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Abstract of Dissertation

Improvisational Leadership: A Descriptive Case $tafithe Complex Problem-Solving
Experiences of a High-Functioning Federal Goverrtinh@erdisciplinary Team

This study described the symbiotic relationshipieein shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic interagism in generating improvisational
leadership vis a vis the complex problem-solvingeziences of a high-functioning
federal government interdisciplinary team of sixevmarians. The study had a dual goal
orientation: (a) to describe members’ experien¢e®mplex problem-solving; and (b) to
describe how members shared leadership during thgmsiences. The grand tour
guestion for this study wasVhat is the nature of improvisational leaderstia the
complex problem-solving experiences of a high-fonetg federal government
interdisciplinary team?

The purpose of this study was to describe the aattiimprovisational leadership
in the complex problem-solving experiences of akignctioning federal government
interdisciplinary team. This study observed thavisiue of their interdisciplinary-
interdependent expertise, members were perpeteradigged in interactive knowledge
exchange. The research revealed that the mediuthdee exchanges was polylogue or
concurrent, multidirectional, ongoing conversatiansong the members. The study
determined that through this level of discourse iateractivity in real-time, the foci
remained on the situation specific needs and m placed the needed expertise in the
leadership position/role.

The study was designed to broaden understandimgeoaing the nature of
improvisational leadership via the complex problgohing experiences of a high-

functioning federal government interdisciplinarane through describing leadership as



an emergent consequence of the needs of the motierctions and interactions among
members, and the available material, cognitiveeciffe, and social resources brought to

bear in process.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Overview

“Most bosses don’t spend a lot of time thinking @tbioow to manage their
employees; they go with their gut, managing as #iesays have” (Rout, 2011).
Leadership, overall, has been viewed through tlséoouary lens of historical
delineations (Pearce & Conger, 2003). Consequeihiyyarious interpretations of
leadership havstructureddisciplines rather than the disciplioenstructinga social
reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) of leadershipdzhspon the symbolic interactions
between agents (Anderson, 1999), decision-makisygoresibilities (Vroom & Yetton,
1973; Angles, 2007), and structuring algorithmsd@&ns, 1984; Stones, 2005).
“Leadership is leaders inducing followers to actdertain goals that represent the values
and the motivations, the wants and needs, theadswis and expectations, of both
leaders and followers, and the genius of leadelgspn the manner in which leaders see
and act on their own and their followers’ valued amotivations” (Burns, 1978, p. 3).
Cuban (1988) pointed out that leadership has taente the motivations and actions of
others to attain certain goals; this involves utadéng a certain level of initiative and
risk. Research conducted by Bass (1990) emphasimdctionamong members of a
group that establishes and sustains improved exip@ts and the aptitude of the entity to

solve difficulties or achieve goals.

Theory and research has continued to evolve over, and as a result, society is
living after the end of traditional (person/rol@napositions of leadership (Giddens,
2000). The relationship between worker and orgdiozas constantly changing, and no

one will effectively lead alone (Raelin, 2003). kedeologies are in direct correlation

1



with more distributed (Spillane, 2006; Spillane &abhond, 2007), collective (Pagonis,
2001), or shared (Pearce & Congers, 2003) manifestaof what constitutes leadership
in the twenty-first century. As organizations comevith organizational improvisation
(Kamoche, Cuhna, & Cuhna, 1997, 1998, 2002) in ldgvweg creative ways to
accomplish objectives and goals in real-time, shéadership emerges as a plausible

framework for increasing the likelihood of positivatcomes.

Problem Statement

As implied by Giddens (2000), twenty-first centwmganizations are operating in
an increasingly complex environment. The convemtioationale that once prevailed
determining an individual leader or role withiniadarchical configuration has exceeded
any logical conceptualizations (Day, Gronn, & Sabi04). “Organizations in which
influential acts are widely shared are most effect{Katz & Kahn, 2003, p. 332), and
therefore, assessing and posturing for future Staiguires a collective effort on behalf of
the entire organization. Although theorists haviered alternatives to traditional
leadership models (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2007; RaeR003; Schwandt, 2008; Spillane,
2006; Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Uhl-Bien, Marion,McKelvey, 2007; Uhl-Bien &
Marion, 2008, Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009), at best yal partial understanding has been

generated concerning the complexity of leadership.

Consequently, stagnation persists as much of geareh around leadership has
been conducted from a person or role transformd@amson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007)
and not widely conducted in small group settingakly2010). The practical implications

of which have been hypothesized to explain a dishied quality of team member



exchange (TMX) as a function of group learning (Se£989; Senge, 1990), decreases in
team affective responses (commitment, satisfacgiotency, and cohesiveness), as well
as decreases in team behavioral responses (effontnunication, and citizenship)

(Perry, Pearce, & Sims, 1999). Albeit the popweaoit shared leadership has increased,

little is empirically known about the nature of ggocess (Pearce & Congers, 2003).

Moreover, organizational improvisation has becomerganizational reality that
has increasingly challenged leadership practicénf@u& Kamoche, 2004). This is
primarily attributed to the increasing complexitydainterdisciplinary nature of problems
and opportunities organizations face, which netaes distinct competencies and
specialized knowledge (i.e. expertise) (Arnone &pf, 2010; Stacey, 1996; Weick,
1993). As a result, little is known about the nataf shared leadership and organizational
improvisation in the complex problem-solving expegdes of a high-functioning federal

government interdisciplinary team.

This case study sought to describe improvisatit@aership via the complex
problem-solving experiences of a high-functioniaddral government interdisciplinary
team of six members. The researcher endeavoréd)tdescribe interdisciplinary team
members’ experiences of complex problem-solvingl, @) describe how

interdisciplinary team members shared leadershimgihese experiences.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to exantime nature of improvisational leadership
via the complex problem-solving experiences ofghiunctioning federal government
interdisciplinary team. This study sought to deésetow shared leadership emerges out

of the tacit understanding among organizational bemsiconcerning what needs to be
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done, available inputs (bricolage), and who posses®e situation-specific knowledge
(expertise) or skill set (Raelin, 2003). The reska@ndeavored to describe how members
of an organization share leadership through cofktimm, improvisation, and creativity as
they commit to one another as leader. The studydeagned to broaden understandings
of shared leadership and organizational improwsaty examining leadership as a
collective process consisting of a shared purps@aal support, and voice. Outcomes of
this study revolved around substantiality of leatigr as a process too complex and

multifaceted to be effectively shouldered by a Emgerson or role

Resear ch Questions

The grand tour question framing this study wa#at is the nature of
improvisational leadership via the complex problsaoiving experiences of a high-

functioning federal government interdisciplinarame

Two subsidiary questions were employed to guiderthestigation:

1) What are members’ experiences of complex problemirsgy

2) How did members share leadership during these exmes?

Conceptual Framework

The constructs for this study were shared leade(stmchor) relative to
organizational improvisation (supporting) usingyenbolic interactionist approach.
Figure 1-1 depicts the conceptual representatidhesfe constructs as competencies of a
high-functioning interdisciplinary team (NancarroBgoth, Ariss, Smith, Enderby, &

Roots, 2013).



—1 Shared Leadership

High-Functioning
Interdisciplinary Team

Symbolic Interactionism

Organizational
Improvisation

Figure 1-1. Conceptual Framework.

Shared Leadership

Pearce and Conger (2003) hold that shared leagessaiprocess by which
strategic decisions are carried out within a bregiting, which each member of the
group contributes in selecting what is best conogrthe greater aggregate, as opposed
to decisions made and proclaimed by a solitarwiddal as a method of influence or
control over the group. This scheme is consistetiit the egalitarian, collaborative, more

mutual, less hierarchical nature of leader-followeeractions (Fletcher, 2010).

Pearce and Congers (2003) provided insight intoesadvantages and

disadvantages of the shared versus traditionaélsag conceptualizations:

In shared leadership each person takes turn &ielhe invests in the entire
mission and thereby has full ownership in the ome®f the task at hand.
However, this model is not without flaws. Leadensstrdeal with both taking
charge of a situation while still being thoughtasfbeing inclusive and part of the
pack. Additionally, in times of crisis, it is oftenore effective to have one single
person to hold accountable rather than lookindpéoentire group for conflict
resolution. Even still, the case for shared leddpns a strong one. By
empowering each individual with communal contradl @ontributions,

members of the group take ownership in the outcohaecommon goal. This
buy-in from team members allows each person irgtbap to function with more
confidence, assertiveness, cooperation, creataitg, productivity. It is less likely
that when



problems arise there will be an occasion for finganting and when successes
are accomplished celebratory rewards will geneyegater impact and meaning
(p. 278).

Reflecting on the research of Pearce and Congéa3} and building upon the
notion of leadership as influence, Carson, Teshnkl Marrone (2007) expounded on the
phenomena of shared leadership as an “emergenteguarty that results from the
distribution of leadership influence across mud#tipdam members” (p. 1218).
Considering leadership further as an influentiatément (Katz & Kahn, 2003), expert
power (French & Raven, 1960) in this since is diffid, and any member’s “expertise in
technical matters and organizational lore provalescreased acceptance of his or her
suggestions and directives” (Katz & Kahn, 2003%28). Likewise, when each member
is called to give their contribution he/she canmally act as a consultant or counselor but,
instead, as a leader because of a scarcity of imabundance of complexity, and a need
for specialized knowledge (Kamoche & Cuhna, 20Qac&y, 1996; Weick, 1993).
Expertise is thereby operationalized and employeédba tacit understanding among
team members concerning what needs to be dondalaleainputs (bricolage), and who
has the situation-specific knowledge or skill $¢rghleifer, Low, & Teoh, 2012; Raelin,
2003; Stones, 1996). Thus, members commit to oathanas leader based upon
specialized knowledge (expertise) rather than féityna

Organizational Improvisation

“Organizational Improvisation can be describedh&sdonception of action as it
unfolds, by an organization and/or its membersytdrg on available material, cognitive,
affective, and social resources” (Kamoche, Cuhngutina, 2002, p. 99). Although

organizational improvisation is a more recent idgyl| it is plausibly commensurate with



symbolic interactionism (Rose, 1962). The centtahiof organizational improvisation is
that a group, company, or organization must reradaptive and dynamic (Weick,
2009). Specifically, organizations must possessléheerity to be both reactionary and
attentive to emerging circumstances in a mannenr#fi@cts appropriate spontaneity in
the moment, which inevitably adds holistic valu¢he group; leading and managing in
this respect transcends the legitimacy of roleess@n (Frost, 2005; MacBeath, 2006). In
spite of the inevitability of organizational impiieation, adjusting for the perpetuity of
unforeseen changes both internal and externaktgribup requires fluid communication
among all members to avoid its diminishing intodam undirected action (Bastien &
Hostager, 1988; Orlikowski & Hoffman, 1997).

Irrespective of the level of prowess indoctrinatedision statements, mission
statements, or strategic plans alike; from a ptatperspective, each fails to account for
emergingcircumstances and appropriate actions utitseconditions. What is critical
is that these impromptu experiences juxtapose ithgiats with the restrictions of
organizational realities, which has lead in mansesao the discovery of alternative and
creative means to accomplish their objectives (Ra2006). Therefore, “to do things
spontaneously is to become more skilled at thinkingour feet” (Weick, 1998, p. 552)
because people’s logic emerges from a life of nagog social situations and is realized
in ongoing interactions through a regulated impsation (Bourdieu, 1977; Varela &

Depraz, 2003).

Furthermore, in interdisciplinary teams, organaadl improvisation provides the
necessary organizing circumstance of interactionshioth the internal team

environment, consisting of shared purpose, soagbart, and voice, and external



coaching as important predictors of shared leageehergence” (Carson, Tesluk, &
Marrone, 2007, p. 1217).
A Symbolic Interactionist Approach

A symbolic interactionist approach is an apprderi@onsideration for
understanding shared leadership and organizatimpaibvisation. Blumer (1966)
maintains that acknowledging the process of inetgtion and definition in human
interactions has fundamental implications for gagninsight of the human being, human
action, and human association. The symbolic capatihumans implies they have
thoughts and think (Dewey, 1991), rationalize symlatrinsically (Senge, 1990), and as
a result develop a self both cultivated by andramganto the social process; thinking, in
this regard, occurs in the form ioternal conversation utilizing symbols that were
socially constructed (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Banml966; Dewey, 1991; Mead,
1932; Stryker & Vryan, 2006). Aexternalconversation of gestures manifest as a
response to interruptions in the flow (Pearce aadgér, 2003) or groove (Hatch, 1997)
of cognitive experience and thus, formulations seléctions ensue among available
material, cognitive, affective, and social resoarfl€amoche, Cuhna, & Cuhna, 2002).
This fluid state of emerging consciousness in tigad¢ as the action unfolds (Eisenberg,
1990; Harvey, 1996; Kamoche & Cuhna, 2001) is peiglly created and recreated as
members act and interact.

Symbolic Interactionism pervades much of the @egtay normalities of
individuals, groups, and organizations. Precisilg,dynamics of an interdisciplinary
team meeting are consistent with the premise thatactions among group members are

characterized by reciprocity (Blau, 1964; Emersk®962, 1972; Hollander, 1964,



Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). As the teaeets, they are improvising

(Hatch, 1997) at an increased velocity cognitivesythey conceptualize, process, and
leverage in their minds previous decisions verkagiirection they should proceed in
(Arnone & Stumpf, 2010). Within this symbolic enmiment, internal conversations
(thinking) beget gestures which espouse meanirggetherge in and through social
interactions (Stryker & Vryan, 2006). This emergpattern is consistent with

generalized social exchange (Ekeh, 1974; Levi-S§ai©69) where members import and
exhibit group-directed behaviors that are recipreddy other group members and so

forth. Considering Ekeh (1974), Pearce and CoriZféd3) further elaborate:

Neighbor A intervenes by calling the fire departtn@m noticing Neighbor B’s
house on fire, not simply under the expectation Bhevill reciprocate if A’s
house ever burns but also expecting that any oiighbor, C through Z, will
reciprocate (p. 86).

Significance of Study

Due in part to the advent of globalization and texbgy, organizations are
increasingly being faced with the challenge of oisring alternative and creative means
to accomplish their objectives and goals. Thesgradtives and creative competencies
are often the result of impromptu dialogue (Boodaa000) with others in order to solve
inexplicable problems (Orr, 1998). These convessatioften establish common
meanings and language among organizational membe#sich to devise solutions from
knowledge (expertise) distributed among many irdiials. Since noneindividual holds
all knowledge, leadership becomes shared becauseehds upon the circumstances and
who or whom has the situation-specific expertisskili set (Raelin, 2003). Currently,

teams are the fastest growing organizational apgcifically cross-functional teams



(Pearce & Conger, 2003). Thus, leadership in trentyfirst century transcends formal
positions (Frost, 2005; MacBeath, 2006) becauske eexnber is dependent upon the
expertise of the other.

As the foundation for the credibility, reliabilitgnd significance of this case
study, considering the dynamics and emergenca®fabit understanding among team
members broadened the collective understandingaskd leadership. Equally important,
this case study bolstered the argument in favehafed leadership as a value-creating
mechanism for an ongoing organizational dialogugdifionally, the outcomes of this
research further substantiate concurrency, col&tlmr, collectivity, and compassion as
essential components of leading in volatile envinents (i.e., market-wide). This case
study also contributed to the scant literature eomag how members share leadership in
small group settings (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrond)2@Pearce & Congers, 2003; Yukl,
2010).

Furthermore, this study provided a more groundetetstanding of how
improvisational leadership via the complex probleohing experiences of a high-
functioning federal government interdisciplinargite fosters shared purpose, social
support, and voice (Avolio, Jung, & Sivasubramania@96; Barry, 1991; Pearce &
Conger, 2003; Seers, 1996; Yukl, 1989). Carsonlukeand Marrone (2007), expanding
on the work of Katz and Kahn (2003), contend thase three dimensions collectively
culminate the internal team environment, and en‘ablared leadership because they
work together to produce the kind of team contkat encourages team members’
willingness to both offer leadership influence aaly on the leadership of other team

members” (p. 1222). For instance, team membershalie a shared purpose have an
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increased likelihood of being motivated, empowessd] committed to their team and its
objectives (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Liden, WayneSgarrowe, 2000; O’Leary-Kelley,
Martocchio, & Frink, 1994). Marks, Mathieu, and £aoo (2001) found that team
members provide and receive social support thremnglouraging and recognizing
distinct and collective achievements and contringj which affords team members a
higher probability of working jointly and encouragicognizance around shared
responsibility concerning team outcomes (KirkmaR@&sen, 1999; Marks, Zaccaro, &
Mathieu, 2000). Seers (1996) pointed out that vi@éeteractive and participative, and
when team members have the opportunity to speandmet involved (voice) the
likelihood that many of them will exercise leadepsimcreases greatly; thus, the
provision for voice facilitates shared leadershyputually supporting a shared course
of action, and the possibility for constructiveargersonal sponsorship within the team
(Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; De Drue & We8QP, Simons, Pelled, & Smith,
1999).

As an appropriate lens for observing both indiaidand group dynamics (Weick,
1979), the symbolic interactionist approach (Bluni®&66; Mead, 1932; Rose, 1962;
Stryker & Vryan, 2006) employed by this study iraged understanding around
sensemaking, interaction, and sensegiving as tmeyge in organizations (Weick, 1979,
1995; Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obsfelt, 2005). Studiemesidering shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic inteiagism culminate the blueprint for
creating and sustaining a more comprehensive arayative organizational
environment. Moreover, interdisciplinary teams @avewed vis a vis this case study by

increasing credibility around their interactionseaserging and authentically dynamic.
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Hence, shared leadership, organizational impraeisagnd symbolic interactionism are
significant to research because they are mutualtyptimentary in substantiating ideas
of creativity, spontaneity, and avant garde rati@@as components of organizational
interactivity.

In this regard, the creative tensions of negatiteopy and requisite variety are
an asset to organizations (i.e. profit marging)ramting a paradox ripe for individual,
and ultimately, collective innovation. This awarssés tantamount to the survival of
organizations in the twenty-first century considgrthe magnitude of changes taking
place within and beyond organizational borders.d@ptually, leadership is a collective
(i.e. social) phenomenon reflective of particutatividuals, contexts, and circumstances.
Thus, leading and managing effectively requireslBective effort which cannot be
relegated to a single person or role.

Overview of Methodology

As gualitative research, this descriptive casdystiilized the design
methodology outlined by Merriam (2009), and Yin@29to understand the nature of
improvisational leadership via the complex problgohing experiences of a high-
functioning federal government interdisciplinargn@ This study examined the
assumption that during routine meetings, sharedkeksaip perpetually manifested
relative to organizational improvisation and symbaiteractionism. A high-functioning
federal government interdisciplinary team (FIT),iethconsisted of six skilled
practitioners, culminated a purposive sampling tduthieir “special experience and
competence” (Chein, 1981, p. 440) of shared leaggrerganizational improvisation,

and symbolic interactionism. Furthermore, this Highctioning federal government
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interdisciplinary team (FIT) reflected a “minimurarsple size based on expected
reasonable coverage of the phenomenon given tipogenof the study” (Patton, 2002, p.
246), which equally aligned with the rationale &osingle case study (Yin, 2009).

FIT has been a team and critical program of tder& government for 25 years.
As an interdisciplinary team, there was reasonsinport for the presence of shared
leadership, organizational improvisation, and syichoteractionism among the group.
The researcher was a member of a federal governongaization, which enabled
access to members of FIT. Attempts to minimizeaeseer bias were maintained
throughout the study and consideration of humatqgyaants and ethics precautions are
explicitly outlined in the third chapter.

Data collection consisted of a focus group withtéean as a whole, six
interviews with each team member, two observatansutine meetings, and a review
of relevant documents and artifacts. Data analyas based upon an inductive approach
(Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; Merriam, 2009) which sweggs the collecting of data to build
themes, patterns, and concepts. This was accoraglisy1 (a) perusing the data for initial
familiarity; (b) isolating meaningful data sets) &ssigning tags to the meaningful data
sets; (d) condensing bulk data sets by creatirggoaies of analyzable units; and (e)

creating a conceptual map of pertinent categories.

Delimitations

Specific delimitations were developed to narrowsbepe of the study. These

delimitations are as follows:

1. Research SiteThe study occurred at one site to enable a sciccin

examination.
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2. Methods and Sample Desigrhe study employed qualitative methods for the
purpose of describing the phenomenon under study.

3. Focus of the Studyrhe focus of the study was concerned with how an
interdisciplinary team shares leadership duringramex problem-solving
experience.

4. Time.Although complex problem-solving is a perpetualggss, this study
collected data intermittently at particular poiotshared leadership in the

complex problem-solving experience.

Limitations

Several study limitations were related to the dielittons previously discussed.
First, the use of a single site decreased the fabgieneralizability” of the study
(Creswell, 1998, p.154). Second, because this teaspurposefully selected, and
because it was intentionally engaged in sharecelship via their complex problem-
solving experiences; the validity (external) of fimelings were decreased. Third,
although data triangulation (during collection amalysis) added rigor and increased the
quality of the study, integrating the findings fraach of these unique data sources
provided some limitations. Finally, biases ineviygtervaded the data because of the

type of individuals who participated in the study.

Definitions of Terms

Term Definition
Avant Garde Pertains to the unconventional and experimentalo@iag or treatment of
Rationale artistic, musical, or literary material (LeyBourr#§10; Moorman &
Miner, 1998).
Bricolage “Making things work by ingeniously using whatevsrat hand, being
unconcerned about the proper ‘tools’ and resour€Bsayer, 1988, p. 239
Levi-Strauss, 1966).
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Expert Power

“An individual’s ability to influence others’ behers because of
recognized competencies, talents, or specializewlatge” (Hellriegel &
Slocum, 2007, p. 212).

Expertise Broad experience and practice-based knowledgeeappli organizational
members in various contexts to solve diverse probléDeNisi, Hitt, &
Jackson, 2003).
Fluid Ongoing verbal exchanges which are characterizetidiy

Communication

multidirectional, multidimensional, and often conant nature (Pearce &
Conger, 2003; Raelin, 2003).

High-Functioning
Interdisciplinary
Team

Refers to a team that demonstrates constructivieiship and
management attributes, communication strategiestuadtures, personal
rewards, opportunities for development, approprieseurces and
procedures, appropriate skill mix, supportive tedimate, individual
characteristics that support interdisciplinary teaork, and respecting and
understanding of roles (Nancarrow, Booth, ArissjtBniEnderby, &
Roots, 2013).

Improvisation

“Intuition guiding actionupon somethingn a spontaneousut historically
conceptualizeavay" (Hatch, 1997, p. 181).

Intuition

“Quick and ready insight: the power or faculty afokving things without
conscious reasoning” (Langenscheidt, 2004, p. 384).

Leadership

“Leadership is the process of influencing otherariderstand and agree
about what needs to be done and how to do it, lEmg@rocess of
facilitating individual and collective efforts t@eomplish shared
objectives” (Yukl, 2010, p. 8).

Legitimate Power

“An individual's ability to influence others’ behars because of the
person’s formal position in the organization” (Hielgel & Slocum, 2007,
p. 211).

Organization

A set of relationships between components of alagg system
(Maturana, 1978).

Organizational
Improvisation

“The conception of action as it unfolds, by an migation and/or its
members, drawing on available material, cognitaféective and social
resources” (Kamoche, Cuhna, & Cuhna, 2002, p. 7).

Shared Leadership

“A dynamic, interactive influence process amongyvitthals in groups or
organizations for which the objective is to lea@ @mother to the
achievement of the group or organizational goalsath” (Pearce &
Conger, 2003, p. 1).

Structuring

The continual and dynamic process in which actaexpretatively and

Algorithms definitively interact with and within their conteixt producing meaningful
actions, and those actions, in turn, constitutesthectures through
contributing to their reproduction and ongoing a@ifStones, 2012).
Symbolic “Involves interpretation or ascertaining the meaning of the actions or

Interactionism

remarks of the other person, afefinition, or conveying indications to
another person as to how he is to act” (Blumerp196537-538).

Summary and Organization of Subsequent Chapters

Chapter 1 endeavored to introduce and provide anvaw of the study. The

chapter began with a discussion on the variousiéafions of leadership across several
disciplines. This provided the necessary suppaorafticulating the problem statement,

purpose of the study, conceptual framework, andifsignce of the study concurrently.
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The chapter concluded with an overview of the metthagy, delimitations, limitations,

and definitions of terms.

Chapter 2 further establishes the platform forghigject matter vis a vis a
thorough review and analysis of pertinent literatconcerning shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic interagism. Chapter 3 describes and
expounds upon the methodology employed relatitheaesearch design, site selection,
data collection, data analysis, validity, reliatyiland ethics, human participants and
ethics precautions, delimitations, and limitatiofshe study. Chapter 4 presents the
findings of the study utilizing the research metblody outlined in the previous chapter.
Chapter 5 discusses the conclusions of the stuthynathe context of implications for

theory, practice, and future research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview and Search Strategy

The researcher was interested in the nature afowgational leadership via the
complex problem-solving experiences of a high-fioméhg federal government
interdisciplinary team as a descriptive case st@dya result, databases within the
Gelman Library System Online, Google Scholar, dmded search phrases were used to
identify pertinent literature: (a) shared leadgusfib) organizational improvisation; and
(c) symbolic interactionism. Although a copious ambof literature exists on one or a
combination of the search phrase®re was scant empirical research on shared fofrms
leadership (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007) arehdess conducted in small group
settings (Yukl, 2010)Hence, this exposed a deficit in pertinent literatand further

substantiated the novelty and significance of plaigicular study.

In this chapter, the researcher reviewed and aedlthe pertinent literature
concerning shared leadership, organizational impabon, and symbolic interactionism.
As relative fields of study, the social influenes,well as perspectives and boundaries of
each were discussed to frame the broader conthgtchiapter concludes with empirical
studies that further supported the purpose andfisignce of this study.

Shared L eader ship

Society has moved beyond the age of traditiorsaldeship. This ideology is
reflected in the aspirations of numerous orgarorati groups, and individuals seeking to
contribute to ongoing change efforts (Weick & Quif@99). The consensus is that the
relationship between the organization and its huoagmtal has changed (Giddens, 2000;

Raelin, 2003). As a novel approach to leading,eshéadership values the whole
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individual and recognizes that he or she has nwaddfér than their obedience. This
implicates a participative galvanizing of individsiat all organizational levels to
discover alternative and creative means of accaiplg objectives and goals.
Considering how change initiates monumental &itara to organizational
realities, and the ever increasing margin for ursgecompetencies at the micro level,
new symbols and stories are essential for the ariggncircumstance (Barrett, 1998).
Drucker (1989) asserts that “the*2dentury leader will be like an orchestra conductor
However, an orchestral metaphor---connoting prpsedi musical scores and a single
conductor as leader---is limited, given the amhgand high turbulence many managers

experience” (p. 28).

Reviewing the pertinent literature concerning slddeadership divulges it to be a
comparatively new field of inquiry. This is mostiéent considering Pearce and Conger
(2003) drawing attention to the “infancy of theldiewith a goal to “jumpstart”
knowledge (p. xi). Although organizations and greare starting to appreciate the
benefits of an inclusive milieu, namely shared &ratip, traditional forms of leadership
remain predominate. Considering the “relativeliyditesearch that has addressed the
implications of this evolutionary shift to interhatlistributed forms of team leadership”
(Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007, p. 1217), thiglgtmade a legitimate contribution to

this new but emerging field of inquiry.

The following areas discuss historical foundatiohshared leadership, the social
construction of shared leadership, perspectivedanddaries of shared leadership,

leadership and problem-solving in teams, and ecgligtudies on shared leadership.
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Historical Foundations of Shared Leadership
The term leadership has been extracted from tHeative vocabulary and
integrated into the technical vocabulary of sciantisciplines void of a precise
redefinition (Yukl, 2010). Researchers have histly “defined leadership according to
their individual perspectives and the aspects efgfrenomenon of most interest to them”
(Yukl, 2010, p. 2). Accordingly, Table 2-1 underszothe various delineations of
leadership over the years.

Table 2-1. Delineations of Leadership

Delineation Source
Leadership concerns “the behavior of an individudirecting Hemphill & Coons, 1957, pg. 7.
the activities of a group toward a shared goal.”
Leadership concerns “the influential increment aed above Katz & Kahn, 2003, pg. 528.

mechanical compliance with the routine directivethe
organization."

“Leadership is exercised when Burns, 1978, p. 18.
persons...mobilize...institutional, political, psychgical, and
other resources so as to arouse, engage, ang sagishotives
of followers.”

“Leadership is realized in the process wherebyasmaore Smircich & Morgan, 1982, p. 258.
individuals succeed in attempting to frame andraethe
reality of others.”

Leadership concerns “the process of influencincptttevities of Rauch & Behling, 1984, pg. 46.
an organized group toward goal achievement.”
“Leadership is about articulating visions, embodyualues, Richards & Engle, 1986, pg. 206.

and creating the environment within which things ba
accomplished.”

“Leadership is a process of giving purpose (meduning Jacobs & Jaques, 1990, p. 281.
direction) to collective effort, and causing witlireffort to be
expended to achieve purpose.”

Leadership concerns “the ability to step outsidgedhlture...to Schein, 1992, pg. 2.

start evolutionary change processes that are nuangtige.”

“Leadership is the process of making sense of whaple are Drath & Palus, 1994, p. 4.

doing together so that people will understand and b

committed.”

Leadership concerns “the ability of an individuairfluence, House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Ruiz-Quintanilla, SDarfman,
motivate, and enable others to contribute towaed th P. W., Javidan, M., Dickson, M., Gupta, V., 1999184.
effectiveness and success of the organization....”

“Leadership is a process whereby an individualieriices a Northouse, 2001, p. 3.

group of individuals to achieve a common goal.”

“Leadership refers to activities tied to the com@kvof the Spillane, 2006, p. 11-12.

organization that are designed by organizationahbegs to
influence the motivation, knowledge, affect, orgtiges of
other organizational members or that are underdtgod
organizational members as intended to influencie the
motivation, knowledge, affect, or practices.”

“Leadership is the process of influencing otherartiderstand Yukl, 2010, p. 8.
and agree about what needs to be done and howitoashal the
process of facilitating individual and collectiviosts to
accomplish shared objectives.”
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What differentiates these various ideologies isama or another failure in
interpretation, definition, or of method, for thase all scientific (e.g. systematic, aim
specific) in nature; the divergence lies in theeammensurable perceptions of the world
and the manifestation of leadership in it. Pearmk@onger (2003) observe that “not
until the Industrial Revolution was the task ofdeeship formally studied and
documented in a scientific manner” (p. 330). Thioug the early years of leadership
study, leadership was conceptualized around thaeinée of an individual relative to
subordinates and followers. Subsequently, leadershuiry was primarily concerned
with behaviors (OSU & UOM), cognitive postures (Bara, 1977; Deci, 1975;
Herzberg, 1968; Katz, 1955; Locke, 1968; McGre@960; Vroom, 1964) and actions
(Burns, 1978; Dansereau, Jr., Graen, & Haga, 1B&ters, 1987) of an individualized
position leader within a team or organization.

At the onset of the twentieth century, ideas camog leadership and
management began to manifest into the more opaedtierminology of scientific
management. Pearce and Conger (2003) observe:

The fundamental principle of scientific managemeas that all work could be

studied scientifically and optimal procedures cdutddeveloped to ensure

maximum productivity. As an important componensokentific managerial and
worker responsibilities, managerial ranks haveaasybility for identifying

precise work procedures and workers following tlogaties of management to the

letter. Thus, scientific management perhaps wenfutthest in clearly

articulating a command-and-control perspectivehanrole of leaders in

organizational life. The formally appointed leagexs to oversee and direct those
below. Subordinates were to follow instructionshte letter. The notion that

leaders and their subordinates might mutually &vilee each other was largely
unthinkable at the time (p. 5).

Leadership from this perspective was reflectivéhefheavily authoritarian

nineteenth century management methods (Drury, 1Ba&d, 1925). In brief, the basic
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underlying assumption is that “organizations shawddinterfere with the supervisor’s
influence over their subordinates” (Wren & Bedeia®94, p. 77). George McGregor
Burns, during the twentieth century, executed sswarable amount of research around
leadership. Progressing conceptualizations beyonderns of efficiency and authority,
Burns (1978) staked his claim in elevating the Il®fenotivation, values, and cognition

as central tasks of leaders:

True leaders induce followers to act in accord i values and motivations of
both leaders and followers. It is a dynamic reladlup, that at its best, finds
leaders engaged in a process of raising the carswss of followers, or at a
minimum, engages both leaders and followers inmangon enterprise.
Leadership is meaningless, without its connectiocommon purposes and
collective needs. The essence of leadership irpahty is the recognition of real
need, the uncovering and exploiting of contradittsiamong values and between
values and practice, the realigning of valuesyéoeganization of institutions
where necessary, and the governance of changentiadigehe leader’s task is
consciousness raising on a wide plane. The leafiextamental act is to induce
people to be aware or conscious of what they fedeel their true needs so
strongly, to define their values so meaningfulhgttthey can be moved to
purposeful action (p. 3).

The Social Construction of Shared Leadership
Throughout the early twentieth century, scientifianagement (Gantt, 1916,
Gilbreth, 1912; Gilbreth & Gilbreth, 1919; TayldQ03, 1911, 1915) was the principal
ideology around management and leadership. By oingcthe multifaceted intricacies of
leadership, scientific management otherwise empbldghe planning, measuring,
controlling, and leading functions of managemehisTwas in direct correlation with the
widely observed notion that the proletariat resisiptimal production, and were “lazy at

best, uncooperative at worst, dumb in any case’igidoed, 1987, p. 32). Instituted to

become an organizational reality, scientific mamagmt was the most comprehensive
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exhibition of the rank-and-file philosophy concemgithe role of leaders and plight of
subordinates.

However, the notion of workers as mere automateasschanging. As a rational-
humanist thought leader, Mary Parker Follet (1924)ined a rational approach which
she called “Law of Situation.” Its novelty was @spersonalization, and rather than
following the lead of one with formal authoritygi.person or role transformation, serial)
one would follow the lead of the individual(s) witte situation-specific knowledge
(expertise) or skill set (Pearce & Conger, 200%IRa2003). Thus, the most qualified
individual(s) would be leading at all times.

This inclusive, more socially-driven approacheadership and organizational
dynamics attracted a considerable amount of attertiroughout the 1930s. This
development was due in part to strenuous econoomditions (i.e. The Great
Depression), but was more poignantly related taitable changes in the relationship
between worker and organization. The consensushaasvorkers had more to offer than
their obedience, and should have the opportunitgach their full potential. Therefore,
rather than driving workers, leaders would aimiteat their development vis a vis

consultation and influence over how jobs were done.

This viewpoint did not characterize workers aslksdrs who primarily required
direction and control but, rather, suggested thadiérs needed to understand the
psychological bases of human motivation in ordentwe fully integrate
employees into a productive system. Accordinglig thajor advance---paying
attention to the psychological needs of employe&ss an important step toward
the ultimate articulation of shared leadership,aearcomplex one in which
subordinates and their needs might influence theédeas well (Pearce & Conger,
2003, p. 7).
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Over the next thirty years, understanding arotnedmutual influence between
leaders and subordinates continued to evolve. Byrtid-1960s, leadership influence
included a “peer” component, which became evidsraraincreasing number of workers
were distinguishing themselves as contributors,dtwchately, leadership material.
Bowers and Seashore (1966) specifically note traatdrship influence processes could
be peer elicited and that this source of leadersbipd have a positive effect on
organizational outcomes. This more holistic regioraculminated their “mutual
leadership” concept, and further substantiated theiine of the six theoretical
foundations of the twentieth century that informelerstanding around shared
leadership: “human relations and social systemspgetive, role differentiation in
groups, co-leadership, social exchange theory, geanant by objectives, and later
research on participative goal setting and emerigaxtership theory” (Bowers &
Seashore, 1966, p. 7). Nevertheless, it would aalkeher twenty years (1980s) before

focused research was conducted around shared $béguer

Table 2-2 outlines pertinent research culminativghistorical foundation of

shared leadership over the years.

Table 2-2 The Historical Base of Shared Leadership

Theory/Resear ch Key Issues Scholar (s)
Law of the situation Let the situation, not the Follet (1924)
individual, determine the
“orders.”
Human relations and social One should pay attention to the Turner (1933); Mayo (1933);
systems perspective social and psychological needg Barnard (1938)

of employees.

Role differentiation in groups Members of groupsiteally Benne and Sheats (1948)
assume different types of roles

Co-leadership Concerns the division of the | Solomon, Loaffer, and Frank
leadership role between two (1953); Hennan and Bennis
people---primarily research (1999)
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examines mentor

Social exchange theory

People exchange punishmentgestinger (1954); Homans

and rewards in their social
interactions.

(1958)

Management by objectives and
participative goal setting

Subordinates and superiors
jointly set performance
expectations.

Drucker (1954); Erez and Arad
(1986); Locke and Latham
(1990)

Emergent leadership

Leaders can “emerge” from &
leaderless group.

1 Hollander (1961)

Mutual leadership

Leadership can come from
peers.

Bowers and Seashore (1966)

Expectation states Theory and
team member exchange

Team members develop mode
of status differential between
various team members.

sBerger, Cohen, and Zelditch
(1972); Seers (1989)

Participative decision making

Under certain circtanses, it
is advisable to elicit more
involvement by subordinates in
the decision-making process.

Vroom and Yetton (1973)

Vertical dyad linkage/leader
member exchange

Examines the process betweern
leaders and followers and the
creation of in-groups and out-
groups.

Graen (1976)

Substitutes for leadership

Situation charactesdcg.,
highly routinized work)
diminish the need for leadershi

Kerr and Jermier (1978)

Self-leadership

Employees, given certain
conditions, are capable of
leading themselves.

Manz and Sims (1980)

Self-managing work teams

Team members can take on
roles that were formerly
reserved for managers.

Manz and Sims (1987, 1993)

Followership Examines the characteristics ofKelly (1988)
good followers.
Empowerment Examines power sharing with| Conger and Kanungo (1988)

subordinates.

Shared Cognition

Examines the extent to which
team members hold similar
mental models about key
internal and external
environmental issues.

Klimoski and Mohammed
(1994); Cannon-Bowers, Salas
and Converse (1993); Ensley
and Pearce (2001)

Connective Leadership

Examines how well leaders 4
able to make connections to
others both inside and outside

ireipman-Blumen (1996)

the team.

Adapted from Pearce and Conger (2003).

Though thematically introduced in the early twetiticentury, it was not until the

“Third Wave” (Toffler, 1980) that shared forms efldership gained practical

applicability as workplaces began changing fromgutgl to knowledge work. This shift
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led to the “Empowerment Movement” (Conger & Kanung®88) where the legitimate
power of leaders was exchanged or shared for theregower of subordinates (Katz &
Kahn, 2003; Hellriegel & Slocum, 2007). As orgati@aal dynamics continued
changing throughout the latter twentieth centurpeicame increasingly apparent that
society was living after the end of traditional gfrees. Though shared leadership was not
void of challenges, its value was unmistakablepfmentially moving organizations from
competition and individualism (Arnone & Stumpf, 2010 cooperation and wholeness,
which was essential for the road ahead.
Perspectives and Boundaries of Shared Leadership

As the dominant paradigm, traditional leaderstap Wirtues that are considered
commensurate with leadership itself (Pearce & Cori2g03; Raelin, 2003). Thus,
Pearce and Conger (2003) specify the central distim between traditional leadership

and shared leadership archetypes:

The key distinction between shared leadership eatitional models of
leadership is that the influence process involvesenthan just downward
influence on subordinates by an appointed or alidetder. Rather, leadership is
broadly distributed among a set of individuals e@ast of centralized in hands of a
single individual who acts in the role of a supefm 1).

The essence of shared leadership is the infllentieement over and above
mechanical compliance with the formal directivesgdosition leader. Such an influential
increment derives from the fact that all memberthefteam are in control of, may
become involved in, and share leadership at amgngivne. Decisions are rendered by
whoever possesses the relevant responsibility,iwémables each member to be in a
position of authority. By design, traditional leasl@p differs in its descending approach
exemplary of a Theory X (McGregor, 1960) orientatio
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Equally by design, shared leadership fosters aim@ment where each team
member can ascend and operate as leader. The statidie of which may occur
individually or concurrently. Leadership may thuserge from multiple members of the
team, especially when important needs arise, whethesemaking, sensegiving,
developing strategy, or proposing a different cewfkaction. Though variances in
beliefs and values are commonplace, the team ranegimally sensitive to the thoughts

and feelings of others and considers their viewjsaggually valid.

Position leaders are not omniscient, and facedtions of and by their expertise.
By acknowledging and valuing diversity, shared &xatlip enables access to a wealth of
canonical and noncanonical knowledge. These knaeleepositories are critical to
meeting the challenges of an increasingly compleddyKankanhalli, Tan, & Wei,
2005). As a soft store of knowledge, each memhi@esents a unique experience,
competency, and potential to inform the aggreggtese distinctions scaffold the larger
edifice of leadership for individuals dispersedtighout the organization (Pearce and

Conger, 2003).

Pearce and Conger (2003) recognize that sharddrkgap is not an exact

science, and therefore, has boundary conditiongpalicable in certain contexts:

Clearly, there are limitations regarding the efficaf shared leadership. There
are certain leadership tasks that are more effdgtoarried out by individuals
rather than by groups. In fact, we believe theeesituations in which shared
leadership is actually harmful and should be disgged. Limitations to shared
leadership include the following: (a) lack of kn@dfe, and abilities necessary
for shared leadership; (b) lack of goal alignmestieen members of the team;
(c) lack of goal alignment between the team andtianization; (d) lack of time
to develop shared leadership; (e) lack of receaptia shared leadership (p. 299).
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Consider the quandary of all eight rowers on thel&G@rew Team all rowing in
different directions. Needless to say, the shellilidack mobility. Pearce and Conger
(2003) maintain that they “do not believe visiom @a should be delegated” (p. 278).

They go on to say:

It simply does not work for a ship to have two asrencaptains. You cannot go in
more than one direction at a time. It might be adgthat the team would rule by
consensus, but this is naive. Groups do not alway®e to agreement, which
means they will accomplish nothing unless one petakes charge. Furthermore,
the requirements of consensus may lead to a vikeris so watered down that it
means nothing. All people are not equally visioramg team management would
simply cripple the best mind in the group (Pearc€dhger, 2003, p. 278).

Organizational competencies are an additional #tih Pearce and Conger
(2003) take into account. Organizational compegnoiten mirror those of its leader,
which Pearce and Conger (2003) advocate for commaile aptitude among all
members. However, this often results in a paradextd the tensions between leaders’

strategic and member tactical competencies orwacea. Thus, Pearce and Conger

(2003) do not prescribe shared leadership as aatli@ every organizational condition:

If members of a team do not possess the requisaw/liedge, skills, and abilities
(KSAs) required to lead one another to succesafid achievements, it seems
unlikely that shared leadership would result inifpess outcomes. This could
easily be the case in situations where teams qreresl to take a big-picture
strategic or company-wide perspective. If the tea@mbers’ career paths have
been in highly siloed, functional assignments tlexhand tactical rather than
strategic thinking, the team may not be able t@sssfully accomplish its
mandate due to a simple lack or breadth of expegié¢p. 299).

Leadership and Problem-Solving in Teams
Contrary to the aforementioned point, the romdracontinued with teams and

the idea that members can lead themselves, onkeanand thus, organizations can
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function “without bosses” (Manz & Sims, 1993; Pea& Conger, 2003; Yukl, 2010).
The essence of this notion and essentially shawetklship is its focus on the team as a
whole, rather than specific tasks of the team. keestdp has traditionally implicated
influenceoveroutcomes while shared leadership implicates ri@datg and collaboration
considering all team members in this influence pssqPearce & Conger, 2003). As a
team-level construct, research suggests that tpiaies variance in team outcomes such
as problem-solving (Pearce, Yoo, & Alavi, in press)

In order for a team to successfully solve problearsplex or otherwise,
collaboration with one another is an essential comept (Raelin, 2003). Jablokow

(2008) continues:

In order to collaborate, we must first understarelkey differences and
similarities that exist between us, both as indiaild and as groups. Otherwise
our ability to match our problem solving resour@es, ourselves) to the
problems we face will be compromised, preventingros solving all the very
problems for which our teams are formed. This matgbf people to problems
and managing the gaps between them is the esskpzbtem solving leadership
(p. 937).

In other words, leadership and problem-solvinteams involves a collective
understanding of self (as a problem-solver) intr@tato others (as problem-solvers).
Jablokow (2008) combines these terms (i.e. proldelving leadership) to express the
reciprocal and ideally, symbiotic nature of thesacpsses. As problem-solving in teams
is dependent upon the sharing/exchanging of avail@sources (i.e. material, cognitive,
affective, and/or social), so too is the leaderghgress involved (i.e. shared leadership).
As a result, an increasing number of theorists@adtitioners are directing their efforts

toward the idea of problem-solving as a shared itwgmprocess (i.e. computing in
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parallel) dependent upon a reciprocal leaderstopgss in team contexts (Downing,
2001; Jablokow, 2005, 2008; Kirton, 2003).

As all life is problem-solving irrespective of itentext (Popper, 2001) “no one
problem solver can possibly manage such problendemiands, in such progression,
alone” (Jablokow, 2008). Beveridge (1980) concludes

It is not necessary to be a mechanic in orderiteedr car, nor trained in cognitive

psychology (study of the thinking process) or pdalphy in order to think or

reason. But there are times when the car will wcdugd times when the usual
thought processes do not solve a problem and themwiseful to have a working

knowledge of the machinery one is using (p. 2).

Empirical Studies on Shared Leadership

In the following two dissertations, shared leatlgrsvas the anchor construct
guiding the studies. Small (2007) examined shagaddrship from a social network
analysis perspective. In order to determine thefwsnof shared leadership in work
performance, this quantitative study utilized sbogtwork analysis to evaluate the
distribution of shared leadership among team mes@dre sample comprised a
matriculation of 280 undergraduate students in@pettlevel business administration
course at a large southeastern university. Sbaggewith four to five students per team
played market simulation games for an entire seeneAtrubric of three 4-item scales
was employed to assess shared leadership behaviock, were further delineated
within the three leader behavior categories: () taiented; (b) relationship-oriented; or
(c) change oriented.

The major findings of this study revolved aroungst, depth, and distribution

relative to leadership responsibilities. Trust wadirect correlation with two major
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components of shared leadership: (a) depth; andigb)bution of leadership. This
relationship is consistent with trust as a prersitpito sharing leadership in teams. Depth
and distribution of leadership were in direct ctatien with the three measures of team
effectiveness: (a) objective performance; (b) stibje performance; and (c) team
viability. Hence, the demonstration and experietative to the quantity and

distribution of leadership behaviors was significenthe team’s success.

Trust and shared responsibility are critical beeathhey cultivate creativity and
innovation. In the process of experiencing thiglef mutuality, individual team
members cease to see their work merely as a meamsand and become interested in
the task at hand for its own sake because thealisk on new meaning and significance
(Pearce and Conger, 2003). Moreover, these sot&hbictions become networks of
influence, which can be as invigorating individyadk it is empowering collectively.

Angles (2007) investigated the impact of sharedeeship on the effectiveness of
self-managed work teams. This qualitative, emgiptenomenological study employed
shared leadership as a filter for identifying gaheteas, themes, concepts, and
understandings among self-managed work teams witlororganizations. One magnet
hospital and one telecommunications company comgbtise sample of twenty leaders
evaluated for their lived experiences of shareddeship.

Techniques to expose common and non-common therokesled: (a)
horizontalization; (b) reduction; (c) imaginativanation; (d) textural descriptions; and
(e) structural descriptions. The research was dkeldnnsofar as not all organizations that
contain self-managed work teams display attribatesistent with shared leadership.

Nevertheless, the shared leadership model wasv/g#rarching limitation relative to its
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impact on the effectiveness of self-managed waaknge One regional selection, primary
interview base, and the researcher’s relationghtpe interviewees further demarcated
specific limitations.

The major findings of this inquiry substantiateadrncoon themes of empowerment,
collaboration, decision-making, knowledge sharagmyironment of trust, sense of
ownership, corporate culture, employee satisfacaod communication as catalysts for
team efficiency and productivity. Surprisingly, mta and advancement opportunities
were the non-common themes that emerged. Howdnesttidy reveals that both
common and non-common themes are consistent wattegheadership, and the absence
of any one of these themes can impact the effeats® of self-managed work teams.
Angles (2007) points out that Pearce and Congdi3pMaintain that “for shared
leadership to be effective, all team members mesigen to the possibility of both
engaging in leadership as well as following therappate leadership of other members”
(p- 300). This implies that leadership itself ipmovisational, and members commit to
one another as leader based upon the circumstorogkich the action unfolds.

In conclusion, this literature review on sharediErahip exposed several gaps
with the aim of enhancing knowledge around thisngineenon. “Given the infancy of
this field” (Pearce & Conger, 2003, p. xi), it isfsciently open-ended for future research
that challenges the boundaries of current knowledge

Organizational | mprovisation

Given its fraternal infancy with shared leaderskimpirical studies on

organizational improvisation have been framed bgnaall number of triggers and

consequences of improvisation, which is still mo€lan organizational ‘black box,’
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allowing for a widening of the ratio between isst@sfurther research and implications
for the practice of management” (Kamoche, Cuhng&utana, 2002, p. 5). As such,
organizational improvisation has been defined hs tionception of action as it unfolds
by an organization and/or its members, drawingwailable material, cognitive,
affective, and social resources” (Kamoche, Cuhng&ufina, 2002, p. 7). This delineation
enables a logical connection to symbolic interasim (Stryker & Vryan, 2006) vis a vis
the generation of “an atmosphere of fluid expemibere expertise shifts and spirals
around the collective, regardless of hierarchicalifpon and authority” (Pearce &
Conger, 2003, p. 32). Through this mutable, moedigian quality of interaction does
dialogue (Buber, 1970; Yukl, 1998) occur in whickmbers are more apt to take on
leadership responsibilities.

As a prerequisite for shared leadership (Yukl, 298&loguearound
organizational improvisation has been moderatetiiay strange attractors, jazz and
organizations, and jazz has, to this day, beemitst dominant” (Kamoche et al., 2002,
p. 131-132). However, this study seeks to focusrganizations, specifically
interdisciplinary teams, relative to jazz as a rpleta for organizational improvisation. In
doing this, the researcher endeavors to increagerstanding without “cut and pasting
from jazz theory ( Weick, 1990, 1993a, 1998; Eis¥gh1990; Erickson, 1982; Pasmore,
1998; Barrett, 1998; Bastien & Hostager, 1988)yclitting, at the author’s
convenience, the construct as it has been defaglr{) by researchers in jazz
improvisation (Crossan & Sorrenti, 1997; Moormamgner, 1995, 1998a, 1998b;
Miner, Moorman, & Bassoff, 1996), only to deliveompressed themes [of

improvisation adopted] in the interest of econoifWeick, 1998, p. 544)” ( Kamoche,
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Cuhna, & Cuhna, 2002, p. 6). Though much of tregdiiure in this area has been of a
metaphorical disposition (McKnight & Bontis, 200&)¢e following analysis of
organizational improvisation is not an experimestaleavor seeking to define the
phenomenon (i.e. occurrence), but an interpretheeseeking to move beyond the
metaphor by broadening understanding of the phenarfiee. ongoing occurrences).
Therefore, this section discusses sociologicalgestsves and improvisation, the
emerging field of organizational improvisation, gegctives and boundaries of
improvisation, and empirical studies on improvisati
Sociological Perspectives and Improvisation

Social interaction is an enduring conversationai-symbolic and symbolic
gestures (Mead, 1932). Though interpreted and elfim situ, organizational
improvisation can be exemplary of a tripartite nfesti of habitus, social capital, and
field (Bourdieu, 1991) relative to symbolic intetiaaism (Mead, 1932; Blumer, 1966). It
involves a “tacit feel for the game” (Bourdieu, #9®. 114; Bourdieu & Wacquant,
1992, p. 128-35) espoused during early socialindticascertaining the meaning of
actions or remarks of others (interpretation), amaveying indications (gestures) to
others concerning how he/she is to act (definiti{@®rger & Luckman, 1967; Blumer,
1966). The coevolving of individual and collecti#egnition and behavior perpetuates an
emergent social structure that is transposablegliemmercurial in defining future states
of interactions (Sallaz & Zavisca, 2007; Schwa2008). Ipso facto organizational
improvisation is symbolic and influential in ite&atment of available material, cognitive,
affective, and social resources through gesturfesnmng future conversations moment-

by-moment.
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Social capital, in this regard as expertise,lmasymbolic considering members
recognizing its inequitable distribution as leg@ita relative to the social context in
which these interactions take place (Bourdieu, 199118; Mead, 1932). As “agents fit
their own acts to the ongoing acts of one anothdrgaide others in doing so” (Blumer,
1966, p. 537), they intuitively create and recreedtvorks of relationships to mobilize
these resources in a spontaneous but historicafigeptualized manner. Stryker and

Vryan (2006) go on to say:

The environments in which they act and interactsgrabolic; the symbols
attaching to human and non-human environmentsradkiped in interaction and
can be manipulated in the course of the interartliought can be used to
anticipate the effectiveness of alternatives failoacntended to resolve problems;
and choice among alternative courses of actiorfestaire of social conduct.
Thus, human social behavior is at least in degrdeterminate as a matter of
principle (and not incomplete knowledge), sincehweithe course nor the
outcomes of social interaction are completely prtadhle from factors and
conditions that precede that interaction (p. 4).

This is because the improvisational nature of $dhavior is consistently
spontaneous but historically conceptualized (Hat®9,7). Not only are outcomes
dependent upon available material, cognitive, &éiffecand social resources (Kamoche,
Cuhna, & Cuhna, 2002), but are also subject taapatd temporal constraints.
Effectiveness then, concerning organizational imz@tion relies on the composition of
the field (Bourdieu, 1984) at the time in which nimsrs are activated. Consequently,
“the local social world in which these memberseardedded and toward which they
orient their actions” (Sallaz & Zavisca, 2007, g),4dncreases in complexity from one
moment to the next. Bourdieu and Wacquant (199%9ae that “the metaphor of field is
reminiscent of physics; however, social scieng®isa social physics because people,
unlike particles, can change the principles thatcstire a field” (p. 101-102).
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The Emerging Field of Organizational Improvisation

Organizational improvisation as a field has beeeiaged by the quality of
interactive team member exchanges (Seers, 198¥nidst and Bontis (2002) further
determined that “the collaborative wealth of cré&yi innovation, and productivity
flowed in part through these real-time interactiofps 219). This raison d’etre reflects
ideas rooted in the benefits potentially associatitd applying the improvisation
metaphor to organizations and thereby espousirigicemprovisational norms that
enable a more efficacious organizational ecologp® & Eisenhardt, 1997). This has
been the case in both jazz improvisation and impatnal theatre, which employ the
same skill set as organizational improvisation (mal989; McKnight & Bontis, 2002;
Spolin, 1963). Skills such as adaptability, spoattyn teamwork, and collaboration
literally “play out” as an organizational realiteick, 1979) which further substantiates
their viability within similar settings. From a mtécal standpoint, King and Ranft (2001)
explain why these skills equate good business sense

In the business environment of the information agfermation flows

incessantly, grows exponentially, and is constaritignging and morphing as

new technologies emerge and competitive environsnaidr. Indeed, the most

basic challenge may be that information worldsexteemely complex,
ambiguous, and munificent (p. 256).

In response to this challenge, establishmentsragrgssively utilizing teams as
the principal strategy in settings typified by cdexity and ambiguity (Carson, Tesluk,
& Marrone, 2007; Pearce & Conger, 2003; Salas, iDgtdn, Converse, & Tannenbaum,
1992). Moreover, task complexity industry-wide haseased the likelihood of these

teams being cross-functional (McKnight & Bontis020 Northcraft, Polzer, Neale, &
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Kramer, 1995; Small, 2007). The more diverse abéd inputs (e.g. material, cognitive,
affective, and social resources) are, the moreevatided when interpreting
environmental cues and cue relevance in recogniimige opportunities than problems.
Organizational improvisation is an ideal organizangumstance because it creates the
necessary cognitive space in real-time for busises#ors to adapt, innovate, and predict

internal team and external stakeholder exigencies.

Various organizational contexts such as health@&peoner, Keenan, & Card,
1997), human services (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1996, talecommunications (Reshef,
Kizilos, Ledford, & Cohen, 1999), under these cmgtances, have experienced more
dynamic, interactive influence processes tightlymed with appropriate and decisive
actions. According to Vera and Crossan (2005) viddial skill and expertise is a
moderating variable which each individual must pgssand be willing to contribute
insofar as a perpetual augmentation emerging. &kthe routine updating algorithms of
a computer’s operating system, these ongoing mutesajustments culminate a
continual updating of the organization (Weick, 17N organization constantly
updating itself, like the computer’s operating sysf is more likely to maintain fitness

with turbulent environments (LeyBourne, 2010; Vera,200eick, 1979).

Considering technology and global competition asary stimuli for this
coevolution, Weick (1979) implies that improvisatjemagination, and innovation “can
be woven into everyday activities as a chronic congmt of them” (p. 247). This in turn
can afford organizations the flexibility and rapesponse expertise requisite to

remaining competitive in any environment. LeyBou(2@10) explains:
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Employees are arguably becoming more like entreqnes) or maybe
‘intrapreneurs,’ in that they are often expectedthtwvate in ‘real time’ within
their organizations to resolve issues as they.arisis is the essence of
improvisation, and it is also linked to an emerganga known as effectuation,
which involves problem solving through human adtianenvironments that are
essentially unpredictable (p. 2).
The realities of the moment in situ are what imjgation as an art form builds
upon. “Jazz musician Charles Mingus insists ‘yoo'taanprovise on nothing; you've
gotta improvise on something” (Kernfeld, 1995149). Likewiseprganizational

improvisation builds upon the real-time availalilaf material, cognitive, affective, and

social resources of an organization and its membether words,

Improvisation involves using an element of creath@ught, combined with an
intuitive feel for what will assist in the resoloi of a particular problem.
Bricolage, which essentially means ‘utilizing tlesources at hand,’ indicates that
the improviser has only limited resources to apBlycolage comes into play
because it is unlikely that the improviser in aegicircumstance will have time to
mobilize additional resources (LeyBourne, 201®)p.

The scarcity of material resources is a signifidanitation for many
organizations. However, the global work environmenihcreasingly more complex,
collective, and knowledge-based which enables azgdions an opportunity to explore
and activate their often dormant wealth of cogeitiaffective, and social resources.
When organizations prematurely adapt to a partigitaation (i.e. scarcity of material
resources), they forfeit some of the resourcesdagnitive, affective, and social
resources) that would enable them to adapt tordiftesituations in the future (Weick,

1979). Homer-Dixon (2000) explains why the losshafse resources is so important:
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Particular to humans is our ability not just tanthand experience but to store our
thoughts and experiences and share them with otisaneeded, in an interactive
culture. What gives us power as humans is not endsrbut the ability to share
our minds, the ability to compute in parallel (073.

Normalizing this higher-level sharing and para#iglithrough encouraged
experimentation and error, form the base for legymrganizations through these
experiences, and empower members to embrace spagtas a window of
organizational learning opportunity (Bjurwill, 1993rossan, 1997; Senge, 1990; Vera &
Crossan, 2005). Though this represents a fundairsmtafrom conventional wisdom,
Leybourne (2010) insists that the complexity angriowisational nature of work
continues to increase, thereby prompting an equabaposite decrease in labor

formalization. Inevitably,

This leads to a view that improvisation, which deped from Karl Weick'’s early
work on ‘sensemaking,” and which has evolved thhoogmparison to jazz, and
theatrical improvisation, can assist in this shiftprovisation has been accepted
both conceptually and empirically, and has a gemaontribution to make in
resolving the issues of complexity and ambiguist tbrganizations are grappling
in these turbulent times (p. 1).

Perspectives and Boundaries of Improvisation
Moorman and Miner (1998b) outlined the variousigiknary perspectives

underscoring improvisation as predecessor of orgdional improvisation (reference

Table 2-3).
Table 2-3. Improvisation Across Disciplines
Per spectives Scholar(s) Discipline(s)
A. Organizational Perspectives
“The acts of composing and Bastien & Hostager Organizational
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performing are inseparabjeand
each composition/performance is
different from all previous
compositions/performances” (p.
95).

(1992)

Communication

“Improvisation in the presentto
stay focused on current
conditions...while maintaining
project schedules” (p. 9).

Brown & Eisenhardt
(1997)

Product Development

“Intuition guiding action in a Crossan & Sorrenti Management
spontaneousvay” (p. 1). (1997)
“Intuition guiding action upon Hatch (1997) Management
something in &pontaneousut
historically contextualized way”
(p. 5).
“An activity that requires no Mangham (1986) Management
preparation and obeys no rules” (p.
65).
“Improvisation-the casting around Mangham & Pye Management
for a precedent or referent that will (1991)
enable someone to deal with a
circumstancédor which no script
appears to be immediately to
hand (p. 41).
To be composed while performed Perry (1991) Management
(p- 51).
Table 2-3. Continued
Per spectives Scholar (s) Discipling(s)

“Improvisation is to be
distinguished from rewriting a
musical in thathanges are
introduced during the
performance by the performing
individuals and not by the
composer before the evelp.
84).

Preston (1991)

Organizational
Development

“on the spot surfacing,
criticizing, restructuring, and
testingof intuitive
understandings of experienced
phenomena” (p. 147);
“Knowing-in-actiori and
“Reflection-in-actioh(p. 276).

Schon (1983)

Management/Educatio

‘a J'l;st-in-time stratedy(p. Weick (1987) Management
229).
“There is no split between the Weick (1993a) Management

composition and performance;
no split between creator and
interpreter; and no split
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between design and
productiorf (p. 6).

“Improvisation implies
attention rather than intention
drives the process of
designing (p. 351).

Weick (1993b)

Management

“Thinking and doing unfold
simultaneoushy(p. 19);
“Retrospective sensemaking”

(p. 19).

Weick (1996)

Firefighting Managemer

Table 2-3. Continued

—

Per spectives

Scholar(s)

Discipling(s)

B. Musical Perspectives

“Imagination guiding action in
an unplanned wayllowing for
multitude of split second
adjustments(p. 3).

Chase (1988)

Music

“Improvisation allows not the
blueprint method but this
second approach. The
improviser may be unable to
look ahead at what he is going
to play, but he can look behind
at what he had just played” (p
61).

Gioia (1988)

Jazz/Management

“The spontaneous creatioof
music” (p. 119).

Kernfeld (1995)

Music

Table 2-3. Continued

Per spectives

Scholar(s)

Discipline(s)

“Free from the effects of
previous training” (p. 345); “the
opposite of pure composition
(p. 346).

Pressing (1984)

Music

“Real-time composition” (p.
142).

Pressing (1988)

Music

“Unlike compositional
creativity, which involves a
long period of creative work
leading up to a creative produg
in improvisational creativity,
the creative process and the
resulting product are co-

occuring (p. 1).

—t

Sawyer (1992)

Music
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“playing extemporaneously.e.,
without the benefit of written
music” (p. 378).

Schuller (1968)

Music

“Improvisation involvegnaking
decisions affecting the
composition of music during itg
performanceThe fundamental
ideal of improvisation is the
discovery andnvention of
original music spontaneously,
while performing it (p. 226).

Solomon (1986)

Music

“The art ofspontaneously
creating music while playing of
singing' (p. 399).

Toiviainen (1995)

Neural Network Theory
Applied to Music

“The spontaneousct of
constructing or reconstructing;
using any immediate or
available properties (material g
immaterial) into either material
or nonmaterial forms used for a
specific purpose (function) or
need” (p. xii).

=

Zinn (1981)

Music

C. Theatrical Perspectives

“to substitute...staid and
preconceived notions for the
unforeseen, the improvised, the
unknown, the world of
imponderables” (p. 59).

Knapp (1989)

Theater

“Playing the game; setting to
solve a problem with no
preconception as to how you
will do it; permitting every-
thing in the environment to
work for you in solving a
problem” (p. 383).

Spolin (1963)

Theater

Table 2-3. Continued

Per spectives

Scholar (s)

Discipline(s)

D. Therapy Per spectives

“Practice without prior
planning” (p. 22).

Embry, Guthrie, White, &
Dietz, 1996

Pediatric Physical
Therapy

“Complete freedom” (p. 221).

Esman (1951)

Psychoanalysis

“In clinical improvisation,
therapists experience moments
of spontaneitycreativity, and
intuition” (p. 130).

Forinash (1992)

Clinical Music Therapy

Improvisation occurs when
there is “evidence that the child

Gardner & Rogoff (1990

Developmental
Psychology
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used some lookahead
[strategies] bulittle evidence
that the child’s drawn solution
was based on a completely
deliberated plah(p. 482).

“to be highly respectful of form
even as it reworks its previous
instantiations” (p. 229).

Lichtenstein (1993)

Psychoanalysis

“Being, actingcreating in the
momentwithout props and
supports, without security, can
be supreme play, and can be
very frightening, the very
opposite of play” (p. 23).

Nachmanovitch (1990)

Therapy

“Spontaneoumusic behavior”

Orsmond & Miller (1995)

Music Therapy

“Juggling with ideas and
feelings (in one’s head) and
trying out silent interventions”

(p- 81).

Towse and Flower (1993

Music Psychiatric
Therapy

E. Teaching Per spectives

“Situational decision making”
(p. 200), “To do things in
lessons they hadn't planned
for—to discover whether they
[teachershctually made up
activities on the spd{p. 205).

Graham, Manross,
Hopple, & Sitzman (1993

Physical Education

“Thinking in the midst of
actior?’ (p. 630); “Responding
to the unknowrwithout
advance preparatioh(p. 630).

Irby (1992)

Physician Training

“The creation of (algebra)

problems that fit the immediate

context of the students’
misunderstanding in a way thg
preplanned problems could ng
The fact that the problems we
new for both student and
teacher meant that tipeoblems
were being composed by the

teacher on the spbo{p. 6).

— -+

Yinger (1986)

Teaching

Table 2-3. Continued

Per spectives

Scholar(s)

Discipling(s)

F. Peripheral Perspectives

“Reading and reacting in parallel”
(p. 1383); “Dual tasks” (p. 1384);
“Perception-in-actiohand
“thinking-in-actiori (p. 1386).

Bjurwill (1993)

Sports
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“Role improvisation is defined as Powers (1981) Sociology
the extent to which the

organization and meaning of roles
are invented by the people
immediately involved in a
relationship”... ‘actors reinterpret,
redefine, and re-structure their
relationships during the on-going
process of interactidn(p. 289).

;%g?id, unplanned change” (p. Volkman (1984) Anthropology

Adapted from Moorman & Miner, 1998b.

Most recently, research in the field of organiaaél improvisation (LeyBourne,
2010) has progressed toward developing a taxondnmypovisational competence.
Specifically, the schematic proposed by LeyBou&#. Q) is designed to assist
organizations in leading and managing by identdy@ircumstances and contexts more
likely to benefit from improvisation. The novelty this design lays in the boundary
conditions of creativity and analytical adaptalgilihowever, LeyBourne (2010) neglects
to consider real-time demands relative to ambigaiitgt complexity that make change
inevitable. Rather than constraining improvisata vis static boundaries (i.e.
practices and procedures), the assessed conditi@nsativity and analytical adaptability
(high or low) could determine the permeability lnb$e boundaries relative to
environmental cues, cue relevance, circumstanoesc@ntexts in real-time. Figure 2-1
outlines LeyBourne’s Improvisation Matrix (2010)daexamples opotentialcontexts

based upon the level of creativity and analyticimabilitytypically needed.
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Improvisation Matrix

y & Pl ~
High / \ s \
BOX1 BOX 3
Non Profits Pharmaceuticals
Advertising Software Design
i Third World Scenarios Behavioral Change
g ~ 7 N A
‘E‘: f‘” 1\ -~ “\
S BOX 2 BOX 4
: Government Projects
IT Maintenance
Defense Procurement
Routine Upgrades
Low ‘\H\__ _/ o .-")
oW Analytical Adaptability High

Figure 2-1. Improvisation Matrix (LeyBourne, 20303).

As organizations become more astute to the glemaronment, they will come
to realize that the “twenty-first century is abweetocity; the speed of business and the
speed of change” (McKnight & Bontis, 2002, p. 2IB)is explains why conversations
are becoming less about ideal settings for impetiaa, and more about the level or
degree of improvisation needed at any moment (B&rli1994; Kamoche, Cuhna, &
Cuhna, 2003; McKnight & Bontis, 2002; Moorman & Mim 1998a; Weick, 1998).
Hence, creativity and analytical adaptability ave sides of the same improvisational
coin. The environment “flips,” and the level or deg of improvisation exercised by the

organization is leveraged by the amount of creigtivnd analytical adaptability needed
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in that moment. It is in this complex collectivedwing (Schwandt & Gorman, 2004)
that “considerable analytical creativity can beugiat to bear to evolve new and
innovative ways to allow adept and motivated emgésyto develop new ways of
achieving required activity” (LeyBourne, 2010, p. 5

Empirical Studies on Improvisation

In the following two dissertations, improvisatiaas the anchor construct guiding
the studies. Wachtendorf (2004) examined orgamaatiimprovisation following the
World Trade Center disaster using an exploratosg cudy approach, focusing
specifically on how organizations “engage in cdilkee sensemaking and improvised
action under time constraints in ambiguous andulerid environments” (p. xiii). Data
were collected using interviews of over sixty keygpnnel, direct exploratory
observations, primary and secondary documentadioch field notes. Qualitative data
analysis was conducted and corroborated througabpad temporal mapping,
triangulation, and thick description.

The findings determined the presence of high Eeéimprovised action in
dynamic and turbulent environments is not an acelrarometer of organizational
deficiencies. This research broadened the schatarlyersation around studies that
consider improvisation a natural result of orgatiareal failure (Lewin, 1998).
Additionally, this body of work generated new ifgignto the improvisational nature of
sensemaking (Weick, 1993a) which reduces operdtmaas to “fantasy documents”
(Wachtendorf, 2004, p. 207). Specifically, writt@anuscripts have traditionally given
organizations a false sense of security; ironicéligre is a decreased likelihood that the

aforementioned plans will adequately meet the tiesd-demands of incidents of
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catastrophic proportions (Clark, 1999). While timiations of this study were bounded
by a single event (World Trade Center Disastes)yitiversality is unequivocal
considering “improvisation is a process throughcahhorganizations come together to
define, shape, and work in concert with one angtioedraw upon response repertoires in
novel ways, and to act reflexively and retrospegyiwupon the turbulent environment in

which they find themselves” (Wachtendorf, 20042@3).

Similarly, Boyer (2009) examined organizationapnavisation within an
episodic planning model using a grounded theoryagah, focusing specifically on the
holistic nature of organizational improvisationatéle to a punctuated equilibrium. Data
were collected using semi-structured interviewgsgionnaires, memos, focus groups,
and critical incident instruments concerning meralwéra single organization that
actively employs strategies of this nature. Addidélby, the principles and interdependent
laws supporting Newtonian mechanics were introduogatovide the framework for
constructing a holistic model of improvisation. (aive data analysis was conducted
and grounded through triangulation of actions,raxtdons, processes, observations, and
participant outcomes in the data.

The findings determined that the environment ésgheat equalizer nulling any
either or choice between improvisation and strat&ggcreasing or completely negating
strategic planning does not increase organizatiomaidovisation and vice versa. As
phenomena of contextual perception, improvisat®a &olistic framework, was
presented from a systems view because “the whiolesality are seen to differ from the
sum of their parts and this systems view makesesefithe frequency, type, magnitude,

and direction of the multiple forces acting witlain episodic planning model” (Boyer,
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2009, p. 4).This research extends the scholarlyesation beyond musical scores and
strategic plans as prerequisites for improvisatidrese material resources may at best be
obsolete at worst nonexistent, while cognitiveeetifve, and social capital are plentiful
and have no expiration date. Considering the hgawignitive streams enveloping the
era of knowledge work (Drucker, 1995; Uhl-Bien, Mar, & McKelvey, 2007), Boyer
(2009) concludes that “within an episodic plannemyironment physics and Newtonian
mechanics, not jazz, appear to be a better metaplesplaining improvisation in a
holistic sense” (p. 5).

The two bodies of work discussed in this sectepresent unique views of
organizational improvisation. Nevertheless, eacthee studies positions organizational
improvisationin context rather than organizational improvisati@ngthe context. This
is a critical point which added value and novettyhis study of understanding the nature
of improvisational leadership in a complex problsaiving experience within an
interdisciplinary team.

Symbolic I nteractionism

Symbolic Interactionism is situated as an interragdiink for this study. It is
conceptualized as the interpretive-defining coragos of gestures (Mead, 1934)
emerging between shared leadership and organizatioprovisation. As a former
student of Mead and his most prominent interpr&kmer (1962) described symbolic

interaction from a subjectivist (interpretive) peestive:

Instead of the individual being surrounded by avirenment of preexisting
objects which play upon him and call forth his bebg the proper picture is that
he constructs his objects on the basis of his oggactivity (p. 182).
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Blumer (1966) further expounds that symbolic iat#ion involves two dynamics:
“(a) interpretation or ascertaining the meaning of the actions orarémof the other
person, and (bdefinition, or conveying indications to another person dsow he is to
act” (p. 537-538). Our socially constructed rea{Bgrger & Luckmann, 1967) scaffolds
these ongoing actiongith andby self and the larger social edifice emerging frowse

interactions (Stryker, 1988).This dynamic real@®yang (2004) explains:

Is shaped by (1) the patterns, processes, andnterttethe interaction,

including their mediation by such factors as petiompmeaning, reflective

thinking, role-taking-based rationality, emotiomnsymbolic power in use,

reality testing; and (2) the preexisting conditi@i$oth the acting unit and the

environment that underlie the interaction (p. 405).

As Mead (1938) understood it, “emergence, relathahd pragmatism, are three
conceptions which belong in the modern world” ($2)5 inevitably, “when things get
together, there then arises something that watheat before” (Mead, 1938, p. 641).
This implies that our social reality is in a stafecontinuous change through our
recurrent interactions (Weick & Quinn, 1999). Agisbsituations arise and are more
complex (freeze), the flow of events created (rahet) and recreated (unfreeze) evolves

while symbolic of past, present, and future inteoacbetween actors and the social

environment. These interactions, according to Wag#1992):

Are the feedstock of organizing, authority tieddeks rather than positions, shifts
in authority as tasks shift, continuous developnoémésponse repertoires,
systems that are self-organizing rather than finedoing redefinition of job
descriptions, mindful construction of responsethammoment rather than
mindless application of past responses embeddexlitmes (p. 90).
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This suggests that symbolic interactionism impésaa constantly emerging
adaptation and adjustment to the environmentag stigaffairs. Also known as
conditional interactionism, this view maintainstttfae natures of the interaction and
preexisting conditions are co-dependent and peapgtevolving one moment to the
next. In organizations, the environment of actiod ateraction of members is
symbolically interpreted and defined through anang conversation of gestures
(preexisting condition). Thus, members interact lyipg cues developed in their
interaction, and they act vis a vis the communicatf these cues.

Cue relevance, as a result, manifested in inibaceptualizations around a
symbolic interactionist approach which involved eleyping a conditional matrix
(Strauss, 1993). The guiding assumption was tleatdbiprocal interplay between actor
and environment was leveraged by preexisting cmmdif which subsequently set the
parameters for interactions in the present. Theifstgnce of this framework was that it
attempted to analyze the characteristic compor@nislividuals, social groups, social
institutions, social structure, culture, social te, technology, geography, proxemics,
and nature as a condition (Chang, 2004). “This ttamdng is not complete
determination, but the conditions that are involvede necessary” (Mead, 1929, p. 236)
because they are part of an organic sociologidatsen that is ongoing, evolving, and
cumulative.

As a process, symbolic interactionism was exemagliin Chang’s (2004)

description of the interactive living form-enviroemt dynamic:

The engagement of bacilli with cellulose (part atitli's environment)
transforms the latter into food (emergent). Inlhads of a human being
(interaction), cellulose may become a building matéemergent), an object for
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scientific research (emergent), an object for geteppreciation (emergent), and
so on depending on the approach of the persor0g). 4
In support of this descriptive case study, the sylmbnteractionist approach
establishes a viable link between shared leadesstdprganizational improvisation. The
following reflects the primary thinking around tegmbolic interactionist approach as

determined by Stryker and Vryan (2006):

e Human beings act toward things insofar as physibgdcts, other humans,
categories of humans, institutions, ideals, adtigiof others, and situations
encountered on the basis of the meanings thahihgsthave for them.

e Meanings arise in the process of interaction betmpgsople, that is, the meanings
of things are social products growing out of howspeas act toward one another
with regard to the things.

e The use of meanings occurs through a processeapitation in which actors
communicate with themselves, selecting, checkiegrauping, transforming,
and using meanings to form and guide their actemkinteractions in situations
in which they find themselves

e An adequate account, whether explanation or simpterstanding, of human
behavior must incorporate the point of view of astengaged in the behavior.

e Social interaction—the social process in Mead'm&e+is fundamental, with
both self and social structure emergent from irctéoa.

e Personsteflexivity, their responses to themselves, link larger sgradesses to

the interactions in which they engage (p. 5).
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Reflexivity, in particular, underscores the symbafiteractionist view of
continuous organizational change via an ongoinyexsation of gestures. Weick and

Quinn (1999) elaborate:

Organizations produce continuous change by mearepehted acts of
improvisation involving simultaneous compositiordaxecution, repeated acts of
translation that convert ideas into useful artgatiat fit purposes at hand, or
repeated acts of learning that enlarge, strengtireshrink the repertoire of
responses (p. 377).

In addition, this cyclical assumption or patteoi®bb and flow repeating
themselves (Marshak, 1993) is a fundamental dinoensi the reciprocal relationship

between individual and environment. According ta@d (2004):

In human society the most basic interrelationglamse between the individual
and his or her social and nonsocial environmenttetebeen collective acting
units (social groups, communities, nations, eted eir social and nonsocial
environments. The emergence they produce inclaesng numerous other
things, the reproduction and change of self as asethe reproduction and change
of society (p. 407).

In conclusion, the inevitability of change detemes that there is neither end state
(journey assumption) nor starting point becausaingtstays the same forever (Marshak,
1993). This can explain why the most typical mastdéon of interaction emerges at the
level of symbolic interaction, insofar as the agtentity conveys an intrinsic perspective
onto the world (Blumer, 1966; Chang, 2004; Ander&ddnow, 2001; Stryker &Vryan,
2006). “The perspective is the world in its relasbip to the [actor and the actor in its]

relationship to the world” (Mead, 1938, p. 115).ddnstanding around this relationship,
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specifically as it applies to the nature of impseational leadership in a complex
problem-solving experience within an interdisciphy team, has yet to appear in any

publications thereby supporting the novelty andtgbutory nature of this study.

Summary of theLiterature

In this chapter, the pertinent literature on stideadership, organizational
improvisation, and symbolic interactionism wereiegwed and analyzed within the
context of the study. Shared leadership, as avelginew field of study formerly, was
examined from the perspective of its historicalfdations, social construction, boundary
conditions, and manifestations in empirical reseafs an equally emerging field of
study, organizational improvisation was assesseditih the lens of sociological
perspectives, boundary conditions, and manifeststio empirical research.

The intermediary construct for this study, symbatieractionism, concludes the
chapter with a discussion exploring its origin aelativity to the anchor (shared
leadership) and supporting (organizational imprats) constructs. The connection
surfaces within the literary discourse which suggésat symbolic interactionism
implicates a constantly emerging adaptation andstwfient to present and future states of
the (internal and external) environment. Thus,dbevolving collective consciousness
around this journey assumption and subsequent rnatxdn emerges vis a vis access to
distributed expertise (shared leadership vehitla) is immediate and aligned with
available material, cognitive, affective, and sboesources (organizational

improvisation vehicleasthe action unfolds.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This qualitative case study (Merriam, 2009; YinQ9Pdescribed the nature of
improvisational leadership via the complex probleohing experiences of a high-
functioning federal government interdisciplinarai@ The researcher employed a
purposeful sample (Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 2009rofessionals, who are members
of a single interdisciplinary team to: (a) desctibeir experience of complex problem-
solving; and (b) describe how they shared leaderdtiing this experience. While
empirical confirmation was essential in explainiryv shared leadership and
organizational improvisation are complimentaryststiudy was designed to describe how

they both symbolically interact.

Maxwell (2005), in direct correlation with othersearcher contentions (Miles &
Huberman, 1984; Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 2009; Yi009), referenced four boundary
conditions to consider: the participants (who Wwé#l observed or interviewed), the setting
(where the research will be conducted), the ev@vtiat will the participants be observed
doing or interviewed regarding) and the process étmerging nature of the events
undertaken by the participants within the settifigiis case study was designed with
respect to these four boundary conditions. Moreahés study exemplified a form of
insider research due to the researcher’s previambarship in an interdisciplinary team.
Chavez (2008) points out that insider researctbaneficial as it enables the researcher a

“nuanced perspective for observation, interpretatemd representation” (p. 479).

53



The following sections detail the research dessge, selection, data collection
methods, data analysis methods, and strategiesrbated the study’s validity,
reliability, and ethics.

Resear ch Design

To provide plausible answers to the study’s reseguestions, a qualitative
single-case study (Yin, 2009; Merriam, 2009) desigis selected. Denzin and Lincoln
(2005) described qualitative research as “a sitbattivity that locates the observer in
the world” (p. 3). They go on to say that it “invek an interpretive, naturalistic approach
to the world which determines that qualitative egshers study things in their natural
settings, attempting to make sense of, or interptetnomena in terms of the meanings
people bring to them” (p. 3). Requisite to accosighg this, Merriam (2009) contends
that the qualitative researcher brings four keyiaggions to the field: “the focus is on
process, understanding, and meaning; the reseasctiner primary instrument of data
collection and analysis; the process is inductilre;product is richly descriptive”
(Merriam, 2009, p. 14).

Case study research represents a rigorous desariptiplanation, exploration,
and examination of a phenomenon or social entgifytyng an individual, group,
organization, or populace. From a research prqoespective, Yin (2009) asserts that “a
case study is an empirical inquiry that investigate&eontemporary phenomenon in depth
and within its real-life context, especially whére tbboundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident” (p. 18). From aezapecific (unit of analysis) standpoint,
Creswell (1998) contends that a case study “isuatded system bounded by time and

place, uses extensive, multiple sources of infolonah data collection and analysis, and
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considerable time is spent describing the contesetiing for the case” (p. 37). Merriam
(2009) provided a succinct definition of case stugearch that was used in guiding this
study: “thecase studys an in-depth description and analysis of a bedrgl/stem” (p.
40). In this case study, an interdisciplinary teaas studied to examine the nature of
improvisational leadership in a complex problemysa experience.
Site Selection

The strategy employed for the sample selectioresgmts an amalgamation of the
more customary method in qualitative research, wtadknown as purposeful sampling
(Merriam, 2009). Within this schema, the sampled@n to be based upon precise
conditions intended to achieve optimal represergatss or typicality concerning the
sites, participants, or strategies selected (Max®&@05), and are exemplary of those for
which learning can be optimized. Furthermore, emmence sampling entails selecting a
sample based on availability regarding time, motagation, and respondents (Merriam,
2009). Relative to the study’s purpose, the sarsigle was determined by specific
criteria at two levels of analysis: (a) case leaekl (b) within-case (Merriam, 2009).
Subsequently, a sufficient sampling will be achaet@hen the amount of new
information provided per unit of added resourceesxjiture had reached the point of
diminishing returns (that is, it would not be ptable to add even one more sample
element)” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 234).

As a result, a federal government interdisciplin@am (FIT) was selected for
this case study. The federal government interdisep/ team (FIT) was selected
because (1) the team has been in existence fotyigr years; (2) the researcher was a

federal government employee, which optimized acbgisg to members and data
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collection; (3) the participants are exemplary pitemers experienced in shared
leadership and complex problem-solving, thus addaige to the study; and (4) the team
represents a mélange of traditional sub-communitiggactice (Brown & Duguid, 1991)
consisting of applied and social sciences; all bbm elicit some manifestation of shared
leadership. Data collection was procured in the Mraggon, DC metropolitan area over a
two month time period. The intimate proxemics betwéhe researcher and the federal
government interdisciplinary team (FIT) was a catfor observations and access to
pertinent documents.

Regarding the use of case-level and within-casgbag) quantitative traditions
typically view cases as distinct units, extracample of those units, and proceed to
gather comparable data elements from each respBctivhough dyadic to some extent,
the dichotomy between traditions (Wiersma & Juf$)3) becomes apparent considering
the definitive depth and breadth of a qualitatiseec These cases may manifest as
individuals, groups, organizations, programs, gekuand emerging relationships.
Considering the selected case, the qualitativeareber performs a series of case-level
and within-case decisions. For the purposes ofstiigdy, routine meetings and
discussions were observed, documented (field jdyraad analyzed for shared
leadership, organizational improvisation, and sylehinteraction occurring among the
team members.

Data Collection
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Figure 3-1. Data CollectioRroces:

In qualitative research it is the etic interpreias of the participants that ¢
significant, “and, to the extent possible, these@gtions are to be captured in orde
obtain an accurate ‘measure’ of rea(Wiersma & Jurs, 2005). Hentmganing’ is as
perceived or experienced by those being studiési nivt imposed by the research
(Wiersma & Jurs, 2005). Findings are thereforecstmed in the form of articulate
inscribed, and audience-ctafied language. This stuemployed anproach o
naturalistic inquiry, which contends that “data ge@ssing is a continuous ongoi
activity, making possible the meaningful emergemcenfolding of the design and t

successive focusing of the study” (Lincoln & Gub885, p. 11

Sources oflata informing this studcomprised a focus group, sestructure:
interviews with federal govement interdisciplinary team (F) members, observatiol
of routine meetingand discussiol, and review of relevamtocuments and artifacts. -
increase the likelihood of attaining naturalistengralizationsCreswell, 1998), effort

wereguided toward collecting data to a point of “daagusation (Morse, 1995; Flicl
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1998), theoretical saturation (Strauss & Corbirg@9or informational redundancy
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985)” (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 200. 106).
Focus Group

One focus group was held in which FIT were askedrges of questions
(Appendix A) relative to the research question tedtwo subsidiary questions:

What is the nature of improvisational leadershia the complex problem-solving

experiences of a high-functioning federal governnrgerdisciplinary team?

(&) What are members’ experiences of complex probldvmg®

(b) How did members share leadership during thesergpces?

Focus groups are explicit in their dependence ypwoup interaction as the
principal means for data generation. This methos paticularly utilitarian for this
study as it exposed “the many different forms ahomunication that people use in day-
to-day interactions” (Kitzinger, 1995). Moreovdugtgroup processes that are perpetually
created and recreated are conduits of discovery:

Unlike a series of one-on-one interviews, in fogusup participants get to hear

each other’s responses and to make additional comsrbeyond their own

original responses as they hear what other pe@e to say. However,

participants need not agree with each other ohraag kind of consensus. Nor is

it necessary for people to disagree. The object get high-quality data in a

social context where people can consider their e@ws in the context of the
views of others (Patton, 2002, p. 286).

Kitzinger (1995) determines that:

Tapping into such interpersonal communication ipontant because this can
highlight (sub) cultural values, or group normsrdugh analyzing the operation
of humor, consensus, and dissent and examiningrdift types of narrative used
within the group, the researcher can identify stham@d common knowledge (p.
300).
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Semi-Structured Interviews

A separate semi-structured individual interviewssas was held with each of the
six participants in which they were asked a sesfaguestions (Appendix B) relative to
the aforementioned research questions. This p&timterview structure was selected
due to an emic sensibility, and an increased pribtyabf discovering “what is in and on
someone else’s mind” (Patton, 2002, p. 341). MogeoRatton (2002) goes on to say
that:

We interview people to find out from them thosentys we cannot directly

observe....We cannot observe feelings, thoughtsjrdedtions. We cannot

observe behaviors that took place at some preyious in time. We cannot

observe situations that preclude the presence observer. We cannot observe

how people have organized the world and the mearimgy attach to what goes

on in the world. We have to ask people questionsiathose things. The purpose

of interviewing, then, is to allow us to enter inb@ other person’s perspective.
(p. 340-341).

For optimal data collecting purposes, the focusigrand semi-structured
interviews took place at a time and locale that e@s/enient for both members and the
researcher/interviewer. The semi-structured ingsvgiwere audio-recorded at the
acquiescence of the members/interviewees.

Observations

A total of two observations were conducted andudoented: (a) one observation
of a routine meeting with members physically présend (b) one observation of a
routine meeting via conference call/online commur@ualitative research observations
are unbridled in the sense of “the data that begemerge as the participant observer
interacts in the daily flow of events and actigtiand the intuitive reactions and hunches

that participant observers experience as all tfeaters come together” (LeCompte,
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Preissle, & Tesch, 1993, p. 200). Thus, the “patend frequency of interactions, the
direction of communication patterns....and changdbese patterns tell us things about
the social environment” (Patton, 2002, p. 283).%uted by these contentions, the
observations attended to natural episodes in threenbof shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic interaatsm throughout routine team
meetings and discussions. Unequivocally, this sasdy was concerned with the native
milieu or habitus (Bourdieu, 1977) of each membeostributions (patterns and
frequencies) to shared leadership, organizationatavisation, and symbolic
interactionism.
Document Review

For the purposes of this study, the term documevds,operationalized as an
umbrella term (Merriam, 2009) to refer to writtgrublic records and personal
documents), visual (photographs), and physical nai@rtifacts) relevant to the study at
hand (Merriam, 2009; Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Stak¢2907; Hodder, 2003; Patton,
2002). Documents relative to the document reviemsisted of three sources: (1) their
formal leadership structure (organizational hiehgyaelative to their actual leadership
process; (2) visual photographs of members indaligiand in groups of two or more in
various duty-related and social interactivity; §8¥lartifacts such as animal miniatures
(e.g. dogs, whales, horses, primates, birds) amet @nimal paraphernalia (e.qg.
necklaces, hats, posters) reflective of their gjgettisciplines in their cubicles and
around the office, as well as pens, flashlightsl, mmi pouches with “solving the
challenges and promoting safety and health” impdrdan them. This particular strategy

was selected because each of these sources catiepdata concerning “things that
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cannot be observed, things that have taken pldoedithe evaluation began” (Merrial
2009, p. 141). For example, written material akalnable “not only because of what ¢
be learned directly &@m them but also as stimulus for paths of inquuat tan be pursue
only through direct observon and interviewing” (Bogdan &iklen, 2007, p. 294
Moreover visual material can be a formidable data sounckraethod fol
presenting findings of a remeh investigation (Stanczak, 2007) by illustratamgaccoun
of the photographer’s ideas around what was notiewywdo memorialize, cultural belie
that might be suggested by particular photograaihd,“to understand how oppres:
groups were pictureldy those subordinating them” that would otherwise bverlooker
if a photographic image were not available forgefilon” (Bogdan &Biklen, 2007, p
151). Furthermore, Hodder (2003) points out thatsptal material are “mute evidenc
(p. 146) within tle study’s setting that can depict culture, can emguysically, and as
result can be dispersed “across space and timeifsocathor, producer, or user” |
155). Furthermorea field journal we utilized consisting of memos and reflectic
throughouthe research process to be aware of and minimeesgearcher’s cn

subjectivity (Peshkin, 1988).

Data Analysis

*Open
e Axial
*Selective

eFocus
Group
eInterviews

Figure 32. Data Analysis Proce.
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In addition to transcribing the focus group, atlindual interviews were audio
recorded and transcribed verbatim. The transchipta the focus group and individual
interviews were then imported into MS Word, an dddgomputer based program that
can be used for qualitative data analysis. Dubécsize and scope of this study, MS
Word was selected as “Ruona (2005) feels that vasid processing programs are quite
adequate for most qualitative data analysis andribes in detail how to adapt a word
processing program to manage and analyze quaditdata (Merriam, 2009, p. 194). The
transcripts were used as the primary source ofaladysis. The observations and
document review served as complementation andiceidn for the transcripts.

The transcripts were coded based upon factors igettas fostering shared
leadership in complex problem-solving experiend@ésoughout the coding process, the
focus was placed upon the team as the unit of aisalyhus, no disparity was made
between team members irrespective of their forr@is within the team. Content
analysis, relative to the constant comparative nwtivas used to identify recurrent
themes and subthemes perceived to foster shamger#tdp during a complex problem-
solving experience. As a result of the iterativegass of analysis and codification, the
following major and minor findings (Table 3-1) wedentified and subsequently
validated vis a vis triangulation, member checksl ach, thick description (Geertz,
1973).

Table 3-1. Major and Minor Findings

MAJOR MINOR
(1) Interactive Knowledge Exchange | (1) Interdisciplinary-Interdependent Expertise
(2) Polylogue (2) Voice
(3) Leadership Hybridization (3a) Situation Specificity

(3b) Social Support
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Research Participant Profiles

The research participant profile provides a bnisfory of each research
participant relative to FIT for which they are amieer of. Each participant was assigned
a character to preserve the integrity of the stsidgnfidentiality. In providing this
overview of each participant’s history, the readanore equipped to understand each
member’s unique experience and knowledge base.ddergeach history is
accompanied by an excerpt from the member’s indadithterview describing their
experience. These excerpts reflect member’s vanmrsfestations of the
aforementioned themes and subthemes: interactowlkdge exchange
(interdisciplinary-interdependent expertise), potpie (voice), and leadership
hybridization (situation specificity and social papt).

B

B has been a Marine Mammal Veterinarian for ovey&4rs. She has a broad
background in teaching, internship/externship potg, and Marine Mammal education.
Her education includes a Doctor of Veterinary Mewdegree and a Marine Mammal
fellowship. Currently, shis a Marine Mammal Veterinarian for a federal goweent
interdisciplinary team in the mid-Atlantic region.

Her career as a Marine Mammal Veterinarian hag@éd her a vast array of
leadership experience and specialized knowledgeisSthe coordinator for many
national programs offering internships/externshgourrent and prospective veterinary
students. She has lead and served on numeroudisciplinary animal welfare teams,

committees, and projects concerning animal welfsi@eover, she is currently serving
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as a Marine Mammal Veterinary Representative fimoaernization project that seeks to
reevaluate the process associated with implementafithe Animal Welfare Act.
Reflecting the convergence of the aforementiohedhes, she discussed her
overall experience in leadership emergence withneetp each member’s support of the
other:
We're encouraged by and in our relationship wittheather. We have the
freedom to truly express what we feel and abldhtyesa personal opinion. No

one gets offended and we all have the ability ¢ép $tack and see what is going to
be best for the group as a whole.

C

C has been an Animal Research Veterinarian for 80grears. She has an
extensive background in research-related poliaielspaocedures supporting various
aspects of animal welfare. Her education includBeetor of Veterinary Medicine
Degree and an Animal Research Fellowship. Curreshigis an Animal Research
Veterinarian for a federal government interdiscipty team in the mid-Atlantic region.

Her career as an Animal Research Veterinariaraffasled her a wide array of
leadership experiences and specialized knowledgep8rpetuallgerves as a Subject
Matter Expert for numerous local, state, and fddsgancies. In addition, she is the
Animal Research Veterinary Representative for aenudation project that seeks to
reevaluate the process associated with the impletien of the Animal Welfare Act.
Describing her experience, she discussed membertesgin light of situation

specificity:
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We come together and if there’s something thateesine’s specialty you step up
and handle itl think all of us rise to the occasion and theatiton dictates how
werespond.

G

G has been a Canine Transportation Veterinarianver 20 years. His
background includes an array of initiatives in suppf the humane care, exhibition,
breeding, and transportation of canines. His edorcatcludes a Doctor of Veterinary
Medicine Degree and a Canine Transportation Fehgw<urrently,G is a Canine
Transportation Veterinarian for a federal governteterdisciplinary team in the mid-
Atlantic region.

His career as a Canine Transportation Veterindréncultivated an amalgam of
leadership experience and specialized knowledgénddeoarticipated on and led
numerous interdisciplinary teams, committees, angepts concerning canine welfare
and transportation. He is also serving as a Cahiaasportation Veterinary
Representative for a modernization project thaksée reevaluate the process associated
with implementation of the Animal Welfare Act. Whdascribing his experience, he

underscored member’s individual voice opportunity:

It was more of a back and forth type of dialoguee@uestion will lead to
another question or will lead a question to lead lyack to another question.

J
J has been an Avian Veterinarian for over 20 yeane has a broad background

in teaching, editorial appointments, emergency amegness, and various avian related
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programs. Her education consists of a Doctor Vieéeyi Medicine Degree and a Special
Species Medicine and Surgery Residency. Currestlky,is an Emergency Programs
Manager/Avian Health and Welfare Veterinarian feo federal government
interdisciplinary teams in the mid-Atlantic region.

Her career as an Emergency Programs/Avian Heatth\elfare Veterinarian
reflects the development of a wealth of leaderstiperience and specialized knowledge.
Early in her career, she entered academia as mtasprofessor at a large university in
the northeast. She has since been a guest leattarhairperson for a major journal on
avian welfare. Moreover, she is the Emergency RwrogfAvian Health and Welfare
Veterinary Representative for a modernization mtojleat seeks to reevaluate the process
associated with implementation of the Animal Wedfact. Regarding her experience,

she describes the organic nature of trust in mesb&pertise:

| haven't really taken the moment now that youipthat way to really appreciate
that we have a lot of trust in each other’s expertl think that we just kind of
naturally do that with each other.

K
K has been a Veterinary Administrator for over 28rgeHer background reflects
a broad scope of administrative positions in vaidisciplines within the realm of
veterinary medicine. Her education includes a \fietey Medicine Degree and numerous
certifications and specialized training. Currendlige is an Associate Administrator for a
federal government interdisciplinary team in thel+Atlantic region.
Her career as a Veterinary Administrator has d#drher comprehensive

leadership experience and specialized knowledge h&h spearheaded numerous
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initiatives at the federal, state, and local letelbring awareness to discipline-specific
areas of animal health and protection. Her expesiperpetually implored on Capitol

Hill concerning programmatic budgetary parametecs specific legislation governing
many aspects of animal welfare. She is one of &olaninistrators partnered in a
modernization project that seeks to reevaluat@tbeess associated with implementation
of the Animal Welfare Act. Describing her experienshe discussed the interdisciplinary

nature of member’s expertise in relation to thentsacollective voice:

There’s that open conversation of this is theinarkexpertise. They have the
point and have the contact with the people we neeedspond to. They can
provide information, or I’'m the one who has thedeof responsibility to respond,
or | have historical information that | need to ihavith them to help them frame
the response, or the outcome of the project. Thgbiog back and forth dialogue
continues until a decision is made regarding wigoisag to do what overall; it
kind of flows that way.

R

R has been an Equine Veterinarian for the past absyéler background consists
of a wide-range of equine related initiatives iport of the humane care, exhibition,
and breeding of domestic and international equopifations. Her education includes a
Doctor of Veterinary Medicine Degree, an Equinddwes$hip, and an Equine Studies
residency in Dubai, UAE. Currently, she is an Eq@ufeterinarian for a federal
government interdisciplinary team in the mid-Atlarregion.

Her career as an Equine Veterinarian is refleativen array of leadership
experiences and specialized knowledge. She hadioated several domestic and
foreign contingents focused on interdisciplinargaletions for various equine-related
issues. Her current positions include Diversity &rdusion Officer and Chairperson for
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EEO/Civil Rights. In addition, she is the Equinet&f@ary Representative for a
modernization project seeking to reevaluate thegs® associated with implementation
of the Animal Welfare Act. Describing her experienshe touched on listening as a

conduit for authentic individual and ultimately |leative voice:

| think that we’re all able to contribute and naeaeally shuts down. That is all of
us showing our leadership skills when everyonasttliing and there’s no
defensive, attacks, or anything like that. | thih&t's what's good about our
working relationship in this group. | think it'sag that even though [K] is our
supervisor that she does act as a facilitator$be. rounds us up and is like ‘Ok
this is what I'm hearing you say.” We all speak ound and are able to
contribute without anyone being defensive.

Considering the manner for which members of Flpregsed their experiences,
the manifestation of interactive knowledge exchapgéylogue, and leadership
hybridization become apparent. For instaiexpressed that they are encouraged by
and in their relationship to each other, which t¥edhe necessary space for them to
easily come together as expresse®b¢ underscored the natural back and forth
dialogue that evolves from individual to collectivaice, which is more likely to result in
positive outcomes in settings where there is frustember’s expertise as expressed by
J. With this trust comes respect for the interdiBogry- interdependent nature of
knowledge and information that each member briogaly discussion as expressedby
Considering the often interdisciplinary nature oflgems this team faces, the usefulness
of this knowledge and information is leveraged liy dpportunity to contribute as

expressed bR
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Respectively, the data for this case study folloardnductive approach (Coffey
& Atkinson, 1996; Merriam, 2009) which suggests tb#ecting of data to build themes,

patterns, and concepts. Accordingly, the followstgps were implemented:

1. Peruse the data for initial familiarity.

2. Isolate meaningful data sets.

3. Assign tags to the meaningful data sets.

4. Condense bulk data sets by creating categoriesatyzable units.

5. Create a conceptual map of pertinent categories.

As an initial step in data analysis, affixing cotiesneaningful data sets, and
subsequently creating concepts are essential ngin enabling rigorous review of
what the data is saying (Coffey & Atkinson, 199djles and Huberman (1994)

observed:

Codes are tags or labels for assigning units oiningao the descriptive or
inferential information compiled during a study.des usually are attached to
“chunks” of varying size, words, phrases, sentemceghole paragraphs,
connected or unconnected to a specific settingy tha take the form of a
straightforward category label or a more comple& @ng. metaphor). (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 56).

Coding is the “stuff of analysis” (Miles & Hubermat®94, p. 56), which Miles
and Huberman (1994) posit, enables the researahifférentiate and link the data that
has been accumulated relative to reflections mhadatahe information.

Correspondingly, inductive coding began with in-dhegeviews of the transcripts.
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Particular attention was devoted to the multipleragations that may be intrinsic to the
data. Data sets containing pertinent meaning whetsiuced from language and the
conceptual framework, were identified, and tagsew categories, concepts, or groups
of codes were established. As needed, additiortals#ds were included in these
categories, which were further delineated usingktkiescription (Geertz, 1973), memos,
and its relevant categorical link.

Qualitative data analysis is largely inductive aothparative (Merriam, 2009;
Wiersma & Jurs, 2005). Its inductive nature folfoan emic process toward identifying
meaningful data, codes, patterns, variables, themedels, and theories. The constant
comparative method, as explained by Merriam (2028 employed in this study to
discern “recurring regularities in the data” (p7L7Specifically, these regularities
(patterns) and themes (categories) were compargatiern-matched (Yin, 2009) with
other likenesses in the same data set. Throughasop, novel relationships between
variables can inductively emerge from the data (Mer, 2009). Though the constant
comparative method is commonly used in developnogimgded theory (Glaser & Strauss,
1967), it is inherently inductive and comparatiaad therefore has been used extensively
throughout qualitative research without buildingraunded theory (Merriam, 2009).

In accordance with Bogdan and Biklen (2007), attisragere made to analyze the

data in situ (during collection) vis a vis the @lling:

1. Force yourself to make decisions that narrow thielgtThe researcher

focused on specific data that informed the stuthysc, site, and participants.
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Force yourself to make decisions concerning the tfstudy you want to
accomplishThe researcher maintained a clear understanditigeaftudy type
by monitoring thoughts and reflections vis a viamos, and field journal
entries.

Develop analytic question$he researcher referred to the research question
guiding the study, and iteratively assessed forgatrhility with the direction
of the data.

Plan data collection sessions according to what fpod in previous
observationsThe researcher perpetually reviewed memos ardijbeknal
entries for suggestive material informing futureéadeollection activities.

. Write many “observer’'s comments” as you e researcher began making
sense of the bricolage (Denzin and Lincoln, 2060};0llected data through
memoing.

. Write memos to yourself about what you are learnirige researcher wrote
memos detailing reflections, conjectures, and psajpms as appropriate.

. Try out ideas and themes on participaritke researcher conducted a pre-
member check with the study participants to compackcontrast emic and
etic understandings.

Begin exploring the literature while you are in tiedd. The researcher
referred to Chapter Two of this study to “review therature that was

consulted in setting up the study” (Merriam, 2009172).
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9. Play with metaphors, analogies, and conceptse researcher explored
various interpretive tools for understanding theadsy inquiring, “What does
this remind me of?” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 169)

10.Use visual deviced he researcher considered drawing diagrams, thasye
computer-generated illustrations to depict possibliationships amongst the

data.

In accordance with Merriam (2009), the categoriggetbped in the course of

data analysis attempted to align with the followgmgditions:

e Categories should be responsive to the purposieeofdsearchThe
researcher was “as sensitive to the data as pes§ibl186).

e Categories should be exhaustiiéne researcher constructed “enough
categories to encompass all relevant data” (p..186)

e Categories should be mutually exclusiVee researcher determined
appropriate criteria for which “a relevant unitdata can be placed in only
one category” (p. 186).

e Categories should be sensitiziriche researcher named categories that
were “as sensitive as possible to what is in tha"da. 186).

e Categories should be conceptually congrudimte researcher employed
the same “level of abstraction to characterizeatiégories at the same

level” (p. 186).
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Validity, Reliability, and Ethics

The trustworthiness and validity of this study waaintained throughout by two

key methods: triangulation of data and member angck
Triangulation

This case study gathered data from four sourciscus group, semi-structured
interviews, observations, and document review. Byiph a triangulated methodology
contributed to the reliability of the study, anduiglely held by several qualitative
researchers (Yin, 2009; Merriam, 2009; Maxwell, 20in (2009) points out that
triangulation can be conceptualized by data sofir@gulation of data), among
different researchers (researcher triangulatibmpugh perspectives concerning the same
data set (triangulation of theory), and by meth@dsthodological triangulation). In
addition, this study added data type (written, &isand physical material). Triangulation
is an important asset to researchers becausehlesrthe “development of converging
lines of inquiry” (Yin, 2009, p. 115), which ultirntely leads to a “chain of evidence”
(Yin, 2009, p. 122).

The primary goal of triangulation is to corrob@atultiple sources of evidence.
A multiple source approach increases the likelihobguality, as well as intellectual
rigor in substantiating findings. Ultimately, thenclusions drawn did not only inform
this specific study, but also “broadened the rasfgastorical and behavioral issues”
(Yin, 2009, p. 115) researchers could address.

Member Check
This case study utilized member checking (respongaidation) as a method for

systematically soliciting feedback concerning tagacand conclusions from the
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participants in the study (Maxwell, 2005). Membkecking is a technique that enables
the researcher to increase the likelihood of vigljdeliability, and ethics of the study
(Merriam, 2009). Maxwell (2005) goes on to say ttiais is the single most important
way of ruling out the possibility of misinterpregirhe meaning of what participants say
and do and the perspective they have on what rggm, as well as being an important
way of identifying your own biases and misunderdtag of what you observed”
(Maxwell, 2005, p. 111).

Member checking was also utilized during the mtar process. The researcher
mirrored the interviewees by repeating or paraphgahe information and then
verifying the correctness of that information wilie interviewee. Upon completion of
this study, member checks included communicatihfyjralings and conclusions with the
participants. Lincoln and Guba (1985) further expbupon the goodness of this

gualitative research (Peshkin, 1988) process afaksre:

This allows participants to critically analyze fimedings and comment on them.
The Participants either affirm the summaries refleeir views, feeling, and
experiences, or that they do not reflect theserepees. If the participants affirm
the accuracy and completeness, then the studidiscshave credibility. These
member checks are not without fault, but servestwreise the incidence of
incorrect data and the incorrect interpretatiodatf, [as well as reduce
researcher bias.] The overall goal of this proee$s provide findings that are
authentic, and original (p. 314).

Researcher Subjectivity Statement

Subjectivities “ can be seen as virtuous, for this basis of researcher’s making a
distinctive contribution, one that results from tireque configuration of their personal

qualities joined to the data they have collectétBghkin, 1988, p. 18). The researcher
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has experience as a member of an interdisciplitgam, with over ten years of
experiential knowledge, primarily in the healthchedd. By some measure, this
experience has influenced the researcher’s acuéiatve to the phenomena of shared
leadership, organizational improvisation, symbaoiteractionism, leaders, and
interactions associated with achieving objectived goals. The researcher has a
graduate degree in Health Services Administratiothy an emphasis in strategic
management of healthcare organizations, healtlicenece, information systems for
healthcare management, and healthcare econonm@sldltion, the researcher was a
member of the Dual Diagnosis Team for two years.

The researcher’s educational background, healtleqrerience, and views on
leadership fostered certain biases to this stugs@ biases included: (a) a belief that
shared leadership is the future, and no one canllcgffectively lead alone; (b) society
has evolved beyond traditional interpretationseafdership; and (c) since the assumption
that there is only one leader in a group can beefled, all members of the team, not just
the position leader, are in control of and may Bdeathe entire organization (Raelin,
2003).

Though these biases may have influenced the résg&@cuity, interpretation,
and understanding of the collected data, awaresfabss subjectivity enabled the

researcher to distinguish between mind, self, ajest. Peshkin (1988) observes:

By monitoring myself, | can create an illuminatirgnpowering personal
statement that attunes me to where self and sulmjecéntertwined. | do not
thereby exorcise my subjectivity. | do, rather,l@aanyself to manage it---to
preclude it from being unwittingly burdensome--tgsogress through collecting,
analyzing, and writing up my data (p. 20).
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Insider Researcher Bias

Consistent with any research involving human paguaicts, the possibility of
researcher bias (Maxwell, 2005) exists in parhoresearcher’s relationship with
potential interviewees. In light of this potentiglithe researcher pursued appropriate
actions to maintain awareness of one’s own suljéciiPeshkin, 1988). Appropriate
measures were taken to minimize completely emi@pwtations and thus forfeit any
objectivity, which in turn may compromise the valbf the research because “insider
status unchecked can complicate or overwhelm weareher role” (Chavez, 2008, p.
479). Member checks and triangulation of source®weiployed to minimize researcher
bias and bolster trustworthiness. “Validity, relldalp, and ethics are concerns that are
approached through careful attention to a studytseptualization and the way in which
the data are collected, analyzed, and interpreied the way,” (Merriam, 2009) or audit
trail (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) that details the joayn

As an added measure, the researcher establishedanthined a journal of
thoughts, events, reflexivity, and inclinations ceming the study, potential findings,
conclusions, and implications for future reseaiidfis strategy served to guide the
researcher’s insights, minimize researcher idiosgies, and decrease the potential for
partiality based solely on emic extrapolations. Tésearcher also maintained member
checks “throughout the course of the study” (Men;i2009, p. 217).

Delimitations

Specific delimitations were developed to narrowsbepe of the study. These

delimitations included research site, methods amapde design, focus of the study, and

time.
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There are several delimitations relative to tleeagech site. First, the study
occurred at one site to enable a succinct exammalecond, the study was restricted to
one site in analyzing the nature of improvisatideatership in a complex problem-
solving experience within an interdisciplinary teadther variables such as power,
leadership styles, and technical capabilities weteconsidered. Third, the context for
the study was team members’ experiences of congutaxem-solving and how they
shared leadership during those experiences.

Concerning methods and sampling, the study emglqyalitative methods for
the purpose of describing the phenomenon undey st population sample for the
gualitative methods included only informed sour@gaeembers of an interdisciplinary
team). Due to their membership and position withamteam, these participants were
considered likely to be “information rich” (Merrigrd009, p.77), and provided the
needed data to inform the study. In addition, tbal @f the sampling was to secure an
appropriate representation from which the mostlmlearned.

The focus of the study was concerned with howga-functioning federal
government interdisciplinary team shared leadershtpeir complex problem-solving
experiences. Although the team studied was invoiveshared leadership, an evaluation
of the often associated efficiency, effectivenesselative success of the team was not
considered. In addition, performance indices oftdan were not examined because the
focus of the study was not concerned with the imahip between shared leadership and
performance, but with understanding experienceshafed leadership in complex
problem-solving experiences. The study did not cam@phe team with other teams in

their organization. The study examined the expegsrof shared leadership and complex
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problem-solving within a high-functioning federal\@@rnment interdisciplinary team to
provide depth in understanding the phenomena thatstudied.

Finally, the study was bound by time. Although gbex problem-solving and
shared leadership are perpetual processes, tlig abllected data intermittently during
particular experiences of shared leadership angmaproblem-solving. The study
considered the beginning and end of such activilibe time in the field spent collecting
data was approximately three months.

Limitations

Several study limitations were related to therdeéitions previously discussed.
First, the use of a single site decreased the fabgieneralizability” of the study
(Creswell, 1998, p.154). Thus, while multiple sasprovided in-depth data, the data
was team- and organization-specific. The infornraticay not be valid (externally)
beyond the organization of the team that was studireaddition, because this team was
purposefully selected, and because it was intealiypengaged in shared leadership
during a complex problem-solving experience; thelits (external) of the findings may
also be decreased.

The study may also be limited in its methods. éliph data triangulation (during
collection and analysis) adds rigor and increasegjtiality of the study, integrating the
findings from each of these unique data sourceshmag provided some limitations.
Moreover, the qualitative methods used in the sar@ysubject to diverse interpretations
(Eisner, 1991). In addition, the sample design matyrepresent participation by the

complete team.
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Biases may inevitably pervade the data becaudeediype of individuals who
participated in the focus group, observations, serdi-structured interviews. The
decisionnot toconsider factors such as the effectiveness of tshire technical
capabilities within the organization, and overabup effectiveness may have limited the
findings. Finally, the study may have been limitedlescribing shared leadership in
complex problem-solving experiences. The studyndidlink shared leadership capacity
to its success or effectiveness in the complexlprosolving experiences, and
subsequent viability of the team, nor to the ogratformance of the team. The study
was not designed to evaluate nor focus on theadilber of shared leadership in the
complex problem-solving experiences over time.

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

“Qualitative researchers are guests in the prigpgees of the world. Their
manners should be good and their code of ethicd"g{6take, 2005, p. 459). This study
maintained exemplary ethical standards throughgdiollowing the Patton Ethical Issues

Checklist (Patton, 2002, p. 408-409):

1. Explaining purpose of the inquiry and methods tabed
2. Promises and reciprocity

3. Risk assessment

4. Confidentiality

5. Informed consent

6. Data access and ownership

7. Interviewer mental health

8. Advice (who will be your counselor on ethical mistte
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9. Data collection boundaries

10. Ethical versus legal conduct

A significant ethical consideration for this typestudy was the interviewer’s
straightforward approach in soliciting interviewdeseflect on their shared leadership
during a complex problem-solving experience as tesmbers. Merriam (2009) states
that “interviewing---whether it is highly structwrevith predetermined questions or
semistructured and open-ended---carries with i bisks and benefits to the informants”
(p- 231). However, interviews focused and increasseth member’s attention and
awareness relative to their role in the group dyioamhich optimizes shared leadership.
Interviews may improve the condition of interviewaehen, for example, they are
requested to review their roles, successes, astemelated to act positively on their own
behalf (Merriam, 2009). Thus, the aim of the reslkear was to be aware of the ethical
issues pervading the research process (ethicagshecklist) and to examine one’s own
philosophical orientation considering these isgj@snaling throughout) (Merriam,
2009; Peshkin, 1988).

To address the potential for these and other isswes/ing human subjects and
ethics precautions in this study, the policy guites of The George Washington
University Institutional Review Board (GWU IRB) weethe foundational point of
reference. This helped to ensure that the threipies, or general prescriptive
judgments, that are relevant to research involtimgan subjects were identifiable and
embraced in the study. These three principlesraspect for persons, beneficence, and

justice. As noted in The Belmont Report Part C: Wggtions, “applications of the
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general principles to the conduct of research léadsnsideration of the following
requirements: informed consent, risk/benefit agaess, and the selection of subjects of
research” (DHEW, 1979, 45 CFR 46).

The requirement of obtaining “legally effectivéarmed consent of the subject
or the subject’s legally authorized representat(@HS, 2005, 45 CFR 46.116) was
addressed above. The GWU-OHR template (Appendixd3) used to ensure compliance
with satisfying the basic elements of informed @nisFurther, the study posed minimal
risk to the participants and that risk was not ggethan what might be ordinarily
encountered in daily life or during performanceaabutine or extended conversation
(DHHS, 2005, 45 CFR 46.102i). The primary interactwas in the form of a focus
group, six semi-structured interviews, and two obsgons bounded by discussion of
their “lived experiences” relative to sharing leesdtep during a complex problem-solving
experience. The course and direction of the disonssas largely participant lead, with
the knowledge that they could stop the proceedaigsy time.

Privacy and confidentiality was assured througbnogs precautions taken to
maintain the anonymity of each participant. Thidudes situations where a legal
guardian relationship dictates the need for thetiatél consent requirement of granting
“permission”. In such cases, a prerequisite folusion in the study will mean that a
clear understanding has been reached with the igméarebresentative that the associated
participant’s specific primary responses will netdhared even with them. All
procedures required by The George Washington Usityeinstitutional Review Board
(IRB) were complied with. After approval of the easch proposal, if events occurred

during the research that raised new risks to hupaaticipants, those were reported to the
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GWU Office of Human Research and subsequently desstin a revised version of this
document.

In sum, an important consideration for this stuglthiat the results herein are
reflective of the relationships among members irgdab their individual and collective
perspectives, ideologies, and underlying assumg&onmployed in a complex problem-
solving experience. This study endeavored to broadgnitive and metacognitive acuity
around the manifestation of shared leadership wahnigh-functioning federal
government interdisciplinary team. As examinedHertin Chapter 4, the findings of this
study reflect participant-based insights which rnmaglicate the nature of improvisational
leadership via the complex problem-solving expasnof a high-functioning federal

government interdisciplinary team; it's improvisatal.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
Resear ch Context

This chapter outlines the results that surfacenhfthe research questiohat is
the nature of improvisational leadership via thengdex problem-solving experiences of
a high-functioning federal government interdisaigliy teamParticipants for this study
were identified by purposive sampling methods.iB8dtviduals comprising a high-
functioning federal government interdisciplinargne (FIT) were selected for
participation in the research project. All six mduals were discipline-specific
veterinarians, five of which were females and oms wale. All six individuals had a
professional tenure of at least ten years and bad mvolved in a range of
interdisciplinary projects and teams.

The succeeding five sections of this chapter pmunddepth discussions of the
findings. The major and minor findings were deterad based upon their occurrence and
recurrence in the data during analysis. Sectiondis®isses interactive knowledge
exchange (major finding 1) and interdisciplinaryemtependent expertise (minor finding
1). Section two discusses polylogue (major findh@nd voice (minor finding 2).
Section three discusses leadership hybridizatiadniinding 3), situation specificity
(minor finding 3a), and social support (minor findi3b). Section four discusses the
resulting structure versus process paradox. Sefitiertoncludes the chapter with a

summary of the study’s findings.
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Major Finding 1: Interactive Knowledge Exchange

The initial major finding that surfaced and wasareled in the data was
interactive knowledge exchange. The essence ofitltisg is that as you give/receive
knowledge, you equally receive/give knowledge amdie new knowledge in the
process. In relation to this finding, interdisanary-interdependent expertise was a minor
finding that emerged and is discussed in the broea@ext. In describing their complex
problem-solving experience, FIT members suppotiechecessity of interactive
knowledge exchange.

Evidenced initially in the focus group, memberarsid that the need for an

unfettered exchange of information superseded amydl leadership structure:

Each member is the lead in their area of expertesed K is more of a support
person. There is not a standard relationship betwesipervisor and supervisee.
As an interdisciplinary team, there is a wealth lkafiowledge around the table.
We all have different experiences and types of kihexnge that enable us to
focus on the expertise not the titfe.

As the administratoK explicated that the situation may require divergrits
that may be beyond her scope. However, tappingtih@antellectual capital within the
team increased the likelihood of meeting and oftereeding the objective set forth. The
team expressed in their own ways how task notisitiehat motivates the breadth and
depth of their exchanges.

According toB, “we need all of those perspectives to not ondkenus work at

the headquarters level but to identify what werally do; | do stuff that nobody else

! Transcriptions from the focus group are italicized! bolded.
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does.? Similarly, G maintains that “we start off by clarifying what \a# do.” This tacit
understanding among the group provides a safe mefdiuthis free exchange of
information. For “each member is the lead in tlaeea of expertise,” as stated by their
focus group. As each situation is different, soitothe type(s) of knowledge required for
success.

Success in this context is a bit broader than aeispsingular outcome. The
learning, unlearning, and often relearning occigrimtheir interactions, perpetually
manifest in their future exchangesS alluded to this awareness as she considered that
“we may be incorporating a lot of the things th&'we learned naturally.” It is equally
worth noting that this is consistent with organiazaal learning at its most organic and
authentic state; dynamic in its development frotmadion to situation moment to
moment.

It is in these moments that the value of collecinput is far more transparent. If
C is beginning to recognize learning as an inevéahltcome, then more input from
more members may equal more actualized learningngrtiee team. Autonomy in
contributing information and sovereignty in its apation was a key point presented

during the focus group:

It helps the team feel more valuable and comfortacknowing that our
individual knowledge, skills, and abilities are wanted. Routinely we have the
autonomy to do our job; what we are hired to do.

*Transcriptions from the individual interviews aspresented in standard and block quotations.
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Jwent on to say that “if | have input on somethiihgt’s out of my lane there’s
not any bristling or anything. There’s usually ri@ange and it’s not like a baton is passed
and a person is speaking; we all hold batons.” Thegewith an animal poster hanging on
an interior wall that read, “Teamwork: we can agbienore together,” there were several
photographs that captured FIT members engagingoother in what appeared to be
rather informal verbal exchanges.

This was noted in observation one and two (routieetings) when FIT members

were observed exchanging information openly onoueritopics and with one another:

As the meeting commences, K is touching on dieelgipecific topics and
otherwise, however, all members are contributirfgrimation freely without
disciplinary boundarie$1:5-7)".

R makes eye contact with K and responds to an epdathe equine related issue
of ‘soring’ (1:8-9).

B addressed R directly regarding this ‘soring’ issand inquired if she had
considered amending the policy governing this aspeequine welfare (1:10-
11).

R responds that she had not and G posits that éarepaded an initiative to
amend a canine transportation policy concerningnailgr issue (1:12-13).

C points out that there is a wealth of research ties been conducted on
‘soring’ and shared that a policy amendment propasay be the best course of
action to ensure resolution of this issue (1:14:16)

J joins the discussion and shares that her expeeem amending policies and
procedures have largely involved her publishedcéet which she has used to
support her ideas on resolving many avian relatetfave issues (1:17-19).

K chimes in by saying that ‘soring’ along with atltiscipline specific welfare
issues are sometimes a hard sale for our poliralironment and asks R to
follow up with the group as needed (1:20-22).

Each team member is responding at various pointsetliscussion at will and
indiscriminately concerning next steps for morecigine specific objectives
(2:38-39).

® Transcriptions from the observations are italidizEhe numbers indicate observation and line number
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G shared that he is working with J in a joint effooncerning emergency
management preparedness and that they will be tmgwutside stakeholders
with regard to local, state, and federal roles (:42).

J concurs and shares that she will also like Radipipate due to her vast
experience with working with external stakeholdascerning her exhibitions
(2:43-44).

K says she will be on hand for any support that beayeeded to expedite the
process (2:45).

R explains she would be more than happy to offeséevices in any way that
will help facilitate a more collective effort (2:4%&7).

C shares that she has several contacts in the cantyrthat may be of help and
that she will be collaborating with a team on son@k she performed in her
previous position (2:48-49).

B says she will be asking for the group’s assistaas she moves forward with
amending a policy that will be going to the Hillarpotential legislative package
so stay tuned (2:50-51).

Having that immediate voic&, contends, “helps the development of the
individual, being flexible of learning, being inratwe of developing political savvy, and
all of those other competencies.” As leaders ilir thn right, positedR, as they are
bouncing ideas off one another and contributing tihey are equally fulfilling some
aspect of leadership within the team. ” By virtdehos point, it also grants immediate
access to available material, cognitive, affectarg social resources in the moment.

In sum, the relationship between sharing leadershgpinteractive knowledge
exchange appears to be related to an environmenttohomy in contributing
information and sovereignty in employing it. Membexpressed that preserving this
environment at least increases the likelihood alitpee outcomes concerning any type of
problem-solving experience. This is consistentcgally as it applies to FIT, with

effectuation “which involves problem solving thrduguman actions in environments
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that are essentially unpredictable” (LeyBourne,(d 2). As a constant, interactive
knowledge exchange inevitably pervades every aggeeam interface due to the
interdisciplinary-interdependent nature of the peats they often face.
Interdisciplinary-Interdependent Expertise

Within the discourse of their experience concegnitteractive knowledge
exchange, FIT members underscored the interdisaitinterdependent nature of their
expertise. As an integral feature of their tearenéibles a broad spectrum of intellectual
capital to be available in real time. “If anything’re a resource of expertis€’declared,
and access to these soft stores of knowledge kes lefl to highly innovative and
creative approaches to solving problems. Considehair inclusiveness, the focus group

expressed having fewer problems and more learrppgrtunities:

Although any one of us could, K may facilitate thmeitial dialogue by sending
out an email detailing an issue we have to addrass everyone will make
suggestions from their various backgrounds. Ther@allective selection or
decision is made with all available input from eygody. We make more
informed decisions and learn more about one anothlerough these collective
experiences moving forward.

Having fewer problems and more learning opporiesiis a matter of perspective
not privilege. The value added in their collectparspective lies in their individual
perspectives that “we’re never all going to agne&cdy on the same things because our
histories are all different and we’re coming inlwitifferent experiences” &shared.
These diversities, in their ideal context, orgamgzcircumstance, and/or situation, are an
asset to the team by virtue of their differenteorroborated this observation and stated,

“I'm hard pressed to think of a time when that was the case. It is beneficial.
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This is most evident collectively and individualR continued, when “there may
be something that someone is working on physidaltiheir area but it may require all of
our expertise concerning the different programswework with and how long we’'ve
been here.” It boils down to the fact that “weladlve a level of expertise that we bring to
the accomplishment of any project” maintained/ith every opportunity, project or
otherwise, explain§&, they seek to explore and remain susceptiblel ideds put
forward, and experience the full benefit of thailerdisciplinary-interdependent
knowledge base.

The practical manifestation of this ideology ocedrduring observation two
(routine meeting) as members discussed some atramaportation research from their

unique perspectives:

As the meeting continues, C addresses B direatlydiothoughts on some
research she has been made aware of concerningnenarammal welfare (2:52-
53).

B shares that that research was primarily centeaealind issues related to the
transportation of marine mammals from one localéh®next (2:54-55).

G interjects that transportation issues are notgeiesolved because they are
treated holistically rather that specifically (2:5&7).

J agrees with G and posits that she recently cacnesa an avian article that was
discussing how transportation was a major issuesigally for exhibitions
(2:58-59).

R maintains that transportation is not so muchssue with equines as it is
treating each exhibition as a solitary event cortglegith applicable protocols.

She continues in saying that the research is indet@ajin this respect across the
board (2:60-61).

Irrespective of what is faced collectively or inidivally, members of FIT are

involved in interactive knowledge exchange by \artf their interdisciplinary-
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interdependent expertise. The collective accetissknowledge in real time has enabled
members’ perspective of more opportunities andpesklems. This is consistent with
the co-creating idea that the more extensive tlosviedge base the more extensive the
solutions.
Major Finding 2: Polylogue

The second major finding that surfaced and wasrdecbin the data was
polylogue. The essence of this finding considers:

Handling such a diversity of opinion and range efspnalities requires a

communication ability that not only collects theied input, but also uses it

within a more widely informed system. Multiple digues are not only

recognized but also positively encouraged and émsapsulated in the overall
strategy of the organization (Davies, Kakabads&a&abadse, 2007, p. 247).

FIT members’ explained that the manifestation esthongoing multiple
dialogues within their team increased the likelithdloat knowledge, skills, abilities, and
synergy of the whole team were employed constralgtivi hey affirmed that the
perpetuity of these verbal exchanges, facilitatggdice (minor finding 2), enabled
validation of members’ experience and expertisdeninegating absenteeism with full
engagement. Polylogue, for members of FIT, providesnecessary platform for their
individual voice to be operationalized in the coliee. “Solving the challenges and
promoting safety and health” imprinted on their ngauches, pens, and flashlights imply
the necessity of inclusive and ongoing dialoguerim@uobservation one (routine

meeting), member’s performance thereof was docusdantaction:

As members engage one another, multiple discussimse as they “piggy back”
off of one another as the dialogue continues (23X-
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Voice
According toJ, this working voice relative to FIT and contraoytter other team,
was directly correlated with and leveraged by thsiening to one another:
| think one thing that the group really does isdwa’t interrupt each other. We
listen and it’s not all about what we’re going &y siext. The problem with my
other group is everyone is only concerned with whay're going to say next.

They're not listening to each other and that'simmt we roll with. There’s a lot
of listening and even if we disagree we’ve hearldther person.

CorrespondinglyR underscored listening as an important componetitsin

continued development and communication as a team:

| think in the beginning it didn’t flow as easilythink over time, with our
experiences, and being more educated it has fealibed us to focus more and
communicate a lot more successfully amongst edwdr.dtistening to each other
over time definitely is something that’s really hgmsitive for our group. We
have changed and seek to listen to each a lotrfz@ttework more congruently.

Evidence of these efforts was duly noted duringeoletion two (routine
meeting) as one after the other gave the spea&enuhdivided attention:

As K speaks about a management meeting, thoseditbariable make direct eye
contact with K and cease other activity (2:63-64).

Members conceptualized listening as a necessatiianesm for voice which
enables them to accurately and effectively conteha the concurrent multiple dialogues
(polylogue) co-occurringk explains how the openness and ongoing naturesséth
conversations provide objective-role clarity andl+teme access to interdisciplinary

expertise:
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There’s that open conversation of this is theinareexpertise. They have the
point and have the contact with the people we neeedspond to. They can
provide information, or I’'m the one who has thedeof responsibility to respond,
or | have historical information that | need to ihavith them to help them frame
the response, or the outcome of the project. Thgbiog back and forth dialogue
continues until a decision is made regarding wigoisag to do what overall; it
kind of flows that way.

This iterative process associated with improvimglevel, quality, and
inclusiveness of the discourse(s) in play is altgystemically. Primarily since “it’s the
system that seems to be defining how we’re intatirey or not interrelating” noteg,
and “there is not enough good, accurate, massef@ctive communication between the
levels for us to function to the best of our alat B continued. As a result, assessing
and reassessing, and if applicable, creating atréaigng their system of communication
is essential to the preservation of their individu@ces and its operationalization in the
collective. Otherwise, voice runs the risk of belosgt in translatiorG observes, “unless
there’s some structural change or something likétten |1 don’t see it happening.”

Voice within the larger edifice of polylogue isajified by the listening. What
this determines and FIT members collectively urnidexs is that voice and listening are
orthogonal; the presence of one does not implyptheence of the other (Gladwell,
2008). Their acute awareness of this fact, decseasdiguity while increasing clarity
into who is qualified to lead from one situationthe next. Considering this, members
pointed out during the focus group that ensuringerand listening are in sync requires
repetition:

Presenting the topic again or differently in ordéo get everyone onboard is a

continual process. For it to work, we all have terbalize our thoughts, ideas,

and concerns and actively listen to one another.elfeedback goes back and

forth based upon what we heard one another say. &efirm the accuracy of
what we heard by sometimes repeating what each oihsaying.
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Major Finding 3: Leadership Hybridization

The final major finding that surfaced and was rdedrin the data was leadership
hybridization. The essence of this finding is tthebugh the interdisciplinary nature and
complexity of the problems FIT members face; theyitively generate a hybrid form of
leadership that reflects a cross-breed of horiz@mtd vertical leadership properties. The
manifestation of which is based upon the needbesituation, the interdisciplinary-
interdependent nature of their expertise, and thagoing actions and interactions. In
relation to this finding, situation specificity (mor finding 3a) and social support (minor
finding 3b) were the subthemes that emerged andiscassed in the broader context.

Situation Specificity

Situation specificity expounds upon The Law oli&iton (Follet, 1924) to
include not only human capital, bait available material, cognitive, affective, and sbci
resources as the action is unfoldirigexplained:

It's sort of this standard thing. For every unigueblem that we have you

develop an ad hoc team that may be just 2 or ¥iohatals depending on what the

project really needs, what it does, or the kinthpluit. We are also always

encouraged to contact individuals who have by gidtitheir backgrounds some

very specific knowledge and talent. So we're enagad to pull in whoever we
need for a project.

C shared this sentiment and went on to say thdtifiktall of us rise to the
occasion and the situation dictates how we respdfdlluded to the truly
improvisational nature of their approach per sitratn her declaration that “one of the
common statements | have made and | have tailoréd bave done it without statement
is that I'm making it up as I'm going along.” Trepeaks to the dexterity necessitated on

the prerequisites emerging with each new circuntgtan
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As a result, there are often fluctuating levelslistiplinary interest from one
phase to the next. Exposing this pofatwent on to say that at any moment “| think
everyone is at different levels of interest of saurWith anything some people are more
vocal than others and some people share more tharsoYou always expect that, but it
is episodic.” This is equally consistent witls contention that they defer to each other
very naturally based upon the situation and whpedise is needed.

Social Support

Members of FIT expressed that their support ofamether enables them to
commit to one another as leader. For instahosed her aforementioned analogy
concerning batons to further clarify:

That gets to my analogy of us sitting around inrele and we all have batons and

it is a give and take. Each person gets to protide input. If it's mainly a [...]

issue then | would take the lead on it. | wouldHheeone to ask other people what
| need to know about that and others would add thput. There becomes the
person that’s going to handle it and make it afigen but everyone kind of

knows that they are welcomed to interact, provigmut, participate, and play a

role. It happens while one-on-one and it happentewha group situation. If we

leave that meeting and there’s more follow up tdhem | can work one-on-one
and then get back to the group as a whole.

As a mutually reinforcing dynamic, values suchespect and trust often become
imbedded in the social fabric of team actions arteractions over time. This additionally
speaks to the level of flexibility in their work\dronment documented during

observation one (routine meeting):

K reminds everyone, ‘we have a very flexible workrenment and you may
work from home if you need to. This option is akvayailable’ (1:25-27).
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Moreover,B explained how these values enable a more collakeranvironment
and increases team member sponsorship:

Respect for each other even concerning generajshltis very easy then for all
and everybody is more than willing to say ok tkisheir deal if it's a specific
topic in their area of expertise. You take the leadhat you even though we
were all territorial to a degree, but we have aktrained in an understanding
and can handle the basics of the whole programdd\Veave a strong respect for
individual backgrounds, training, and strengthsuan call on one and I think

since we all do we don’t have anybody here thattsvemnaturally say I'm the
expert in everything.

This tacit understanding is made explicit throtiggir ongoing interactivity. Their
circumstances may change, however members shaethése are basic underlying
assumptions governing their standard operatinggoha@s. From one situation to the
next, “there’s no change it’s not like we were aé @oint and now I’'m the leader and
we’re at another pointC proclaimed. As detailed during the focus group imsdribed
on an animal poster hangingKrs office, “Leadership is more about character than

authority” and is not predicated on the persony thesition, or their title because:

Everyone is qualified to lead and give input. Thepertise needed at any given
moment is what guides our leadership process. lesi@t matter so much who is
leading as it does whether we have the right exjserin play. This allows us to

fairly easily support one another as a team.

In the event that there are concerns regardingntimener or fitness for which they
support one another and the te&added that “since | want to see them happy and
feeling more comfortable in their positions, I'mméi with having a discussion about it.”
It was also noted that this team disposition avegttain dissociative behavior and

commentary such as “I'm going to cease and deSstlbove my pay grade” divulgesl
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FIT members view their differences as interdiscigty advantages, and seek to leverage

and exploit those differences for the good of #ent.K deduced:

| think it happens that way naturally because efdtiferent expertise that we

bring to the outcome of the discussion, the pradhet solution, or the words for

a particular response to a memao. | think that & shared leadership of getting to

the end product because we all contribute sometuguglly or different. We

have a level of mutual respect for each other dnwhat we bring to the process.

Structur e ver sus Process Par adox

Like many teams, FIT members are part of a formenchical structure. In light
of this point, the document review included an gsialof FIT's Formal Leadership
Structure (Organizational Chart referenced in Fegiil) relative to the FIT Leadership
Process (referenced in Figure 4-3) suggested bgftttementioned focus group,
individual interviews, and observations data. Hogrethe significance of FIT’s structure
is its governing leadership process which provalesore accurate depiction of their
leadership at any given moment. It is consistett systems thinking in terms of seeing
the broader interactions that produce a workinglaedge of the micro-meso-macro
perspective (i.e. big picture) (Malik & Afridi, 201 Palaima & Skarzauskiene, 2010),
while interpreting organizational reality in a wénat shifts the foci on the relationships
among the parts rather than the parts themselvabk(® Afridi, 2011; Sterman, 2000).

For instance, Figure 4-1 details tikais the formally appointed leader of the
team. As the administratds, C, G, J, andR are her discipline-specific subordinates. As
it appears, there is one person/role for whichdestip responsibility falls upon. This is

consistent with common cultural norms in many tedetsiling higher power distances,

which “accepts that power is distributed unequaty that it is acceptable for certain
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members of the unit in question to hold greater grodue to the rank, position, oritle”

(Lindsay, Day, & Halpin2011, p. 534).

K
B C G J R

Figure 41. FIT Formal Leadership Struct.

Correspondingly, this t-down configuration is consistent with the argunr
regarding traditional (vertical) versus leaderfubijzontal)environments (Raelin, 200
especially common in government settings. In tloesgexts, psychological safety (soc
support), which refers to how comfortable membérs i@am are in taking interpersol
risks, is compromised relative to members adng mistakes, ignorance on a giv
topic, and questioning the assumptions or assertdbanother team member especi
one of greater formal or informal status (Edmond®99; lindsay et al., 2011). Figu
4-2 outlines the dichotomo nature of these competing tensions, while providirsgght

into FIT's process versus person/role leadershglity.
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Figure 4-2. Traditional-Leaderful Dichotomy (Rael2003, p. 14).

Contrary to the abovementioned archetype, FIT'ddeship process is where they
diverge from the conventional wisdom. Figure 4-3) (Austrates thak, the formally
appointed leader, inserts herself into the leadiestocess as just another member with
relevant interdisciplinary-interdependent expertigas action neutralizes the power
distance and supports a more collegial, egalitagianronment (Day, 2007; Lindsay et
al., 2011). Thus, energy is directed toward assgsbkie needs of the situation (situational
analysis), while increasing the likelihood of leestep emerging more broadly, deeply,

and collectively.
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Figure 4-3. FIT Leadership Process (Lindsay, Dayapin, 2011, p. 531).

The next step of the process continues in FigusgR-) with leadership
responsibility dispersed as a group effort dudeimterdisciplinary-interdependent
nature of their team architecture. Each membérastibject matter expert for their
respective disciplines, which enables an organizingumstance indicative of one, or
any manifestation of the collective to emerge asglime leadership responsibilities
requisite to the need(s) of the situation. Memlaeesthereby more likely to encourage
the empowerment of one another (House, Hangegjalavorfman, & Gupta, 2004;
Lindsay et al., 2011) and see their influence atkw®he multilateral influence of this

process often involves peer or lateral influenoel, at other times involves upward or
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downward hierarchical influence (Avolio, Walumbwa\Weber, 2009; Kocolowsk
2010; Malik & Afridi; 2011; Pearce & Conger, 20C

The final stage of th process concludes in Figure 4€3) with interactive
knowledge exchange, polylogue, and subsequendlgelship hybridization emerging
these actions uofd. Their focus on the task at hand versus raisition, or title, i<
consistent with a learning orientation which semlestery of the task as they fe
challenges and develop competence, take reasomsfdeand accept mistakes
opportunities fotearning (Day, 2007; Lindsay et al., 2011; Sen@90). This ideolog
moves beyond their motivation to demonstrate praficy in terms of committing tr
fewest errors to reaching a deeper understanditigeafuances of a particular situati
with the pincipal goal of building xpertise (Day, 2007; Dweck & Leggett, 1¢
Lindsay et al., 2011). Due to the dynamic naturthsf process, FIT's Actual Leaderst
Structure (referenced Figure «4) depicts a more realistic interpretation of tf

composition in reatime given the situation

Figure 44. FIT Actual Leadership Structu

As Figure 4-Adetails, actual leadership is unknown and therdtatgened unti

the leadership process has transitioned through ssguence. Due to the aforementic
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data supporting this idea, as well as the intenplisary-interdependent nature of
member expertise and problems they face, FIT mesrdyggrate from an underlying
assumption that each member is as qualified astttez to lead. Kunzle, Zala-Mezo, and

Wacker (2010) go on to say that:

Teams seem to facilitate performance in complelkstgs/en that no individual
team member possesses all resources necessadréssdll task demands and
therefore appear to be an effective strategy toameing resource shortcomings
especially if task complexity is high. As complgxihcreases where an individual
leader has difficulties completing all necessaagkrship functions, distributing
roles according to skill sets means that teamsdcdoeaihdle non-routine events
more effectively. Sharing leadership releases fbte@mers from the pressure of
being the singular source of influence by incregisire team'’s sources of
effective leadership (p. 6).

The determination of who/whom assumes leaderglsiponsibility revolves
around FIT team member’s focus on task rather thianality. As a team philosophy,
this tacit understanding contextualizes the pddrcueeds of the moment and allows the
circumstance to call upon specific expertise. Assailt, this increases the likelihood of

having the most qualified person/people leadingjlaimes in theory as well as practice.

Summary

This chapter endeavored to present the findingseostudy. As detailed in the
introduction, three major findings surfaced durétada analysis. Member insights
supported the presence of major finding 1, intévadtnowledge exchange, in providing
the necessary medium for their interdisciplinareidependent expertise to be shared
and implemented. Members also underscored the tanpa® of major finding 2,

polylogue, as the necessary platform for theiniittlial voice to be operationalized in the
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collective. Finally, major finding 3, leadershiplndization, was substantiated based
upon member insights into situation specificity @odial support as driving forces.
Chapter 5 discusses the findings and conclusibtissostudy within the broader
context of the literature concerning shared leddpr®rganizational improvisation, and
symbolic interactionism. In addition, this chaptéscusses insights relative to

implications for theory, practice, and future resba
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
In the face of complex challenges, a leader, naeanhbw skilled and otherwise
effective, cannot simply step into the breachcatéite a new vision, make some
clarifying decisions, and proclaim success. Becausemplex challenge requires

a whole system and all the people in it to charides beyond the scope of any
individual person to confront (Yukl, G. & Lepsing&., 2007, p. 11).

This descriptive case study examined the natumapifovisational leadership via
the complex problem-solving experiences of a highetioning federal government
interdisciplinary team. Considering the unpreditddbvel of complexity associated with
these experiences, leadership, is not only a fonaif team members’ expertise and
available resources at work but also the procesa teembers use to interact with each
other to resolve the problem (Ku, Chen, & Hsu, 20A3 part of an ever-evolving
dynamic, the leadership process is created andatst in real-time based upon the
needs of the situation. In order to procure emaimata on this leadership process
relative to the constructs of this study, data weréected from a focus group, six
individual interviews, two observations, and a doeat review of a high-functioning
federal government interdisciplinary team (FIT)s0f veterinarians. The findings from
this study allowed plausible answers to the grand guestion and subsidiary questions,
and equally established the foundation for the miapolings and conclusions presented
in this chapter.

The purpose of this inquiry had a dual-goal oaéinh: (a) to describe members’
experiences of complex problem-solving; and (ljeecribe how members shared
leadership during these experiences. Within thadeocontext of the conceptual

framework and pertinent literature outlined in Clea[2, this chapter discusses and draws
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conclusions based upon the findings aforementiom&hapter 4. Accordingly, section 1
outlines the conclusions schematic and discusseduion 1. Sections 2 through 4
discuss the corresponding conclusions in sequdinig chapter concludes with section 5
implications for theory, section 6 implications fmactice, section 7 implications for
future research, and section 8 concluding remarks.

Four conclusions were derived from the analysiefdata and synthesis of the

findings in chapter 4. Table 5-1 outlines the casmns schematic for this study.

Table 5-1. Conclusions Schematic

Conclusion 1: Leadership is dependent on social interaction anetworks of
influence.

Conclusion 2: Shared leadership is a situation-specific, sociatignstructed, and
mutually reinforcing process of exchange by whichembers of a collective are
empowered to contribute and see their influencenatrk as the needs of the moment
are interpreted and defined.

Conclusion 3: Organizational improvisation is the ongoing sensekirag-sensegiving
dynamic influencing the actions and interactions te collective in real-time.

Conclusion 4: Symbolic interactionism is the cognitive-metacogwé nexus between
self and other within the larger social edifice.

Conclusion 1: Leadership is dependent on social interaction anetworks of

influence.

An initial finding of this study was that as yoivefreceive knowledge, you
equally receive/give knowledge and create new kadge in the process (interactive
knowledge exchange). Predicated on this finding fitlst conclusion of this study

reasoned thdeadership is dependent on social interaction aativorks of influence
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Precisely, this conclusion is consistent with thenpise that these interactions are
characterized by reciprocity (Blau, 1964; Emersk®962, 1972; Hollander, 1964,
Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and thuseaegalized social exchange (Ekeh,
1974; Levi-Strauss, 1969)hese exchanges become symbsilibconsciouslgs
members act and interact based upon the espousadnge emerging in and through
these social interactions (Stryker &Vryan, 2006)] eonsciouslyas they see their
influence at work. Considering the epistemologarad ontological dispositions of many
researchers, some have described this phenomenerms of shared (Pearce and
Conger, 2003), leaderful (Raelin, 2003), distribugéronn, 2002) and collective (Denis,
Lamothe, & Langley, 2001) leadership processes. é¥aw there seems to be a lack of
clear theoretical disparity among these approacsesgarious researchers employ these
terms interchangeably (Van Ameijde, Nelson, Billspe& Van Meurs, 2009).
Nevertheless, interactive knowledge exchangeigjaroduct of this environment
as members are perpetually empowered to give/reé@iowledge, receive/give
knowledge, and create new knowledge in and throliglprocess. As a mutually
reinforcing mechanism, interactive knowledge exgeais dependent upon each
member’s subject matter expertise, which equalppsus an underlying assumption that
each member is qualified to lead. By allowing tirewemstance to call upon specific
expertise, the focus is on task rather than fotynalhich are plausibly how members
share leadership during complex problem-solvingeences or otherwise (Kunzle,
Zala-Mezo, & Wacker, 2010). As evidenced in thigdst the diversities associated with

each new situation, require equally diverse setsiofvledge for success.
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Consistent with this study’s symbolic interactidrapproach, Clarke (2012)
affirms that “this brings into sharper focus howdership is dependent on social
interaction and networks of influence” (p. 203) eTtleam/organization examined in this
study, both individually and collectively, share tbxperience of leadership emerging “in
the midst” as the action unfolds. Moreover, thepertise-led leadership process is the
compass guiding a regulated improvisation (Bourdi®r7; Varela & Depraz, 2003) that
is continually created and recreated as membei@nacinteract from one situation to the
next. Together, both their social schema and tinéegd are part of an interactive loop
interpreting-defining-influencing their real-timeaally constructed reality (Berger &
Luckman, 1967; Clarke, 2012; Weick, 1993b) concegrihe needs of the moment.

Ipso facto, shared leadership can be intellectedlas an adaptive and dynamic
pre/re-action to the complexity of problems the team $a@dative to the expertise that
is needed and available at the time. In this redaatlership is an inherently shared
process emerging between agents as they influereamther through mere interaction.
FIT members perpetuate this idea as they are atthstntributing their subject matter
expertise as needed and thus sharing leadersthp process. As members trust and
respect each individual voice manifest in the abile, they recognize that these values
are intrinsically interconnected with leadership democratic participation. When
members who have a stake (i.e. expertise) in aivem@ire given every chance to
participate in that venture, including its implertaion, their commitment to the venture
will be assured (Raelin, 2003).

Irrespective of the standard of measurement, lshgeand its success or failure

in any team/organization lies in the breadth amutldef member engagement. As an
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influence process, it often involves an amalgarfpeér, or lateral, influence and at other
times involves upward or downward hierarchal infice” (Avolio, Walumbwa, &
Weber, 2009; Kocolowski, 2010, p.24). The succagdgection discusses shared

leadership relative to the conclusions presentelignstudy.

Conclusion 2: Shared leadership is a situation-specific, sociatignstructed, and
mutually reinforcing process of exchange by whichembers of a collective are
empowered to contribute and see their influencenairk as the needs of the moment

are interpreted and defined.

The context of this study was focused on membé@ses] leadership experience
within a team/organization. Shared leadership leas lnlefined as a dynamicteractive
influence process among members of a team withahajdeading and committing to
one another as leader in order to achieve teanoraadjanizational goals (Pearce &
Conger, 2003). The second finding of this studyeeated that the medium for this
dynamic was the concurrent, multidirectional, omgotonversations among the
members (polylogue). The study determined throaghlével of discourse and
interactivity in real-time, the foci remained orethituation specific needs and in turn
placed the needed expertise in the leadershipipasdle. Predicated on this finding, the
second conclusion of this study was tblaared leadership is a situation-specific, sogiall
constructed, and mutually reinforcing process afh@nge by which members of a
collective are empowered to contribute and see thBuence at work as the needs of the

moment are interpreted and defined.
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FIT members experienced the realities of this arge process by virtue of their
interdisciplinary-interdependent expertise, whieksghe stage for their interactive
knowledge exchange. As members engaged in polyligreeDavies, Kakabadse, &
Kakabadse, 2007), their voices manifested in tilectore brought about collective team
outcomes namely shared leadership. This iteratiwegss allowed FIT members to
discover alternative and creative means to accaimfieir objectives. As standard
operating procedure, their overall experience waikleed considering the
aforementioned give-and-give relationship among bemsirelative to the call-and-
response dynamic of the environment.

In addition, the findings were consistent with nieemis shared leadership
experience involving #acit understanding of real-time needs and who/whomegssesl
the relevant expertise. As a given, FIT membersgeized that no individual team
member possessed all resources necessary to adllitas& demands (Kunzle, Zala-
Mezo, & Wacker, 2010). By the same token, theirsesi of influence were distributed
thereby increasing the likelihood of positive outis and having the most effective
leadership in play at all times. Their collectivekving of this basic underlying
assumption was bolstered by their sincere respettrast for one another’s unique
knowledge, skill, and abilityB explained how these values enabled a more collabera
environment and increased team member sponsorship:

Respect for each other even concerning generajshltis very easy then for all

and everybody is more than willing to say ok tkisheir deal if it's a specific

topic in their area of expertise. You take the leadhat even though we were all
territorial to a degree, but we have all been &dim an understanding and can

handle the basics of the whole program. We do hasteong respect for
individual backgrounds, training, and strengthsuan call on one and I think
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since we all do we don’t have anybody here thattsvemnaturally say I'm the
expert in everything.

As a team norm, thisharedmindfulness facilitatedharedleadership emergence
at the intersection of individual and/or collectimepertise and the needs of the moment.
This enabled the leader(s) to materialize baseti®task at hand (Miles & Watkins,
2007), and as a result, the team benefited fronmthl@plicity of thoughts, thinking, and
intellectual capital brought to bear in processd#lowski, 2010). Not only wa$
explicit in explaining their theoretical understarglof this ideology, but also its

presence and practical application with and withiir team:

That gets to my analogy of us sitting around inrele and we all have batons and
it is a give and take. Each person gets to pratide input. If it's mainly a [...]
issue then | would take the lead on it. | wouldHhee one to ask other people what
| need to know about that and others would add thput. There becomes the
person that’s going to handle it and make it alppan but everyone kind of
knows that they are welcomed to interact, provigerut, participate, and play a
role. It happens while one-on-one and it happens vitniiegroup situation. If we
leave that meeting and there’s more follow up tdhsm | can work one-on-one
and then get back to the group as a whole.

In other words, shared leadership was a propéfyTos social system and was
seen as an emergent state or property within #ra that spontaneously occurs in
response to situational needs (Galbraith, & Lawdé02; Gronn, 2002; O’'Toole, Hillier,
Day, & Vance, 2006). This allowed the focus to reman the interactions between
members, context, and the surrounding dynamicsirspaipeir leadership process
(Gronn, 2002). For FIT, it was not so much aboatrtbmber of members (i.e. one-on-

one/group) engaging in the process as it was tlggiarknowledge, skills, and abilities

being contributed to the process.
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Moreover, thisharedmindfulness osharedmetacognition (Pearce & Conger,
2003) was instrumental in their shared leaderskgeeence. Through their ongoing
interactivity, FIT members continuously adaptedrthetive mental models and thereby
afforded a situation- specific needs assessmargirtime. This allowed members to
dynamically regulate their improvisation (Bourdid9,77) through awareness of schemas
and interpretations of all input. The discerningofions and interactions in this manner
allowed members to more effectively select appaiprbehavioral scripts and modify
active mental models as needed (Lord & Emrich, 26@hrce & Conger, 2003). Pearce

and Conger (2003) reasoned the following:

Within the shared leadership context, metacognisdhe process that allows
members to guide action and, more specificallydguine choice of when the
leadership function should change. This is impdrbetause it allows a context-
sensitive assessment of the current situation. ¢berbined with team shared
mental models, metacognition allows the sharedndisig of to whom the
leadership role must transfer enabling the seanslesslination of leadership
transfer (Pearce & Conger, 2003, p. 114).

As Pearce and Conger (2003) implied, understantieghared leadership
experience involves understanding the ongoing seaki@g-sensegiving (Weick, 1979)
dynamic influencing the actions and interactionghefcollective. The increasing
complexity and interdisciplinary nature of probleteams/organizations face may be
critical to understanding how teams draw on avélahaterial cognitive affective, and
social resources to resolve complex problems thr@ingiring leadership. Organizational

improvisation, then, as tlewnceptiorof this action as it unfolds drawing on these

resources, may begin that process.
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Conclusion 3: Organizational improvisation is the ongoing sensekag-sensegiving

dynamic influencing the actions and interactions ttie collective in real-time.

The third finding of this study revealed that thgbuhe interdisciplinary nature
and complexity of the problems FIT members faceythtuitively generate a hybrid
form of leadership that reflects a cross-breedooiziontal and vertical leadership
properties (leadership hybridization). This intoitiis leveraged in perpetuity by the
nuances of each situation (situation specificitijali implicates all available, material,
cognitive affective, and social resources as the actiomfslding. Predicated on this
finding, the third conclusion of this study wasttbeganizational improvisation is the
ongoing sensemaking-sensegiving dynamic influertbim@ctions and interactions of the
collective in real-timeMcKnight and Bontis (2002) determined that “thelabbrative
wealth of creativity, innovation, and productivitgwed in part through these real-time
interactions” (p. 219). This is realized as orgatianal improvisation provides the
necessary cognitive space for members to be fudlggnt in mind as well as body.

The data indicated that organizational improv@atimagination, and innovation
were woven into everyday activities as a chronimgonent of their experience (Weick,
1979). FIT members were akin to entrepreneursedigps intrapreneurs, inasmuch as
they were often expected to innovate in real-tiniéiw their disciplines to resolve
problems complex or otherwise (LeyBourne, 2010)sPinovided insight into the
essence of their organizational improvisation eigmee, which can be plausibly
correlated to the “emerging field of effectuatianitinvolves problem-solving through
human actions in environments that are essentiallyedictable” (LeyBourne, 2010, p.

2). As an individual and team/organizational rgalt affirmed during her interview that
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“one of the common statements | have made andd teared and | have done it
without statement is that I'm making it up as I'mirgg along.”

Through this more adaptive proclivity, FIT refledtthe dexterity to be
pre/reactionary and attentive to emerging circuncsta in a manner consistent with
appropriate spontaneity (e.g. the aforemention¢éoihauny-sovereignty discussion) in the
moment. Moreover, “to do things spontaneously isdcome more skilled at thinking on
your feet” (Weick, 1998, p.552). Considering tharerarching goal of building the
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the team, tlebgposition inevitably added holistic
value overall and thereby transcended leading athging from a specific role or
person perspective. Alspointed out during her interview, “It's not likebaton is passed,
we all hold batons.”

Their intuitive feel or tacit understanding for aholds the needed baton(s) given
the situation exemplified both organizational impsation and an improvisational
manifestation of sharing leadership. Rather thamsegly random undirected actions,
FIT experienced spontaneous collaboration @&gaforementioned ad hoc teams) either
formally or informally in response to real-time damals of problems complex or
otherwise. By poolingll available resources, which is essentially bricelagember’s
unique “skill sets were brought to bear in genaainnovative and novel responses”
(Clarke, 2012, p. 200) to the increasingly compksdities of each situation. Hence, their
impromptu experiences both individually and colleslly provided insight into the nature
of improvisational leadership via the complex pesbisolving experiences of a high-

functioning federal government interdisciplinargne and its determination from one

112



moment to the next. The succeeding section dissusgrbolic interactionism relative to
the findings presented in this study.

Conclusion 4: Symbolic interactionism is the cognitive-metacogwi nexus between
self and other within the larger social edifice.

Members of FIT expressed that their support ofam&ther enables them to
commit to one another as leader (social suppoffgchive responses such as support and
commitment, which become resources (i.e. orgammatiimprovisation) over time, are
the result of internal conversations which begedx@ernal conversation of gestures
among members relative to the interpretive-defirdggamic of symbolic interactionism.
This finding led to a fourth conclusion trgtmbolic interactionism is the cognitive-
metacognitive nexus between self and other witterarger social edificeThe symbolic
interactionist approach to understanding this “@ration” was a principle objective of
the study. Blumer (1966) expounded that symbolieractionism involved two
dynamics: “(a)interpretation or ascertaining the meaning of the actions orar&mof
the other person, and (Bgfinition, or conveying indications to another person dsoto
he is to act” (p. 537-538). These antecedents gtudbzed the dynamic interactivity
associated with sharing leadership, which is oftesinterpreted as “additive action,
ignoring the additional dynamic arising from thé&eractions of diverse individuals in a
setting where expertise is dispersed” (Gronn, 20@2; Ameijde, Nelson, Billsberry, &
Van Meurs, 2009, p. 767).

Consistent with the interactive approach, thisatygit reality Chang (2004)
explains “is shaped by (a) the patterns, processekscontents of the interaction,

including their mediation by such factors as petioggmeaning, reflective thinking, role-
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taking-based rationality, emotion, nonsymbolic poimeuse, reality testing; and (b) the
preexisting conditions of both the acting unit &nel environment that underlie the
interaction” (p. 405). In this way, symbolic intet@nism is a constantly coevolving
phenomenon within and with the circumstance(s}. dlistinguished by its “mindful
construction of responses in the moment rather thadless application of past
responses embedded in routines” (Wheatley, 1990)).

Symbolic interactionism can be conceptualizedeflexivity (Stryker &Vryan,
2006) in process or the meaningful space betwearedheadership and organizational
improvisation. Respectively, shared leadershipsymabolic interactionism activate and
sustain organizational improvisation through timéial conceptualizatiorand the
subsequerdctionthat unfolds. This is a plausible inference agk®ir and Vryan (2006)

maintained that:

Meaningsarise in the process of interaction between pe@pte a shared

leadership context), that is, theeaningsof things are social products growing out

of how persons act toward one another with regattié things and situations

encountered on the basis of theaningghat the things have for them (p. 5,

italics and parentheses added

Equally, this supports and avows the cognitivgiylsolic capacity of humans
which implies that they have thoughts and thinkwPeg, 1991), rationalize symbols
intrinsically (Senge, 1990), and as a result dgvet@aning and a self both cultivated by
and entering into the social process. Thoughtslain#ting, in this regard, manifest as an
ongoing internal and external (i.e. gestures) cosaten utilizing symbols of meaning
that were socially constructed. Thus, this fluigkstof emerging consciousness in real-

time is perpetually created and recreated as menanerand interacheaningfullyfrom

one situation to the next.
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For instance, the aforementioned data analysismmaisght with indicators of FIT
members’ importation and exhibition of group-dieztbehaviors that were reciprocated
by other members. Their often polylogic-nonverbatgverbal communication interplay
was a vehicle and provided insight into the develept of their tacit understandings,
underlying assumptions, and standard operatingepiiges. As an improvisational
interpretive-defining relationship, it was not pieaded on expectations relative to or of a

specific member, but rather expectations relativertof the group:

Neighbor A intervenes by calling the fire departtn@m noticing Neighbor B’s

house on fire, not simply under the expectation Bhevill reciprocate if A’s

house ever burns but also expecting that any oiighbor, C through Z, will

reciprocate (Pearce and Conger, 2003, p. 86).

Through this evolving cognitive experience doesIsglic interactionism, athe
conversation (i.e. cues, gestures) framing the esations (i.e. polylogue, nonverbal,
paraverbal), co-develop and reinforce a more imigedional leadership process. For
instanceK alluded to the truly improvisational nature ofitrepproach per situation in
her declaration that “one of the common statemiinése made and | have tailored and |
have done it without statement is that I'm makihgp as I’'m going along.” By virtue of

their interdependent-interdisciplinary expertidee further clarified the emergence of

their iteratively dynamic process:

There’s that open conversation of this is theinartexpertise. They have the
point and have the contact with the people we neeedspond to. They can
provide information, or I’'m the one who has thedeof responsibility to respond,
or | have historical information that | need to ihavith them to help them frame
the response, or the outcome of the project. Thgbiog back and forth dialogue
continues until a decision is made regarding wigoisag to do what overall; it
kind of flows that way.
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In this way, symbolic interactionism can additibtyyéde conceptualized as the
flow (Pearce and Conger, 2003) or groove (HatcB7)19f the process by which
members connect with and within their environmémnthis context, the environment
referred to the meaningful space where memisergportof one another enabled them to
committo one another as leader and thereby share Ié@g@ngprocess. This implicit
give-and-give relationship among FIT members flawvgrooves with the call-and-
response dynamic of needed expertise moment to moiflee emergence they produce
includes the reproduction and change of self ahdrats well as the reproduction and

change of the meaningful space.

With this in mind, it follows that teams establighia this way become self-
sustaining and evolve to a level of working (e@lgpem-solving) where
familiarity and respect take them to levels of timsaid, the just knowing each
other, the not having to say and the expectatianwafivement and responsibility.
This enriches their work (e.g. problem-solving aafpa and promotes their self-
actualization with the causal effect they will ¢h@ tsame for others (Lee-Davies,
Kakabadse, & Kakabadse, 2007, p. 3rentheses added
This experience is a by-product of the procesdaw gs it is unique and arises
from tacit knowledge and symbolic interaction teaables the process to be carried out
in a unigue co-evolving co-creating manner (LeeiBset. al., 2007). Through their
ongoing actions and interactions, FIT members dperaized this ideology through
their belief in the potential of other members, iltontributing to the creation of
meaningful space where that potential could beze@l This observation provided
additional insight concerning the motivation andhmex for which members of FIT

participate and convert tacit knowledge to expkabwledge as part of their problem-

solving experience.
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In sum, symbolic interactionism #se conversatiorof conversations is an
ongoing cognitive and metaphysical experience betveelf, other, and environment. As
situations arise and are more complex, the flogroove of events interpreted and
defined (meaning creation) evolves while symbofipast, present, and future
interactions between actors and their social enwrent. Thus, members of FIT are
perpetually creating and recreating their meaningpace relative to the needs of the
moment and their unique contributions at work in it

Implicationsfor Theory

This study begins a conversation around sharektkiship, organizational
improvisation, and symbolic interactionism that @xgs their presence and indivisibility
within the day-to-day realities of an interdiscnary team. Hence, the findings and
conclusions from this study contribute to the Atere on shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic inteiagtsm both individually and
collectively. Plausibly, of significant novelty westhe insights revealed vis a vis the
symbolic interactionist approach (Blumer, 1962; fMeE32) which may disavow
notions of mere random undirected activity conaggrthese constructs and contexts.

As a result, the conversation around shared lehigefBearce & Conger, 2003)
was broadened through localization of unique cotuaizations concerning how
individuals share leadership in teams/organizagispscifically during their complex
problem-solving experiences. Additionally, the easé further develops the idea of
organizational improvisation (Kamoche & Cuhna, 2088 an inherent organizational

reality. This study also introduces the idea ofghe-and-give relationship among
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individuals relative to the call-and-response dyitamh the environment thereby defining
their meaningful space.

In addition, this study elicits a perpetual exaation of traditional leadership
archetypes relative to the current knowledge espatsal of knowledge, skills, and
abilities across teams/organizations. Van Ameiplgson, Billsberry, and Van Meurs
(2009) argued that “knowledge work is becomingaasingly team-based and requires
the coordination and integration of the expertisdiverse professionals from dispersed
fields” (p. 765). On a similar note, Waddell, Cummgs, and Worley (2004) insist that
“many organizations increasingly depend on crosstfanal, self-managing work-teams
to deal with the growing complexities of work aedsustain their competitiveness” (p.
341).

Considering the interdisciplinary-interdependegtiune of the problems
teams/organizations face complex or otherwise, whias revealed to be an accurate
assessment in this study, their leadership praoess reflect equal diversity (i.e.
requisite variety) from one moment to the nexte¢bgrimplicating all members.
Plausibly, these findings confirm that teams/orgations moving forward will
inherently share leadership, be improvisationatismpplication from one moment to the
next, and symbolic considering the ongoing actiamsractions , and the meanings
espoused by the team/organization.

Implicationsfor Practice

Several implications for practice can be drawn fitbenfindings and conclusions

of this study. Outcomes revealed that memberseot#ése study team/organization were

engaging in interactive knowledge exchange by gidtitheir interdisciplinary-
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interdependent expertise. As members gave/rec&ivedledge, they equally
received/gave knowledge and created new knowladgeeiprocess. Thus, an emerging
community of practice was created in-practice irpptuity. Lee-Davies, Kakabadse, and
Kakabadse (2007) determined:

The positive nature of these relationships is lmrlshared and negotiated

meanings, under an umbrella of mutual respectehedurages learning and

reflection towards a shared purpose. By understgnitiie same meaning and
working together in such a way a consensus is fdramel working norms

developed (p. 249).

This acute awareness of the what, when, wherehawdf these meaning-
creating interactions/relationships, can enrichide®logical value of a team-of-leaders
versus team-with-members perspective in these goedexpertise: knowledge, skills,
and abilities) and services (i.e. contribution xpertise) exchanges. This can inevitably
raise the level of discourse from melialogue between a few pmlylogue among many.
“A shared meaning is created as the dynamic flomoltiple dialogues bridges the
zones of interaction between the phenomenal andubie and a shared commitment
emerges” (Lee-Davies, Kakabadse, & Kakabadse, 20@49). As a result,
teams/organizations can be more proactive thariveads a vis a collective knowing of
who/whom holds what expertise before the needsariBas can equate to a significant
competitive advantage in various markets.

Advantages or opportunities as suggested by thiy/stvas a matter of
perspective rather than privilege on the part eftdam/organization in this case study.
They experienced more opportunities than problémugh their support of one another.

Trust and respect for each member’s expertise wastegral component of their

119



relationships. In turn, ambiguity was at a minimumtheir real-time needs assessments
from one situation to the next. Primarily, this whee to thesituationrather than a
person/roledetermining the needed expertise.

Situation-specificity enabled the case study feaganization to have a clear
understanding of what was expected of each merRade. clarity, which can inevitably
devolve into absenteeism due to the lack therewf benefit teams/organizations as
members feel connected by seeing their influeneeék. In this way, “shared leadership
represents a model of social interaction and itedyic is grounded in a felt sense, an
experience from within the individual” (Lee-Davi¢&akabadse, & Kakabadse, 2007, p.
249). This was a critical point as this study wiasud the experience of each member
both individually and collectively. As a resulteddership emerges in a shared way
where each individual is an important team memlssimg a valuable baton of
information (i.e. expertise: knowledge, skills, atallities) to another respected team
member” (Lee-Davies, Kakabadse, & Kakabadse, 200749 parentheses addgd

Implicationsfor Future Research

This descriptive case study broadens the convensadround shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic interaatsm and implies unique
opportunities for future research. These three symalconstructs collectively enable
members of teams/organizations the opportunitptiEeract and exchange knowledge
(e.g. canonical and noncanonical), have an indaligiaice that is manifested in the
collective, and develop a socially supportive lealdg process grounded in the needs of
the moment. These constructs nurture the aforeoresdigive-and-give relationship

between members relative to the call-and-respoysandic with the environment.
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Further research is needed to attain a deeper stadding of contextual inhibitors
affecting collective awareness and implementation.

As a descriptive case study, the research exantimecbnstructs using a
symbolic interactionist approach. In general, thdihgs confirmed an essential nexus
between shared leadership, organizational impraeisaand symbolic interactionism.

The shared leadership construct as outlined bycBeard Conger (2003) was selected for
this study due to the nature of shared leadershiipa experience of FIT.
Correspondingly, the organizational improvisation gymbolic interactionism

constructs were selected due to the nature of pinegence in the experience of members.
The overarching theme was thgperienceof members as the primary focus of this study,
and teams/organizations moving forward will needdopt similar foci to be and remain
relevant in their respective and perspective anéagerest.

This can begin with a team/organization-of-leagenspective as an alternative
to the conventional team/organization-with-memipenspective. This can be a powerful
change agent that future research could develppeitiominantly male versus female
teams as in this study, private sector versus gowent sector as in this study, and
interdisciplinary teams of various disciplines wexsliscipline-specific veterinarians as in
this study. In sum, Lee-Davies, Kakabadse, and Badtse (2007) expressed the
imperative nature of this shift in foci market-wide

The wealth of talent within the organization ishiighted as it becomes clear

there are many leaders within the hierarchy whacareently underused.

Capturing their energy and enthusiasm in a shardata-operative leadership
organization creates more sustainable competitivargtage (p. 253).
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Concluding Remarks

This descriptive case study examined the natum@pifovisational leadership via
the complex problem-solving experiences of a higictioning federal government
interdisciplinary team. Essentially, the study ¢ed deeper insights around this
phenomenon from the unique experiences of six mesrdfea federal government
interdisciplinary team (FIT). The study employefbeus group, interviews, observations,
and document review to identify the major and mifirelings emerging in the data. The
findings are consistent with the notion of an eiaénexus between shared leadership,
organizational improvisation, and symbolic inteiagism that is symbiotic in nature. In
general, the study determined that these thredroots generate improvisational
leadership as the give-and-give relationships betwedividuals is leveraged by the call-
and-response dynamic of the environment and vicgave real-time.

This research spearheads an emerging field of @exaknining the nature of
shared leadership, organizational improvisatiod, smbolic interactionism in
generating improvisational leadership in real-timgarious contexts. Moreover, it puts
into practice the idea that every individual hagjua expertise that may be needed at any
moment. By placing thexpertisan the leadership position/role, everyone is ircquied

and therefore qualified to lead.
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APPENDIX A
FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL
. Describe a time when the team encountered dgméb
a. What were your feelings?
b. What were your thoughts?
c. What were your intentions?
. How did you share leadership during this expeee
. How did you decide who was qualified to lead?
. Did you consider more than one person leading?
. Can more than one person lead concurrently?
a. If so, under what conditions?
b. If not, why?
. Did leading the team change the group dynamic?
a. If so, in what way(s)?
. Describe the organizational improvisation exgrece of the team in that moment.
. Did awareness of organizational improvisationdfi the team?

a. If so, in what way(s)
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
. Describe a time when the team encountered dgméb
a. What were you thinking?
b. What were you feeling?
c. What were your intentions?
. How did shared leadership emerge during thigeepce?
. How did you decide who was qualified to lead?
. Did you consider more than one person leading?
. Can more than one person lead concurrently?
a. If so, under what conditions?
b. If not, why?
. Does leading the team change your relationsitip ather members of the team?
a. If so, in what way(s)?
. Describe your experience of organizational imgation in that moment.
. Did awareness of organizational improvisationdfg the team?

. If so, in what way(s)?
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APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT
Improvisational Leadership: A Descriptive Case Study of the Complex Problem-

Solving Experiences of a High-Functioning Federal Government Interdisciplinary

Team
Principal Investigator: Dr. Michael J. Marquardt TeleppdNumber:
703-726-8200
Student Investigator: Kyrone J. Davis Telephone Number:

13P57-6063

You are invited to participate in a research studger the direction of Dr.
Michael J. Marquardt, Professor of Human and Ogtional Learning and International
Affairs at The George Washington University (GWUOhe purpose of this study is to
describe the nature of improvisational leadershipnd) complex problem-solving within
an interdisciplinary team. If you choose to take pathis study, you will be asked to
participate in one focus group session and oneithaial interview session at time and
place of your choosing. In addition, the researefi#érobserve three routine meetings
and discussions of the team.

The total amount of time you will spend in conmatiwith this study is 60 — 90
minutes in the focus group, and approximately 6Quta@s in the individual interview.
You may refuse to answer any of the questions andyay stop your participation in
this study at any time. Possible risks or discotsfgou could experience during this

study are a loss of confidentiality or privacy. decrease the likelihood of this
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occurrence, the data will be coded and lockedfile @rawer in the researcher’s personal
study.

Furthermore, the data will be transferred to trsearcher’s personal computer
and password protected. Any paper files will berdged upon completion of this
transfer. Once the research is completed the dataik be deleted. During the focus
group session, while we cannot guarantee the cemtiality of the discussion, we request
that all present respect the group by not repeatimaf is said outside the group.

You will not benefit directly from your participan in the study. The benefits to
science and humankind that might result from thuslyg are a broader understanding of
the dynamics of improvisational leadership and demproblem-solving. Every effort
will be made to keep your information confidentiawever, this cannot be guaranteed.
If the results of this research study are reparigdurnals or at scientific meetings, the
people who participated in this study will not kemed or identified.

The Office of Human Research of The George Wasbmygniversity, at
telephone number (202) 994-2715, can provide faitifermation about your rights as a
research participant. Additional information regagdthis study may be obtained by
contacting Dr. Michael Marquardt at (703) 726-8200Kyrone J. Davis at (301) 257-
6063. Your willingness to participate in this restestudy is implied if you proceed in

participation in the focus group and interview.

Participant’s Name (printed) and Signature Date
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Name (printed) and Signature of Individual Obtagh@onsent Date

*Please keep a copy of this document in case ya teareview it again.
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APPENDIX D
PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT
Introduction
Hello, my name is Kyrone J. Davis and | am comtgcyou directly by phone to invite
you to participate in a research study. Do you lsnrae time to talk now?
No: When would be a good day/time to contact you?

[Indicate specific day/time for the next call ]. | appreciate your

time and | look forward to contacting you on at

concerning your participation in this research gtud
Yes: Continue with the script below

Through a referral by [ ] orawn professional relationship, |

invite you to participate in a George Washingtonvdrsity research study.

Overview

The purpose of this study is to describe the nattimprovisational leadership during
complex problem-solving within an interdisciplinagam. As an interdisciplinary team
member, your unique experience(s) of complex prakdelving will aid this study in
broadening understanding around how leadershipaised during these experiences.
[Break]

If you are interested, | would like to scheduleag dnd time to meet with you and other
participants in this study at a location that imfortable for all of you. This meeting will
last no longer than 60 minutes and it will invoheeiewing and obtaining your signature

on the informed consent, confirming days and tifoeshe focus group, observation of
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meetings, and consent to audio-recorded intervi&ear participation in this study will
not exceed 4 hours in total.
May | confirm a day and time that is comfortable you?

[Indicate specific day/time 1.

[Break]

My phone number i801-257-6063 and my email address kyronjdavis@yahoo.com. |

am providing this contact information so that yoaynecontact me if a scheduling conflict

arises between now and our scheduled meeting on [ ]

Thank you for your time and consideration and kléarward to working with you.
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APPENDIX E
AUDIO RELEASE FORM
| hereby grant Kyrone J. Davis permission to ugeandio recording in his study
entitled,Improvisational Leadership: A Descriptive Case $tatithe Complex Problem-
Solving Experiences of a High-Functioning Federav&nment Interdisciplinary Team
| understand that by signing this form, | am releg@ll recordings to him for this
expressed purpose only. | will not receive any cengation for this now or at any time

in the future. | further certify that | am over thge of 18 years.

Name (Print):

Signature:

Date:
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