number of respondents and their percentage by
university. The table shows that the respondents from the Academy of Finance were 80 (10.0%), the National
Economics University were 290 (36.25%), the Banking University of Ho Chi Minh City was 300 (37.5%), and the
University of Education of Ho Chi Minh City was 130 (16.25%).

Table 6. Shared leadership style for lecturers

Standard
Observation variable N |Mean ar_1 E.ir

deviation
Team leadership skills (TL) 80015.36 1.75
Supervisory leadership ability (SL1) 80011.07 1.61
Supportive leadership (SL2) 80014.18 1.78
Leadership capabilities for faculty to participate in important decisions 800118.83 189

(PDML)

Shared leadership (SLS) 80074.80 4.58

Table 6 describes the Shared Leadership Scale (SLS) based on specific responses. It also explains the sub-factors of the
SLS, including Team Leadership, Supervisory Leadership, Supportive Leadership, Participative Decision Making
leaders and their total SLS. Average value and standard deviation belongto The Shared Leadership Scale (SLS)
scores were 74.80 and 4.58, respectively. The mean and SD for Team Leader (TL) was (M = 15.36, SD = 1.75), which
was slightly higher. The mean for Supervisory Leader (SL) was (M = 11.07, SD = 1.61), which was the lowest. The mean
and SD for Participative Decisional Leader (M = 14.18, SD = 1.78) was higher. The mean and SD for Participative
Decisional Leader (M = 18.83, SD = 1.89) was higher, indicating that The lecturer has the highest average score on this
scale.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics on lecturer performance

Observation variable N [MeanStandard deviation
Skill Teaching (TS) 80018.89 2.33
Skill Management (MS)  80011.93 1.55
Legal skills (RD) 80023.46 2,19
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Interpersonal relationships (1R){80015.47 1.92
Lecturer performance (TPS) [80054.28 3,27

Table 7 shows a description of the Teacher Performance Rating Scale (TPS) based on specific responses. The table also
explains the sub-elements of the TPS, including teaching skills, management skill, regularity And discipline,
interpersonal relationships relationship, And total TPS. The mean and standard deviation of the lecturers . TPS (mean
= 54.28, standard deviation = 3.27). The mean and standard deviation for Teaching Skills (TS) is (M = 18.89, SD =
2.33), which is slightly higher. While the mean score for Management Skills (M = 11.93, SD = 1.55) is the lowest. The
results for Discipline (M = 23.46, SD = 2.19) show that the lecturers have the highest mean score on female ratio. The
mean and SD point because interpersonal relationships relationship is (M=15.47, Standard deviation = 1.92).

Table 8 . Model Summary®

Model R | R? |Adj. R3St. Error] F | P
1 1.699.474 .455 |.40877 |16.23.00

Table 8 shows the regression analysis using SL score as a predictor of TP score. The findings suggest how significant
changes in TP ( dependent variable) can be explained. via SL ( independent variable ). The R 2 value was 0.47 4
indicating that SL explained 47% of the variation in TP (dependent variable). The results were statistically significant
(R 2=.474, adjusted R 2=.455, F=16.23, p=.00). TP showed statistical significance ($=.681, p<.05).

Table 9. Gender comparisons regarding perceptions of leadership behavior

Observation variable Sex [MeanStandard deviationDs| t | P
Team leadership skills (TL) Flt\a/lrg;eig:gg 1;2 798 - .18.85
and supervision skills (SL1) FI(\a/Irsgie 582 122 798- 2.68| .05
Supportive leadership (SL2) Flg/lrgﬁeijéé i?i 798- 1.12.26

Participative leadership (PDML) FI(\a/In?:je 18573&73 igg 798- 2.68.001
Leadership share (SLS) F';A;L?e;g:;g jgé 798 .395 |.004

To compare the mean values of general leadership behavior ratings between men and women participants, one
independence sample t-test used to be used. Table 09 programme that woman lecturer shared leadership
assessment behavior significantly higher (M=75.93, SD=4.55) than male faculty (M=74.76, SD=4.61). The p-value
(>0.04) indicates that male and female professors have significantly different views. Female faculty perceive
participative leadership (M=19.87, SD=1.80) more highly than male faculty (M=18.78, SD=1.90). The mean PDML
scores of male and female faculty are significantly different. In addition, there is a significant difference in the
impression of supervisory leadership (SL1). Female faculty are more respected in this area (M=12.09, SD=1.56) than
male respondents (M=11.09, SD=1.66).

Table 10. Gender comparisons in relation to perceptions of faculty performance

Observation variable Gender Val_ue Standard deviation|Ds| t | P
calculatemedium
Skill teaching Male [15.36 1.89 7982.58.004

(TS) Female [16.60 1.95
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The t-test was used to compare the mean performance scales of the teachers, teaching ability, management skill,
consistency and discipline, and interpersonal relationships relationship scores of male and female lecturers from
different groups. The results of the T-test are presented. Table 10 shows that female lecturers (M=47.8, SD=3.04)
expressed their opinions on the TPS scale significantly more than male lecturers. There may be a statistical difference
significant difference in mean TPS scores between males and females. It also explains the sub-factors of the TPS scale.
It was found that female faculty reported slightly higher views on TS (M = 16.60, SD = 1.95) than did males (M = 15.36,

Skill belong to manage Male [15.41 1.68 798.591.555
(MS) Female [15.32 1.80
Discipline Male [15.90 1.43 798.197.846
(RD) Female [15.88 1.58
Interpersonal Relations (IR)] Male [15.22 1.33 798.173 .32
Female |15.32 143
Lecturer performance Male 146.68 2.92 798.456.005
(TPS) Female 147.82 3.04

SD = 1.89). Male faculty scores And female lecturer do Are not distinctive between skills
Table 11. Mean and SD of TLS

Table 11 shows the age group of the respondents as indicated in the study. Out of 800 respondents, 23 were between
the ages of 16 and 25. Majority of the respondents were faculty members (N = 369) between the ages of 36 and 45. 363

Observation variable Year old

Quantity

Value medium

Standard deviation

(Mean) (SD)

16-25 23 14.87 1.77

Skill 26-35 | 363 15.46 1.91
teaching 36-45 | 369 15.46 1.93
(TS) 46-50 30 16.34 1.94

> 50 15 15.44 1.09

16-25 23 15.27 1.39

Skill 26-35 | 363 15.42 1.87
manage 36-45 | 369 15.36 1.66
(MS) 46-50 30 15.07 1.58

> 50 15 15.70 1.37

16-25 23 16.41 1.55

Discipline 26-35 | 363 15.86 1.55
(RD) 36-45 | 369 15.96 1.48
46-50 30 15.41 1.20

> 50 15 15.83 1.73

16-25 23 15.65 1.22

Interpersonal relationships 26-35 | 363 15.54 1.56
(IR) 36-45 | 369 15.35 1.68
46-50 30 15.12 1.67

> 50 15 15.33 1.36

16-25 23 55.54 3.36

Performance 26-35 | 363 54.73 3.31
teacher performance (TPS) 36-45 369 53.93 3.26
46-50 30 53.24 291

> 50 15 53.83 2.66
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of the respondents were below the age of 35 (N = 363), 30 were between the ages of 46 and 50 and 15 were 51 and
above. It also highlights the sub-factors in the TPS scale. It is seen that the number of items with high mean scores (M =
16.41, SD = 1.55). Low scores (M = 14.83; SD = 1.74).

DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH RESULTS

This study investigated how the general leadership behavior of principals affects the performance of faculty and
subordinates at the university level. There is a need to investigate the attitudes of faculty toward the general leadership
behavior of principals.

Yusuf (2004) supports the conclusion of the present study that shared leadership behavior of the head positively affects
the performance of lecturers or subordinates. In the previous study, it was found that shared leadership has a
significant impact on the performance of lecturers at Port Klang Regional University. In the present study, the
productivity of lecturers in the workplace increased significantly when they were given additional leadership duties.
These findings are consistent with the findings of Najib (2004) who has been discovered One positive relationship
between female Leadership behavior belong to university input female Kedah land and efficiency belong to their
subordinates or lecturer

Ori Eyal and Guy Roth (2011) found that principal leadership style has a significant impact collision ABOVE teacher
spirit And productivity Harris (2008) stated that shared leadership can influence organizational change and that
continuous education for faculty or subordinates is an important avenue for development. Previous research has
addressed the relationship between shared leadership and organizational success, although the issue of shared
leadership has received little attention. a lot of attention

The present study found that faculty members have positive opinions about the general leadership behavior of their
heads at the university level. The general leadership scale has been shown to be based on clear responses. Explanation
of the sub-factors of the SLS The scales, namely Team Leadership, Supervisory Leadership, Supportive Leadership,
Participative Leadership Decision Leadership, And their total SLS. The mean And SD card The Team Leader score
was the highest. The mean score of Supervisory Leadership was the lowest. The mean and SD scores of Participative
Decisional Leadership showed that the lecturers had the highest mean scores on this scale. Additional research ( Hi,
2014; Kormaz, 2012; Ulu And Hello, 2013; Sar-ke, 2012; Bakr, 2013; Asan, 2014; Giiler, 2015; Orug, 2014; Sarici, 2013;
Kelkgi, 2016; Sahi, 2015 ) further extended the findings of this study regarding general leadership behavior and
subordinates' constructive work performance.

Lecturer awareness belong to lecturer efficiency in female university level result in describe belong to female Lecturer
efficiency ratio based on above specifically reply. It But also provide explanations for sub-factors such as teaching skills,
management skills, regularity and discipline, And interpersonal relationships mean and SD for Teaching skills (TS) are
slightly higher. The mean score for management skills is the lowest. Lecturers have the highest mean score on the
measure of discipline . However, there are other studies with similar findings on the sub-dimensions of shared
leadership. Some studies have been analyzed (Kurt, 2015; Tian, 2012; Sheppard, Hurley, and Dibbon, 2011) and found
that shared leadership predicts the sub-dimension of lecturer performance. Some studies (Yilmaz and Kursun, 2016;
Cetin et al., 2013; Schermerhorn and et al., 1990; Mascall and et al., 2009) suggest that thing shared Leadership
improves the performance of teachers or subordinates.

CONCLUSION

The study examined how general leadership behavior of the head affects the performance of lecturers in public
universities in Vietnam . To achieve the research objectives, the author used reflective indicators such as percentages,
frequencies, descriptive analysis, inferential analysis or independent sample t-test, analysis of variance and regression
were used to answer the research questions. The current study concluded that general leadership behavior of the head
has a beneficial effect on lecturers' performance. The independent sample t-test showed that women have better
performance than men. One-way analysis of variance was described by demographic factors such as age, education
level and university. The analysis showed that general leadership behavior was not significantly related to age or
education level. Furthermore, there was no difference in general leadership behavior among universities. Another
conclusion from the study indicated that lecturers' performance used to be irrelevant arrive year old And professional
level It used to be identify that thing there used to be There was no difference in faculty and school-wide views of teaching
performance.



809 J INFORM SYSTEMS ENG, 10(31s)

RECOMMENDATION

To improve the effectiveness of shared leadership in higher education, institutions should build a collaborative culture
that respects diverse opinions and promotes open communication among professors, staff, and students. This can be
achieved by creating comprehensive leadership ability train programme that thing provide one wider for stakeholders
with the skills needed for effective collaborative decision making. Furthermore , it is important to develop frameworks
that support the interpretation of tasks while allowing team members to assume leadership responsibilities.
Organizations can also promote accountability via link individual contribute with shared organization target, so that all
members participate in the success of the group.
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