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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION 
 
 

EXPLORING LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS EXHIBITED BY EVALUATION TEAM 
LEADS DURING INNOVATION 

 Leading innovation is a difficult process because it is replete with tensions and 
paradoxes.  Innovations require leaders to switch leadership styles depending on the 
context and the phase of innovation.  This study used two leadership theoretical 
frameworks, transformational and transactional leaderships, to understand the leadership 
behaviors used to promote and manage the process of innovation.  

The purpose of this study was to explore leadership behaviors exhibited by 
evaluation team leaders during the process of innovation.  The focus of the study was on 
leadership behaviors and study participants are individuals who identify as evaluators 
who led a team of two or more evaluators.  This study used Critical Incident Technique 
(CIT) to better understand the leadership behaviors exhibited during the process of 
innovation.  Through semi-structured interviews, participants described a specific 
innovation that he/she led during the past 24 months, the actions they took to lead and 
support their team, outcomes and their perspectives about the process. 

Contradictory behaviors were exhibited at all three key stages of innovation—
insight, prototype, and adoption.  Leaders described both transformational and 
transactional leadership behaviors at all the major innovation phases. Leaders were both 
people and task oriented in their leadership style.  

 

KEYWORDS: Program Evaluation Teams, Innovation, Leadership Behaviors, 
Leadership Paradoxes 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Innovation is critical for organizations to not only thrive but also exist in a rapidly 

changing economy and market (Amabile, 1988; Bettis & Hitt, 1995; Boisot, 1998; 

Oldham & Cummings, 1996).  Dubberly (2008) argued innovation cannot be tamed and 

organizations who fail to innovate often cannot thrive.  Similar to other service and 

product organizations, Research and Development teams innovate in the way they 

produce, deliver, and generate knowledge.  One form of research and development is 

program evaluation, a process which results in knowledge generation for program 

improvement and decision-making.  Program evaluators are a type of knowledge workers 

(Baizerman, 2009). While there is a large literature base on various aspects of designing 

and implementing evaluations, there is very little literature on managing and leading 

evaluation teams (Baizerman and Compton, 2009).  Little is known about how evaluation 

team leaders innovate within their teams and how they manage the challenges that the 

process of innovation presents.  And yet, evaluation team leaders, like other leaders of 

teams, have to innovate for growth and survival.  This study will examine the leadership 

behaviors exhibited by evaluation team leaders during the different phases of innovation.  

Problem Statement 

Leading innovation is a difficult process because the innovation process is replete 

with tensions and paradoxes (Quin, 1985; Bujis, 2007; Bledow, Frese, Anderson, Erez, 

and Farr, 2009).  Innovations require leaders to switch leadership styles depending on the 

context and the phase of innovation (Hohn, 2007; Hunter, Thoroughgood, Tyler, and 

Ligon, 2011; Rosing, Frese and Bausch, 2011).  Bujis (2007) described innovative 
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leaders as ‘controlled schizophrenics.'  Innovative leaders exhibit contrasting behaviors. 

For example, innovative teams are champions of innovation to external stakeholders and 

at the same time provide critical feedback within their teams (Hunter et al., 2011).  They 

support a culture that embraces failure but can produce profitable outcomes.  Innovative 

leaders promote the pursuit of divergent ideas but keep the costs of innovation low.  They 

motivate their employees to pursue single projects, while also making sure that their 

followers are committed to the overall goals and strategic directions of the organization 

(Hunter et al., 2011).   

In short, innovative leaders maintain a ‘dynamic equilibrium’ exhibiting 

contrasting behaviors at times to embrace the paradoxes of the innovation process (Smith, 

Lewis, and Tushman, 2016).  How leaders address these paradoxes is relatively 

unexamined (Smith, 2014).  Furthermore, there is no literature on how evaluation team 

leaders embraced the paradoxes presented by the process of innovation.  This study’s 

purpose and research question aimed to fill this gap in literature.  The purpose of the 

study was to understand the types of leadership behaviors exhibited by evaluation team 

leads during the innovation process.  The study explored leadership behaviors and 

innovation in evaluation teams.  The leadership behaviors were examined using two 

leadership theoretical frameworks.   

These theoretical frameworks, transformational leadership, and transactional 

leadership, have been used commonly to explain and explore the contrasting leadership 

behaviors required to lead innovation (Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002; Hohn, 

2007; Rosing et al., 2011; Stenmark, Shipman, and Mumford, 2011).  A theoretical 

framework is “a structure that guides research by relying on a formal theory-- the 
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framework is constructed by using an established, coherent explanation of certain 

phenomena and relationships” (Eisenhart, 1991, p.  205).  A theoretical framework 

provides a lens to view a problem and analyze data (Grant, & Osanloo, 2014; Dinh, Lord, 

Gardner, Meuser, Liden, & Hu, 2014).  Transformational and transactional leaders have 

contrasting leadership styles.  However, these stark contrasting leadership styles align 

well with the paradoxical activities inherent to the innovation process.   

The concept of transformational and transactional leadership was first introduced 

by James MacGregor Burns (1978).  It should be noted that Burns used ‘transforming’ 

rather than ‘transformational’ in his seminal paper (Burns, 1978).  Burns (1978) 

described transforming leadership with the phrase "leaders and followers help each other 

to advance to a higher level of morale and motivation."  He used transforming leadership 

to describe the differences between management and leadership.  According to Burns 

(1978) transactional leadership was often used by managers and was a give and take 

process.  On the other hand, transforming leadership was based on the leader's ability to 

motivate and influence followers to share a common vision.  According to Burns (1978), 

transforming and transactional leadership styles were mutually exclusive.   

Transformational leadership.  Burns’ (1978) concepts of leadership were 

further expanded by Bass (1985) who used the term ‘transformational' instead of 

‘transforming.'  Bass (1985) argued that transformational leaders were able to influence 

followers to work for something more than self-gain.  Unlike Burns (1978), Bass (1985) 

argued that transformational and transactional leadership were not mutually exclusive but 

rather a part of a continuum.  Bass and Avolio (1994) theorized that transformational 

leaders were able to influence followers through idealized influence (charisma), 
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individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, and intellectual stimulation.  

According to Bass and Avolio’s (1994) transformational leadership theory, idealized 

influence related to instilling a sense of mission, individualized consideration related to 

providing support to followers, inspirational motivation related to elevating group/team 

member goals and needs, and intellectual stimulation related to the questioning of 

assumptions and exploring new ideas and concepts.  All these behaviors were critical for 

the innovation process which included reframing and redefining the problems, generating 

new ideas, testing different solutions, and adopting new solutions.  

According to Avolio (1999), transformational leaders stimulated intellectual 

thinking by fostering divergent thinking and allowing followers to challenge the status 

quo.  Followers were encouraged to question assumptions, reframe problems, and find 

new approaches to existing problems.  Followers were not penalized or ridiculed for 

making mistakes.  In fact, transformational leaders allowed for errors.  Shin and Zhou 

(2003) argued transformative leadership behaviors were closely aligned with the factors 

that determine creativity and idea generation.  Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2007) agreed that 

transformational leadership influenced creativity at both team and individual levels.  Jung 

(2001) conducted a random assignment study to explore the influence of leadership on 

idea generation and found that participants led by a transformational leader generated 

more ideas than participants who were assigned to a group led by a transactional leader.  

Teams led by transformational leaders not only self-reported being creative (Reuvers, 

Van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Wilson-Evered, 2008) but also had high team performance 

(Keller, 1992).  Transformational leaders empowered their followers (Jung and Sosik, 

2002) and created climates conducive for creativity (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003).    
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Transformational leaders were able to effectively influence followers to work 

towards an idealized vision (Bass & Avolio, 1994).  In such cases, followers valued the 

outcome of vision and thereby were committed to the team’s goals (West, 1990), 

particularly when the vision was clear, attainable and shared across the team (West, 

1990).  At the same time, transformational leaders took the time to learn about the 

individual needs of their employees (Avolio et al., 1999).  Employees were provided with 

opportunities to learn and grow.  Transformational leaders inspired and motivated their 

employees to work and aspired to a new or better future state.   

Transactional leadership.  As defined by Burns (1978), " transactional leaders 

approach followers with an eye to exchanging one thing for another: jobs for votes, or 

subsidies for campaign contributions” (p.  4).  Bass (1985) expanded on Burn’s 

leadership model and described a transactional leadership style in which the leaders 

communicated specific expectations and offered rewards if the expectations were met.  

Transactional leadership included two critical components—contingent rewards and 

management by exception. Contingent rewards referred to the process where leaders 

rewarded followers for completing a task.  The task requirement and role of the employee 

were made clear.  The leader and the follower negotiated a reward to be provided at task 

completion, and employees received the promised reward.  It should be noted that the 

reward could be tangible or intangible.  The leader set standards for performance and 

monitored deviations from these standards.  This was referred to as management by 

exception (Bass, 1985).   

Transactional leadership was shown to be critical for innovation (Deichmann & 

Stam, 2015).  Vaccaro, Jansen, Van Den Bosch, and Volberda (2012) argued that the 
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transactional leaders enhanced extrinsic motivation in followers by providing rewards 

upon task completion.  This type of leadership might help reduce ambiguity by setting 

clear goals and targets.  Transactional leaders could also promote ideation by highlighting 

the tangible rewards and directly communicating the value in achieving the goals 

(Vaccaro et al., 2014), thereby promoting organizational learning of new practices and 

processes (Vera & Crossan, 2004; Deichmann & Stam, 2015).  Vaccaro et al.  (2012) 

argued that active management by exception helped leaders monitor the degree to which 

an idea had been implemented.  Innovation not only involved idea generation but also 

idea implementation.  Transactional leadership helped in the routinization of innovations 

and making them more efficient (Vera & Crossan, 2004).   

While transformational and transactional leadership behaviors have been 

described as discrete styles, it is important to note they have also been viewed as a part of 

a continuum.  Innovative leaders often switched between the two leadership behaviors to 

perform contradictory activities (Bledlow et al., 2009).  They switched their behavior 

based on the needs of the situation (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).  They were 

contextually ambidextrous and exhibited temporal flexibility in changing from one 

mindset to another (Rosing et al, 2011).  Therefore, it is critical to study the leadership 

behavior within the context in which they occurred.  The current study used Critical 

Incident Technique (CIT) to explore the types of leadership behaviors exhibited during 

different phases of an innovation as the context within which the innovation occurred.  

CIT allows for the exploration of behaviors within a specific incident (Flanagan, 1954).  
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Purpose and Significance of the study 

This study looked at behaviors exhibited by evaluation team leaders during the 

process of innovation. The focus of the study was on leadership behaviors. Study 

participants were individuals who identified as evaluators who led a team of two or more 

evaluators.  While the research study focused on evaluation team leaders, the findings 

from the study have broader implications.  Baizerman (2009) posited that evaluation 

teams are ‘knowledge workers’ and as such literature related to managing knowledge 

workers applies to managing evaluation teams.  In a similar vein, it could be argued that 

research related to managing and leading evaluation teams contributes to the larger 

literature of management of knowledge workers.  For Davenport (2005), knowledge 

workers were professionals whose major job responsibility included the creation, 

distribution, or application of knowledge.  Professionals working in higher education 

institutions, research organizations are considered knowledge workers.  Therefore, 

findings from the study could also contribute to the larger body of higher education 

leadership literature.  

Research Question  

The main research questions was “What are the leadership behaviors exhibited 

during the process of innovation by evaluation team leaders?” To answer this question, 

CIT was used to explore and understand the antecedents to an innovation incident, a 

description of the innovation incident, the leadership behaviors exhibited during the 

incident, and the outcome of the incident.  In CIT, participants describe a specific critical 

incident, their behaviors, as well as those of others, during the incident, and their 

perspectives on their reactions to the incident (Flanagan, 1954).  In this study, the 
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incidents sought were team innovations, and the aim of the study was to examine the 

leadership behaviors exhibited by evaluation team leads during the innovation process.  

The research sample included evaluation team leaders, specifically evaluation team 

leaders who oversaw the work of at least two or more team members.  The evaluation 

team leader had the official responsibility to manage the team’s work.  The leader was the 

team lead for at least a year and self-identified as a program evaluator.  The primary 

service provided by the team was program evaluation, and the team provided evaluation 

services for at least one or more years.  To minimize the influence of socio-cultural 

norms on leadership styles and processes, only teams located in the United States were 

included in the study.  Both teams who provide internal and external evaluation services 

were included in the sample.  

Delimitations 

 One of the delimitations of the study was to include only people whose primary 

job responsibility was program evaluation and self-identified as a professional evaluator.  

The study looked at evaluation team leaders who currently managed teams within the 

United States and had led an innovation within the last 24 months.  Evaluators who had 

led innovations in the past or were not residing in the United States were excluded from 

the study.  The focus of the study was on leadership behaviors exhibited by team leads to 

manage innovations at the team level.  Solo evaluation practitioners/consultants who had 

implemented innovative methods within their evaluations were excluded from the study. 
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Limitations 

CIT has been widely used by various disciplines as a qualitative tool, ranging 

from medicine to education, to understand behavioral descriptions of an event 

(Butterfield, Borgen, Amundson, & Maglio, 2005).  Like any other methodological tool, 

CIT has its limitations.  Recall bias is a major limitation of the CIT procedure (Michel, 

2001).  One approach to limit recall bias is to focus on recent incidents. Participants were 

asked to recall an incident that had occurred in the last 24 months.  It should be noted that 

the study focused on the most recent innovation incident versus the most ‘innovative’ 

incident led by the study participant.  This approach relies on the participant's ability to 

recall and reflective of the incident.  Probes were used to help participants recall 

information about the incidents. However, not all participants provided a detailed 

account.  Some of the participants were not reflective in nature.  A couple of participants 

did not feel comfortable providing a detailed information as it would identify who they 

were evaluating.  Because the researcher wanted to collect detailed information on 

leadership behaviors within the innovation process, the interview focused on one 

incident.  This may influence the type of incident the participant chose to describe during 

the interview.   

Another limitation is the subjectivity of the analysis (Chell, 1998) which can be 

minimized by using reliability methods.  Trustworthiness checks were used to ensure 

reliability.  As with any qualitative research, it is important to provide a detailed 

description of the process followed and a rich description of the findings (Kain, 2004).  

The findings of the study are based on non-random small sample of fifteen evaluation 

team leaders and this poses limits to generalizability.  In other words, participant’s 
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description of leadership behaviors during the management of innovation, may not hold 

true for all evaluation team leaders.  Furthermore, participants who expressed interest in 

study may be different from those who did not respond to the study advertisement. The 

study participants might have predisposition to team work and being innovative.  As such 

the self-section bias may influence the findings of the study and its generalizability.  

An in-depth review of the literature and the theoretical frameworks used in the 

study is presented in Chapter 2 (Literature review), a careful explanation of the process 

followed is described in Chapter 3 (Methodology), a rich description of the findings is 

included in Chapter 4 (Results), Chapter 5 discusses the study findings and situates it 

within the research literature related to leadership and innovation.  This provides the 

reader with enough information on the theoretical lens used by the researcher to frame the 

research question, the process followed to answer the questions, and on the findings.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this study was to explore the leadership behaviors exhibited by 

evaluation team leaders during the process of innovation.  As such, the researcher 

examined the literature behind innovation, leadership, and managing evaluation teams.  

The purpose of the literature review was to gain an understanding of the strengths and 

gaps of the research literature, relating ideas and theory, and the context of the topic. The 

review was also used to delimit the research question, and identifying methodological 

approaches to answering it. (Gall, Borg, and Gall, 1996; Hart 1998).  The research 

question guided the research literature review.  University of Kentucky’s ‘InfoKat 

Discovery’ and ‘Google Scholar’ were used to search various databases for books, 

journal articles, and dissertations.  The following keywords were used: phases of 

innovation, team innovation, leadership and innovation, leadership and teams, and 

managing evaluations.  The results of the literature review are presented in three sections.  

The first section provides an overview of the research on innovation and includes the 

phases of innovation.  The research on leadership and innovation is presented in the 

second section.  Finally, section three includes the research on evaluation teams.  

Innovation and the phases of innovation 

The definition of innovation depends on the level at which innovation is studied 

(Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Janssen, van de Vliert, & West, 2004).  Innovation can occur at 

four levels-- individual (Amabile, 1996), team (West & Anderson 1996), organizational 

(Angle & Ven de Ven, 2000), or industry (Schumpeter, 1934).  Because this study 

focused on team leadership and innovation, innovation defined at the team level was 

used.  West and Wallace (1991, p.103) defined team innovation as "the intentional 
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introduction and application of ideas, processes, products or procedures new to the team, 

designed to significantly benefit the individual, the team, the organization, or wider 

society."  Furthermore, innovation has also been examined from three other perspectives-

- input (individual, organizational structure), process, and outcomes (the end product or 

results of an innovation) (Harden, 2009).  This study’s primary focus was on the 

innovation process and the leadership behaviors exhibited by evaluation team leads 

during the innovation process.  This section provides a historical perspective of the 

innovation process, innovation model as described by the Dubberly design office and 

leadership behaviors exhibited during these phases of innovation.   

Historical perspectives on innovation.  Research and publications on innovation 

can be traced back to the early 1950s (Fagerberg, and Verspagen, 2009).  Very few 

studies were conducted in the early half of the twentieth century.  The early theories of 

the innovation process can be broadly categorized into two worldviews-- 

‘transcendentalist’ and ‘mechanistic’ (Robertson, 1967).  The ‘transcendentalist’ world 

view, held mostly by economists, prescribed to the notion that innovation was a result of 

a creative genius and was unpredictable.  In contrast, the mechanist theory, held mostly 

by sociologists, prescribed to the notion that innovation was built upon the work of many 

individuals over a long period and did not occur in a vacuum (Robertson, 1967).   

One of the early theories of innovation combined both the ‘transcendentalist’ and 

‘mechanistic’ worldviews.  Economist Abbott Usher’s (1954) theory of innovation 

process included four key steps: 1.  Perception of the problem: In this phase, an existing 

problem was recognized and felt.  2.  Setting the stage: In this phase, a sequence of events 

made it prime for unique solution finding.  According to Usher (1954), these series could 
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not be predicted but rather could only be analyzed post innovation.  He also believed that 

these series of events leading up to an innovation were different from previous events and 

created a climate for solution finding rather than accepting status quo.  3.  The act of 

insight: In this phase, the innovator “saw” the solution to the problem and organized 

information to a pattern that solved the problem.  4.  The critical revision: In this phase, 

the identified solution was tested for practical use.  Problem recognition, insight, testing 

of an idea continue to be key components of current innovation models.  

Another key researcher who influenced the understanding of the innovation 

process was the economist, Joseph Schumpeter.  Schumpeter (1934) argued that 

innovations did not have to be new discoveries.  He argued that innovations could be new 

combinations and applications of existing technologies.  Schumpeter (1934) also posited 

that innovations had to be creative as well as profitable products.  These concepts have 

been widely accepted by researchers.  Current definitions of innovation include not only 

profitable/useful novel solutions but also new applications/combinations of existing 

technologies.    

Theoretical models have evolved since Usher’s (1954) theory of innovation.  In 

his historical review of the innovation process, Rothwell (1994) identified five models to 

capture the perspectives of the innovation process between mid-1950 to the mid-1990s.  

The five models were centered on innovation as it relates to product and technology 

development e.g. hardware and software information technology development, 

manufacturing etc.  Rothwell’s (1994) models were based on research and scholarly 

articles about innovation in manufacturing and for- profit companies.  These models were 

more applicable to product innovation in the private sector.  
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The first generation, Technology Push Model, described the innovation models of 

the 1950s and early 1960s.  It was a linear model where innovation occurred in research 

labs and the products of innovation were sold in markets.  The perspective held by 

researchers was that more research in labs resulted in more new products.  Scant attention 

was paid to the innovation process itself (Rothwell, 1994).  According to the Technology 

Push model, innovation was a result of advances in the supply side of the market.  In the 

mid-1960s and mid-1970s, private markets faced stiff competition and there was a 

pressure to diversify to meet consumer needs.  As a result, the Market Pull model 

emerged; scholars (Clark, 1979; Mensch, Kaash, Kleinknecht, & Schnapps, 1980) argued 

that technological advancements were a result of companies trying to expand and 

diversify.  According to the Market Pull model, innovation was a result of pressure from 

the demand side of the market.  Mowery and Rosenberg (1978) posited that innovation 

was a result of both market demands and technological demands.  Rothwell (1994) 

referred to this as the third generation of the innovation process model.  While fairly 

linear or sequential, the third-generation models included feedback loops.  During the 

mid-1980s-90s, the innovation process was no longer viewed as a linear process, in part 

because of empirical studies conducted on Japanese firms which identified two critical 

processes used by these firms for product development--integration and parallel 

development.  While departments worked on various aspects of a project simultaneously 

(parallel development), they also integrated suppliers in the early stages of the 

development process (Imai, Nonaka, & Fakeuchi, 1985).  These studies showed the value 

gained by having functional overlap during the innovation process.  In summary, the 

latter half of the century saw an increase in research on the innovation process 
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(Fagerberg, and Verspagen, 2009).  The innovation process models progressed from 

linear non-overlapping models to nonlinear and functionally overlapping models. 

The late 1990s and early 2000s not only saw a jump in innovation process 

research studies (Fagerberg, and Verspagen, 2009) but also a shift in paradigms.  

Innovation was no longer viewed under the profit model lens but was viewed as a social 

process (Gallouj 2002; Nystrom 2002; Sundbo and Fuglsang 2002).  While there were 

slight variations in these theories of the innovation process, some of the common 

elements across these models were as follows-- idea generation, idea scoping, 

prototyping, demonstration, development, and launch/commercialization (Cooper, 2014).  

The Dubberly (2007) innovation model was used to explore the phases of innovation in 

more detail for the study.  In addition to capturing the nonlinear and iterative nature of 

innovation very well, the Dubberly (2007) model could be broadly applied to any field.   

Innovation process.  The Dubberly (2007) model of innovation was created by 

staff in the Dubberly Design Office in the Institute for the Creative Process at the Alberta 

College of Art and Design.  The design staff examined innovation models and processes 

prescribed by organizations and individuals to identify the context of innovation, that is, 

the how, who, what, when, where and why.  More than 50 models were examined to 

identify the circumstances of innovation.  The design team used concept mapping to 

synthesize and visualize the results of their research.  Concept maps graphically 

represented the key concepts and the relationships between the key concepts.  The DDO 

concept map “was built on the idea that innovation is about the evolution of paradigms” 

(Dubberly, 2007, p. 4).  Accordingly, to Dubberly (2007), innovation could rarely be 

observed while it happened and was most often recognized after a change had occurred.  
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The DDO model graphically displayed how innovation results in a change from one 

process to another.   

The DDO model displayed the factors influencing innovation on a horizontal and 

vertical axis with interconnected loops.  The innovation cycle has eight elements 

displayed on the vertical axis.  The elements of innovation included-- change, misfit, 

recognition, insight, articulation, demonstration, and adoption.  The horizontal axis 

reflected the elements that drive innovation at the individual level.  The horizontal and 

vertical axis converged at ‘insight.' The following paragraphs describe the elements on 

the horizontal and vertical axis and the influence of the external environment 

(community, context, and community) on the innovation cycle elements.  This link 

contains a visualization of the Dubberly model (2007), http://www.dubberly.com/wp-

content/uploads/2008/06/ddo_innovation.pdf .  One of the limitations of the DDO model 

is that it does not describe in detail the adoption phase. To address this limitation, the 

study borrowed from other innovation research.  

Innovation and the external environment. While the Dubberly (2007) innovation 

model was nonlinear, for the sake of simplicity a sequential approach is used to describe 

the elements in the model.  On the left side of the Dubberly (2007) model, three external 

factors were identified—community, convention, and context.  Community1, 

convention1, context1 were placed above the horizontal axis.  Community2, convention2, 

context2 were placed below the horizontal axis.  The subscript 1 and 2 referred to the 

community, convention, and context before and after the innovation process.  The 

Dubberly model (2007) posited that communities, convention, context were changed 

because of an innovation.  Innovations caused paradigm shifts (Dubberly, 2007). 

http://www.dubberly.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/06/ddo_innovation.pdf
http://www.dubberly.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/06/ddo_innovation.pdf
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Community. According to the Dubberly model (2007), a community was is 

system of people bound either by a common location or common interest.  Individuals 

within a community might be related through family connections, social or business 

interests.  The individuals within the community relied on each for their survival.  

Community members shared ideas and perspectives.  Members of a community might 

change over time with individuals leaving or entering the community over time 

(Dubberly, 2007).   

Convention. Convention referred to the way in which community members 

behaved in particular situations (Dubberly, 2007).  Convention also influenced the way 

community members thought and responded to the environment (context).  Conventions 

were the connectors between community and context.   

Context. Context was the environment in which the community members lived.  

The Dubberly model (2007) argued that there must be a stable relationship between the 

community and the context.  Conventions helped communities establish that stability.  

After a successful innovation, change occurred in all three elements-- convention, 

community, and context (Dubberly, 2007).  Therefore, innovation could be considered 

the transformational process of one set of conventions to another.   

The innovation process. The innovation process was displayed on the vertical 

axis.  The elements of the innovation process included-- change, misfit, recognition, 

insight, articulation, demonstration, and adoption.   

External pressure. According to the Dubberly model (2007), innovation was a 

result of some external pressure and as such ‘external pressure’ was placed on top of the 
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vertical axis.  Community members might fail to recognize the external pressure which 

could lead to ‘decay’ (internal pressure).  The authors noted that resisting change required 

energy and was not a passive process.  Both external pressure and decay disturbed the 

balance between the community and the context.  This disturbance kick- started the need 

for innovation or change.   

Change was the second element on the vertical axis.  Change caused a misfit 

wherein current conventions were no longer able to maintain the stable relationship 

between community and context.   

Misfit entailed a cost on the community and could be a physical, mental, social, or 

financial cost (Dubberly, 2007).  When a misfit was large enough, the community 

recognized it.  Community members identified a misfit through observation and 

experience, leading to problem recognition.  

Recognition required community members to define the problem.  According to 

Dubberly (2007) problem definition was a political act and influenced by power.  By 

defining the problem, community members saw possible opportunities for change or 

insight.   

Insight was the process to restore fit.  While insight was the most unknown part of 

the innovation process, immersion within the context was critical to gaining insight 

during the process.  According to the Dubberly model (2007), evolution could be 

considered as an insight process where the poorly performing elements were removed.  

Furthermore, the Dubberly model (2007) posited the design process was an artificial 

evolution process that aimed to restore fit. 
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Prototyping, or articulation, gave insights a physical form.  The physical form 

could be a hypothesis, model, diagram, story, physical mock-up, sketch etc.  Prototypes 

were neither perfect nor complete.   

Demonstration allowed for the testing of prototypes.  While articulation provided 

a way of sharing an insight, demonstration proved or disproved the value of an insight.  

The demonstration phase involved repeated testing to identify errors, areas of 

improvement, and even increased understanding of the idea.  A demonstration might lead 

to more prototyping.  Failed demonstrations might also create new insights or further 

define the problem.  Demonstration reduced risk and led to a model that could be 

adopted.    

Adoption involved the initiation and implementation of innovation.  Initiation 

involved problem definition, information gathering, resource assessment, evaluation, and 

decision to adopt (Duncan, 1976; Rogers, 1983).  The implementation stage of the 

innovation process could be defined as all the events and actions related to the initial 

utilization and continued use of the innovation until it became a routine feature of the 

organization (Damanpour, 1991).  Damanpour (1991) argued that the implementation 

phase could be further broken down into two phases-- initial utilization and continued use 

(routinization).  Greenhalgh et al. (2004) conducted an extensive literature review of 

innovation implementation research that included an in-depth review of 213 empirical 

and 282 non-empirical studies.  Greenhalgh et al. (2004) found that evidence related to 

implementation of innovations was complex and hard to disentangle from change 

management 
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Regardless of the scale and level of adoption, adoption creates change.  The scale 

of change can vary from creating a new domain of invention or change in a process.  

Adoption of an innovation creates a change in action and sometimes leads to unplanned 

consequences.  At times, innovation spurs further innovation.  Joseph Schumpeter (1934) 

described this as creative destruction, "the process of industrial mutation that incessantly 

revolutionizes the economic structure from within, incessantly destroying the old one, 

incessantly creating a new one."  

Fit and Variety. In the Dubberly model, successful adoption created a new fit 

between the community and the context.  The Dubberly model (2007) argued that fit led 

to variety.  In communities, variety was a range of tools they had to adopt due to a 

disturbance-- change in perspective, new language, and expansion of a new domain. 

Individual and organizational factors. The horizontal axis reflected the elements 

that drove innovation at the individual level.  The horizontal and vertical axis converged 

at ‘insight’.  On the right side the horizontal started off with innovation.   

Preparation. At the individual level, preparation for an innovation required 

immersion and bit of luck (Dubberly model, 2007).  Organizational culture also helped in 

preparing an individual to innovate.  The preparation phase aided in the individual 

gaining an insight into a problem.    

Individual drive. At the same time, individual drive also influenced gaining an 

insight.  Individual who had the drive to innovate were usually optimistic, open to 

change, confident and passionate.  They also had experience, talent, skill, specific domain 

expertise, and understanding of the tools, techniques, and process.  Individuals benefitted 
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from sharing the skills with a community, and this created an efficiency in the innovation 

process (Dubberly model, 2007). 

In summary, a disturbance created in the external environment caused a misfit in 

the community.  This drives the need for innovation and created a context for recognizing 

the problem.  The process of recognizing the problem also created new opportunities 

(insight).  Concurrently, individuals who were prepared and had the drive, gained an 

insight.  The insight sharing phase was followed by articulation, demonstration, adoption, 

and fit.  However, this was not necessarily a sequential process.  For example, 

demonstration might lead to more prototyping.  Failed demonstrations might also create 

new insights or further define the problem.  The non-linear nature and the uncertainty of 

the innovation process made leading innovation difficult.  The next section reviews the 

literature on leadership and innovation.  

Leadership within the context of innovation 

“Leadership is an influence relationship between leaders and followers who 

intend real changes that reflect mutual purposes” (Rost, 1993, p.102).  Rost’s 

characterization of leadership had four essential components-- leaders and followers, 

influence relationships, real changes, and mutual purposes (Rost, 1993).  According to 

Rost (1993), followers must be active and there must be more than one follower.  The 

relationship between the leader and the follower was multidirectional and non-coercive.  

The leader and followers desired certain changes.  They did not have to produce a change 

for leadership to occur but they should have had the intention to create change.  The 

intended change reflected their mutual purpose.  Because it was a non-coercive 

relationship, mutuality was forged by the leader and the follower (Rost, 1993).   
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There are different models and frameworks which classify leadership styles.  

Bass’ (1985) Full Range Leadership model has been used to study leadership within the 

context of innovation.  The Full Range Leadership model identified three leadership 

styles-- transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire (Bass, 1985).  In particular, 

transformational and transactional leadership styles have been used to examine the 

leadership style/behavior and innovation process.  Bass (1985) called the laissez-faire 

leadership style non-leadership or avoidance of leadership duties. Most leadership studies 

have focused on active leadership styles. The next few paragraphs describe transactional 

leadership, transformational leadership, the leadership paradox in innovation (specifically 

using the Dubberly model of innovation). 

Transactional leadership.  Burns (1978, p.4) defined transactional leaders as 

"Leaders who approach followers with an eye to exchanging one thing for another: jobs 

for votes, or subsidies for campaign contributions."  Leaders and followers negotiated 

resources that would be exchanged to complete a set of objectives (Sergiovanni, 1990).  

The relationship between the leadership and the follower was one of mutual dependency 

where contributions made by both were acknowledged and rewarded (Kellerman, 1984).  

Transactional leadership had two critical dimensions (Bass, 1985).  First, the leaders 

should be able to clarify the role and task requirements and at the same time provide the 

tangible or intangible rewards upon completion of the task.  This was referred to as 

contingent reward leadership behaviors.  Second, the leaders should set standards for 

performance and monitor deviations from these standards.  This was referred to as 

management by exception (Bass, 1985). 



 

23 
 

Effective transactional leaders regularly met the expectation of their followers.  

Furthermore, the effectiveness of transactional leadership was dependent on the leader’s 

ability to anticipate, respond, and meet the changing expectation of their followers 

(Kellerman, 1984).  It should be noted that there were varying levels of transactions and 

not all transactions were equal (Kuhnert and Lewis, 1987).  Graen, Liden, and Hoel 

(1982) found that high-quality exchanges were related to the leader providing emotional 

resources and support to employees.  Low-quality exchanges involved fulling contractual 

obligations like working a particular set of hours (Graen et al., 1982).  High-quality 

transactions were based on the interpersonal relationship between the leader and follower.  

Some of the high-end transactions were based on the exchange of trust and respect (Bass, 

1978).  Low-quality transactions were based on the exchange of resources (Graen et al., 

1982).  Low-quality transactions depended on the leader's ability to bargain and obtain 

resources.  Goodwin, Wofford, and Whittington (2001) found that high-quality 

transactions were more positively related to organizational citizenship and commitment 

among followers than low-quality transactional behaviors.  High-quality transactions 

were also positively associated with followers' satisfaction and performance (Bycio, 

Hackett, & Allen, 1995; Hunt & Schuler, 1976; Podsakoff, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 

1984).  If the promised resources were not under the direct control of the leader, then this 

diminished his/her bargaining power (Kunhert and Lewis, 1982).  On the other hand, 

high-quality transactions did not depend upon leaders’ bargaining power, since intangible 

rewards were exchanged.   

 Johnston (1996) argued that stable environments were conducive for transactional 

leadership.  In stable environments, there was low uncertainty, agreed upon goals, 
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established relationships.  These environments were ideal for transactional leadership, so 

much so that the exchange of benefits were taken for granted and were seldom subjected 

to serious examination (Johnston, 1996).  Furthermore, in stable environments, the norms 

had been established.  The standards of performance for both leaders and followers were 

not only recognized but also adhered to.  Leaders and followers had the necessary skills 

and expertise to perform their organizational duties (Johnston, 1996).  The major 

limitation of transactional leadership was the lack of ability to intrinsically motivate and 

influence followers to visualize something different than what was currently in place.  

Transformational leadership was needed when leaders had to motivate followers to 

conduct a new practice that was not commonly pursued (Kuhnert and Lewis, 1987).  The 

essential dimensions of the transformational leadership style are described in the 

following paragraphs.  

Transformational leadership.  Transformational leadership is the ability of the 

leader to “influence the values, attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors in others by working with 

and through them in order to accomplish the organization’s mission and purpose” 

(Rouche, Baker, and Rose, 1989).  Burns (1978) made a clear distinction between 

transformational and transactional leaders.  He argued that the transformational leader 

engaged with followers in such a manner that it increased their motivation.  In contrast, 

the transactional leader exchanged something of value to the follower to get a job 

completed.  It should be noted that transactional and transformational leadership are part 

of a leadership continuum and are not distinct categories (Bass, 1985).   

Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) and Antonakis (2001) identified four 

transformational leadership behaviors-- idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 
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intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration.  Idealized influence referred to 

leadership behaviors that instilled pride and faith and sense of mission.  The leaders were 

held in high regard and engendered loyalty from the followers.  Leaders also shared risks 

with followers. Inspirational motivations referred to the leader’s vision for the future 

based on his/her values.  It also included the leader's ability to inspire followers to aspire 

to his/her vision by stimulating enthusiasm and building confidence.  The leaders also 

encouraged followers to envision attractive future states.  Inspirational motivation and 

idealized influence were highly correlated behaviors and were sometimes collectively 

referred to as ‘charisma’ in the literature (Bass, 1998).   

Intellectual stimulation referred to leadership behaviors which fostered divergent 

thinking, creativity, challenging status quo.  Leaders encouraged followers to question 

assumptions, reframe problems, and find new approaches to existing problems.  Leaders 

did not penalize or ridicule for making mistakes.  Individualized considerations referred 

to leadership behaviors that identified the unique needs of the followers and provided 

support based on their unique needs (Avolio et al., 1999).  Leaders created new learning 

opportunities for employees to learn and grow.   

Transformative leadership behaviors were found to be closely aligned with the 

factors determining creativity (Shin and Zhou, 2003).  Transformational leadership 

influenced creativity at both the team and individual levels (Gumusluoglu and Ilsev, 

2007).  Jung (2001) conducted a random assignment study to explore the influence of 

leadership on idea generation and found that participants led by a transformational leader 

generated more ideas than participants who were assigned to a group led by a 

transactional leader.  Teams led by transformational leaders not only self-reported being 
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creative (Reuvers, Van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Wilson-Evered, 2008) but also had a high 

team performance (Keller, 1992).  Transformational leaders empowered their followers 

(Jung and Sosik, 2002) and created climates conducive for creativity (Jung, Chow, & 

Wu, 2003).   Elkins and Keller (2003) posited that the core transformational leadership 

behaviors were aligned with the determinants of workplace creativity including vision, 

support for innovation, autonomy, encouragement, recognition, and challenge.  Tierney, 

Farmer, and Graen (1999) found that a leader’s inspirational motivation was related to 

employees’ intrinsic motivation and was an important source of creativity.   

While transformational leadership behaviors have been strongly associated with 

individual and group creativity, transformational leadership behaviors alone are not 

sufficient for innovation.  For Amabile (1998), innovation involved an iterative cycle of 

development and implementation of ideas. As such, it required leadership behavior that 

would stimulate idea generation and at the same time facilitate systematic 

implementation of an idea.  Innovative leaders had to have both transformational and 

transactional leadership qualities.  Transformational leadership strongly correlated to the 

initial idea generation/exploration phase (Rosing, Frese and Bausch, 2011).  

Transactional leadership correlated with the later stages of innovation (Rosing, et al.  

2011).  Hunter, Thoroughgood, Tyler, and Ligon (2011) described this as the ‘paradox of 

leading innovative endeavors.’ 

Paradoxes of leading innovation.  “Paradox in an organizational context was an 

observation in which two contradictory elements were present or operating at the same 

time” (Yip, 2009, p. 171).  The innovation process had several paradoxes.  Innovation 

involved both the idea generation and implementation of successful ideas.  Furthermore, 
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innovation occurred side by side along with other tasks that needed to be performed for 

the organization’s survival.  A meta-analysis of over 125 studies showed that individuals 

who engaged in creative or scientific research showed strong trait tendencies toward 

autonomy and independence (Feist, 1998).  At the same time, establishing efficiency and 

effectively managing resources were necessary for an organization to be profitable 

(Coase, 1937; Leana & Barry, 2000).  In their review of innovation literature, Bledow, 

Frese, Anderson, Erez, and Farr (2009) identified conflicting demands and activities 

created by innovation at the organizational, team and individual levels.  These conflicting 

demands and activities were also seen at the leadership level (Hill, Brandeau, Truelove & 

Lineback, 2014).  Hill et al. (2014) argued that leaders must constantly manage a tension 

between supporting people to generate and share ideas and allowing confrontation to 

improve ideas and processes.  The next few paragraphs will explore the conflicting 

leadership behaviors required to manage the innovation process, specifically at the team 

level.  The Dubberly (2007) innovation model will be used to frame the individual steps 

within the innovation process.   

As mentioned in the previous section, the Dubberly (2007) innovation cycle has 

eight elements displayed on a vertical axis.  The elements of innovation include-- change, 

misfit, recognition, insight, articulation, demonstration, and adoption.  The horizontal 

axis reflects the elements that drive innovation at the individual level.  The horizontal and 

vertical axis converge at ‘insight.'  The following paragraphs describe the elements on the 

horizontal and vertical axis and the influence of the external environment (community, 

context, and community) on the innovation cycle elements and leadership.  Leadership 

paradoxes are described within each element of the Dubberly (2007) model. 
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Innovation and the external environment. While the Dubberly (2007) innovation 

model was nonlinear, for the sake of simplicity a sequential approach is used to describe 

the leadership behaviors required to successfully manage each element in the model. 

Community. According to the Dubberly model (2007), community was a system 

of people bound by either a common location or common interest.  Individuals within a 

community were related through family connections, social or business interests.  Within 

the context of team innovation, teams were groups of individuals performing tasks in an 

organization or a system (Hackman and Wageman, 2005).  As such these teams could be 

considered as social systems with boundaries (Alderfer, 1977).  While members had 

differentiated roles within teams, there was an interdependence among members to 

complete tasks (Alderfer, 1977).   

Innovation presented a paradox at the team level.  Individuals needed to be able to 

work with other members to perform their duties effectively.  At the same time, they 

needed to be able to do divergent thinking and tasks which required them to think--to 

question current methods and try new options (Bledow et. al, 2009).  Innovative teams 

were both functionally (Somech, 2006) and meta-cognitively heterogeneous (Spektor, 

Erez, & Naveh, 2011).  Functional heterogeneous teams reflected diverse experiences, 

information, expertise and perspectives (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2001).  Spektor, Erez, 

and Naveh (2011) found that innovative teams were composed of both creative people 

and conformists.  Creative people were often risk takers, tolerant of mistakes, and willing 

to explore new options.  Conformists were people who applied an idea within the 

accepted channels and integrated it within organizational processes (Spektor et al, 2011).  

Since innovation required both generation and application of ideas, it demanded 
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paradoxical thinking styles (out of the box thinking as well as conformity to context).  

Team leaders needed to be able to manage and promote the growth of both the creative 

and conformists.   

Team leaders were individuals “primarily responsible for defining team goals and 

for developing and structuring the team to accomplish these missions” (Zaccaro, Rittman 

& Marks, 2002).  Innovative team leaders should have technical expertise in the domain 

in which he or she was working as in as well as leadership skills to lead the team (Hunter 

et. al, 2011).  The team leader should be able to evaluate options critically and pick the 

most viable options (O’Connor, 1998; Kitchell, 1995).  At the same time, team leaders 

should be divergent thinkers (Bilton, 2007; Mumford, Connelly, & Gaddis, 2003).  

Divergent thinking allowed team leaders to explore alternative solutions to problems.   

 Convention.  Within the Dubberly model (2007), convention referred to the way 

in which community members behaved based on a situation.  Within the context of 

teams, team processes could be considered as conventions.  Team process was defined as 

the "members' interdependent acts that convert inputs to outcomes through cognitive, 

verbal, and behavioral activities directed toward organizing taskwork to achieve 

collective goals" (Marks, Mathieu  & Zaccaro, 2001).  Team vision, support for new and 

improved ways of work, communication, and task orientation were factors that 

influenced innovativeness among teams.  Innovation required leaders to exhibit 

paradoxical behaviors within these key factors (Luscher & Lewis, 2008; Smith 

&Tushman, 2005).  Innovative leaders motivated and inspired team members to be 

autonomous.  At the same time, team members should be committed to the overall vision 

set by leaders.   
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 Leaders stimulated innovation by establishing clear internal and external 

communication strategies.  According to the theory of team, internal communication 

strategies promoted teamwork and were important for team learning (Burke, Stagl, Salas, 

Pierce, & Kendall, 2006).  External communication pathways allowed teams to interact 

with agents outside their industry, thereby expanding social networks and providing 

opportunities to learn new knowledge content (Perry-Smith and Shalley, 2003).  

Innovative leaders created a climate where dissident ideas were welcomed and tested.  

Team climates where members were not afraid to challenge prevailing ideas and explore 

new venues were conducive for innovation (King, Anderson & West, 1991; West & 

Wallace, 1991).  However, innovative leaders also focused on task orientation through 

monitoring, feedback and coaching (McIntyre & Salas, 1995).  Studies have shown that 

teams in which each shares a commitment to quality are innovative (Amabile, 1996; 

Patterson, 2002; Shalley & Perry-Smith, 2001; Shalley et al., 2004).  It should be noted 

that a transactional leadership style promoted task orientation.  A transformational 

leadership style also promoted vision and support for new ways of practice.  Leadership 

paradoxes within the innovation process are discussed in the section, elements of the 

vertical axis. 

 Context.  Context was the environment in which the community members lived 

(Dubberly, 2007).  Teams existed within a larger social system.  The larger social system 

included other teams within the same organization, competitors, clients, and suppliers.  

Team processes helped teams integrate successfully into the larger system (Zaccaro et al., 

2002).  Innovation presented a paradox for how team leaders interacted with the external 

environment.  Team leaders needed to be open to collaborating with other teams and 
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external organizations to get new perspectives and also identify new opportunities (Scott 

& Bruce, 1974; Nystrom, 1979).  At the same time, team leaders needed to protect 

emerging ideas from their competitors (Gander, Haberberg & Rieple, 2007).   

 Another leadership paradox at the contextual level was the feedback rigidity 

paradox (Hunter et.  al, 2011).  By actively seeking insights and feedback from clients 

and consumers, leaders gained valuable information on how to further improve current 

services/products as well as identify ways to meet emerging needs (Kao, 2007).  

However, Gilson and Madjar (2011) noted that the individuals who led disruptive 

innovations often received no input from consumers and had to deal with criticisms early 

on.   

The innovation process.  The innovation cycle had eight elements which were 

displayed on the vertical axis.  The elements of innovation included-- change, misfit, 

recognition, insight, articulation, demonstration, and adoption.   

External pressure. According to the Dubberly model (2007), innovation was a 

result of some external pressure and therefore ‘external pressure’ was placed on top of the 

vertical axis.  Firms often innovated to remain competitive, and the challenge for 

leadership was to ensure that the organization was able to innovate regularly (Hill et al, 

2014).  “The rhetoric of innovation is often about fun and creativity, but the reality is that 

innovation is hard work and can be a very taxing, uncomfortable process, both 

emotionally and intellectually” (Hill et al., 2014, p. 96).  Stenmark, Shipman, and 

Mumford (2011) argued that leaders should plan for innovation because innovations are 

uncertain, time-consuming, and resource intensive.    
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Change. Change caused a misfit wherein current conventions were no longer able 

to maintain the stable relationship between community and context.  Stenmark et al. 

(2011) posited that leaders should scan the internal and external environment to identify 

opportunities for change.  Scanning the external environment included looking at 

competitors, market research, customer experience/feedback (Souitaris, 2001).  Internal 

scanning included looking at current processes within an organization (O’Connor, 1998).   

Usually, scanning involved observing general trends (Simon, 1993).  Leaders 

should have the technical expertise to scan the environment as well as identify promising 

opportunities.  It should be noted that scanning did not have to happen at the leadership 

level and could be done at the team level.  However, team members should share the 

leader’s vision.  “Vision is an idea of a valued outcome which represents a higher order 

goal and a motivating force at work” (West, 1990, p.  310).  Vision had four components: 

clarity (degree to which the vision is understandable), visionary nature (engenders group 

goals), attainability, and sharedness (acceptance among members) (West, 1990).  A 

transformational leadership behavior style was linked to clear group vision (Elkins & 

Keller, 2003).   

Misfit. Misfit had a cost on the community and could be a physical, mental, social 

or financial cost (Dubberly, 2007).  Misfits happened within or outside of an 

organization.  Within the context of innovation, misfits within an organization that 

occurred were a result of unexpected occurrences, incongruities, process needs, and 

industry/market changes (Drucker, 1998).  Misfits outside an organization occurred as a 

result of demographic change, changes in perception, and new knowledge (Drucker, 

1998).   
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Recognition. Recognition required problem definitions constructed by community 

members.  Problem definition was a political act and influenced by power (Dubberly, 

2007).  Within the context of innovation, this step involved team member engaging, 

learning, and exploring multiple venues to frame the problem, identify the parameters, 

and study the technology (Kidder, 1981).  Transformative leadership behaviors were 

linked to active learning among teams.   

Insight and prototyping. The goal of the insight process was to restore fit.  While 

insight is the most unknown part of the innovation process, immersion within the context 

was critical to gaining insight process.  Prototyping (articulation) gave insights a physical 

form.  The physical form could be a hypothesis, model, diagram, story, physical mock-

up, sketch, etc.  Prototypes were neither perfect nor complete.   

Within the context of innovation, prototyping involved fostering learning, 

experimentation, and improvisation.  The leader should define the broad goals of the 

project but not define the direction (Hunter et.  al, 2011).  While leaders should allow 

members to think creatively, they should also ensure that members were managing 

current tasks and performance was maintained (Hunter et.  al, 2011).  Transformative 

leadership styles were linked to idea generation, while transactional leadership styles 

were associated with task orientation and performance.  Hill et al.  (2014) found that 

innovative leaders promoted a culture of creative abrasion--a culture where ideas were 

generated not only through discourse but also through debate.  Hill et al.  (2014) found 

that innovative leaders at times even proposed conflicting ideas in a discourse to 

stimulate intellectual diversity.  At the same time, innovative leaders were capable of 
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creative resolution wherein they were able to take seemingly different or even opposing 

ideas and integrate them into one idea (Hill et al, 2014).   

Nohira and Gulati (1996) found that scarce resources limited innovation and an 

overabundance of resources limited the originality of ideas.  Leaders often resolved this 

paradox by setting timelines and creating a sense of urgency (Hunter et al., 2011).  

Leaders also showed patience when a team explored solutions within a timeline.  

Concurrently, they also set a standard of performance and quality (Anderson & West, 

1998; West, 1990).   

Demonstration. The next step in the innovation model was demonstration 

(testing).  While articulation provided a way of sharing an insight, demonstration proved 

or disproved the value of an insight.  The demonstration phase involved repeated testing 

to identify errors, areas of improvement, and even increased understanding of the idea.  

Innovative leaders often encouraged testing through quick experimentation followed by 

reflection and adaptation (Hill et al., 2014).  This was sometimes referred to as creative 

agility.  Quick experimentation not only allowed for rapid testing and faster team learning 

but it also kept costs low.  Lengthy testing of ideas could be costly and resource 

intensive.  Mumford, Bedell, and Hunter (2008) argued that leaders should pursue 

multiple projects at any given time to limit the costs of innovation.  Leaders should be 

transformational and empower team members to test assumptions and learn from their 

experiments (Bledlow et al., 2009).  At the same time, leaders should be transactional and 

ensure that the testing process was a structured activity (Bledlow et al., 2009).   
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Adoption. Regardless of the type of innovation, studies have shown that 

innovations that were simple to use, more advantageous than current practice, required 

minimal expertise, and were aligned with organization norms and values were easily 

adopted (Backer, Liberman, Kuehnel, 1986; Glasgow 2003;  Glasgow, Lichtenstein, 

Marcus, 2003; Graham and Logan, 2004; Greenhalgh et al.  2004; Oldenburg & Glanz 

2008; Rogers 2003; Simpson 2002).  However, Greenhalgh et al.  (2004) found that 

visibility of the advantages of an innovation did not have any influence on the adoption 

of an innovation.  Cost effective innovations were more easily adopted (Damanpour & 

Schneider 2006,2009).  Innovations that were adapted to the local context were more 

likely to be routinized (Rogers, 1995).  External policies that aligned with an innovation 

also enhanced its implementation (Kundsen & Abraham, 2012).  Organizations that were 

a part of a centralized network were associated with an increased adoption of substance 

abuse prevention programs (Fujimoto, Valente, and Pentz, 2009).  Organizations which 

had a high absorptive capacity for knowledge utilization and research were found to be 

associated with increased adoption of innovation (Knudsen & Roman, 2004).  Absorptive 

capacity was measured by the number of projects and patents, number of staff with 

advanced degrees, investment in research, use of client feedback data (Knudsen & 

Roman, 2004; Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). 

Feedback data was critical for both initial and full implementation (Wisdom, 

Chor., Hoagwood, & Horwitz, 2014).  Cheung, Hattie, and Ng (2001) found that 

providing specific feedback data identifying areas that needed further improvement 

helped teacher implement innovations.  Allocating dedicated time and resources was 

found to have a moderate effect in initial implementation and routinization (Rogers, 
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1995; Gustafson, Sainfort, Eichler, Adams, Bisognano, & Steudel, 2003).  Internal 

communication and external networks were positively associated with innovation.  

Effective communication increased the chance of routinization and thereby enhanced the 

success of implementation (Meyers, Sivakumar, and Nakata 1999).  Communication 

allowed for a shared and emergent story about the innovation and was critical for 

routinization of innovation (Gabriel, 2000; Bate, 2004).   

There have been very few empirical studies that have explored leadership 

behaviors which were exhibited specifically during specific phases of implementation 

(initiation versus routinization).  Damanpour and Schneider (2006) examined the 

managerial traits during the initiation and routinization of innovation in 1200 public 

organizations in the United States.  Results of the study showed that age, gender, and 

education did not influence the initiation or the routinization of the innovation.  Previous 

studies have also shown that there were no differences between male and female leaders 

in task oriented and employee oriented behaviors (Bass, 1990; Dobbins & Platz, 1986).  

Tenure as manager was found to be positively associated with both initiation and 

routinization (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006).  Managers’ attitude towards innovation 

and entrepreneurship was found to be positively associated with the decision to adopt but 

also with initiation and routinization (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006).  Other leadership 

behaviors that were found to be positively associated with implementation were 

champion behaviors, self-efficacy, prior experience in leading innovation (Graham & 

Logan, 2004; Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Berta, Teare, Gilbart, Ginsburg, Lemieux-Charles, 

Davis, 2005).   
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The implementation phase involved both rational and political negotiation to 

invest resources, to accommodate change and support to address problems (Sharma & 

Rai, 2003).  Leaders should be champion of the innovation as well as provide critical 

feedback and should be able to judge the implementation process.  This was referred to as 

the champion evaluator paradox (Hunter et al.  2011).  Opening leadership behaviors like 

motivating to take risks and encouragement to learn (Rosing et al., 2011) aligned well 

with the initial utilization phase of innovation.  Closing leadership behaviors like 

establishing a routine, adherence to protocol and paying attention to uniform task 

implementation (Rosing et al, 2011) were critical for successful routinization of an 

innovation.  Switching from one mindset to another required cognitive and behavioral 

complexity (Buijs, 2007; Denison, Hooijberg, & Quinn, 1995).  Implementation was a 

critical part of innovation.  Often teams and organizations adopted a practice but failed to 

fully make the practice routine (Knight & Klein, 2005).   

Individual and organizational factors. The horizontal axis reflected the elements 

that drove innovation at the individual level.  Dubberly (2007) identified two elements: 

preparation (organizational culture within which an individual worked) and drive 

(individual’s passion to find a solution).  As discussed in previous paragraphs, leaders 

promoted innovativeness among members of a team by sharing their vision, promoting 

autonomy, providing the right balance of resources, providing structure, and setting 

standards of performance and quality.  Additionally, for teams to be innovative the 

overall climate needed to be non-threatening.  Members should trust and support one 

another.  West (1990) argued that teams where members participated in decision making 

through influence, interaction, and information sharing were not only more likely to 
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invest in those decisions but also be open to new and improved ways of working.  Since 

offering feedback to ideas and prototypes was a critical feature, team members should 

feel safe to propose new ideas and offer critiques (Rogers, 1983).  Shalley, Gilson and 

Blum (2000) found that it was more important that team members feel supported in their 

everyday activities than being supported at the organizational level to stimulate creativity.   

 In addition to promoting safety among team members, innovative leaders needed 

to also champion the team to individuals outside the team.  Leaders should be able to 

pitch the innovation and make it appealing to stakeholders (Howell & Higgins, 2008).  

Hunter et al.  (2011) described this as the champion evaluator paradox.  Innovative 

leaders should be evaluative of the solutions pursued by the team and needed to be 

critical to a majority of creative ideas.  At the same time, they should be a champion of 

the team and be able to ‘pitch’ ideas to shareholders (Hunter et al., 2011).  Furthermore, 

while leaders should support team learning and allow for mistakes, the overall outcomes 

for the team should be successful (Hunter et al., 2011).  Team members learned valuable 

lessons from failing.  However, successful outcomes were needed for long-term viability.  

Leaders should promote a learning culture but also motivate team members not to be 

comfortable with failure (Hunter et al., 2011).  To achieve this balance, Mumford and 

Hunter (2005) suggested that leaders should reward attempts to improve quality.   

 In summary, the innovation process at the team and organizational level presented 

several leadership paradoxes.  These paradoxes required opposing leadership behaviors.  

For example, leaders should allow members to think creatively, but they should also 

ensure that members were managing current tasks and performance was maintained 

(Hunter et.  al, 2011).  Transformative leadership styles were linked to idea generation, 
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while transactional leadership styles were linked to task orientation and performance.  

Leaders who only exhibited transactional leadership style might never capitalize on the 

creativity of their team.  Leaders who only exhibited transformational leadership style 

would not be able to apply creative ideas because of the lack of structure.  Hill et al.  

(2014) found that innovative leaders continually adapted their behaviors to context.  

Continuous adaptations were difficult and required leaders to deal with conflict, be 

willing to change their mindset, and even give up control (Hill et al., 2014).  In response 

to these challenges, innovative leaders exhibited ambidextrous leadership (Rosing et.  al, 

2011; Hunter et al., 2011; Stemark et.al, 2011; Hill et al., 2014).  They performed 

contradictory activities and switched between different mindsets and action sets (Bledlow 

et al., 2009).  Rosing et. al. (2011) argued that the key to ambidextrous behavior was the 

temporal flexibility to change from set of behaviors to another (Figure 1.1).   

Figure 1.1 

Ambidextrous leadership and temporal flexibility 

 

Rosing et. al. (2011) 

Rosing et al.  (2011) posited that transformational leadership or opening behaviors were 

suited for situations which called for a break in routines, thinking differently, challenging 
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the status quo, while transactional leadership behaviors or closing behaviors were 

required for efficiency and task completion.  Innovative leaders were not just 

ambidextrous but were contextually ambidextrous.  They changed their behavior to adapt 

to a situation or align with a business process (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004).  Because of 

the contextual nature of leadership, Rosing et al. (2011) argued that research should take 

into the considerations the context within which innovation occurs.  Since the current 

study explored leading innovations within evaluation teams, it was important to examine 

the literature on the practice of evaluation and managing evaluation teams. The next 

section focuses on this element of the literature. 

Leading and managing evaluation teams 

 The difference between leadership and management was not clear; often leaders 

were also managers and vice versa.  The research literature was divided when it came to 

differentiating management and leadership.  Certain scholars argued that there was a 

clear difference between leadership and management (Kotter, 1982, 1990, 2006; Bennis, 

1989, Macooby, 2000, Perloff, 2004).  According to these scholars, leadership was a 

relationship between the leader and a follower, and management was a function that must 

happen in any business enterprise.  Conversely, some scholars believed that there was 

significant overlap land that leadership and management were interrelated (Bass, 1990; 

Conger and Kanungo, 1992; Zaleznik, 1998; Bateman and Snell, 1999; Yukl 1999; Hay 

and Hodgkinson 2006).  According to these scholars, both leadership and management 

could be explained by the same processes and models.  Leadership was an aspect of 

management and not an entirely different function.  Rost (1998) argued that while 

leadership and management were based on relationship, management had a formal 



 

41 
 

authority component.  Leadership was an influence based relationship and could be bi-

directional.  Leaders could be followers and vice versa.  Management was unidirectional 

with a manager having authority over subordinates (Rost, 1998).   Rost (1998) believed 

that managers became leaders when they were able to influence the subordinates to work 

towards a mutually agreed purpose.  Within the innovation research literature, a 

distinction between managers and leaders was often not made.  Team leaders were 

individuals “primarily responsible for defining team goals and for developing and 

structuring the team to accomplish these missions” (Zaccaro, Rittman & Marks, 2002).  

Since the proposed study examined leadership behaviors exhibited by evaluation team 

leads who were responsible for leading and managing teams, the study adopted the 

worldview that the management and leadership were interrelated.  The study participants 

included individuals with the formal authority to supervise the work of the team who also 

served as a lead on projects.  Understanding the general responsibilities of an evaluation 

team as well as team leads was essential for exploring how these leaders innovated while 

continuing to manage the day-to-day enterprise of an evaluation team.  

There was very little literature on managing evaluation teams (St. Pierre, 1982; 

Compton, 2009).  Baizerman and Compton (2009) defined management of evaluation as 

“the practical, every day, professional expertise necessary to bring about the 

implementation and use of quality studies, the development of productive workers, and 

the sustaining of a well-run, ongoing, and influential evaluation unit.”  While the 

activities of evaluation teams varied based on the organization within which these units 

resided, certain activities were common and similar across organizations.  These broad 

activities included, 1) identifying the goals, objectives, and activities of the program and 
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how they related to each other, 2) developing measures and outcomes to determine if the 

program was meeting its goals and achieving its intended impact, 3) developing and 

implementing an evaluation plan to collect data related to outcomes and measures, and 4) 

presenting findings and providing recommendations based on findings.  Evaluation teams 

could innovate how they conducted and carried out these activities within their units 

(process innovation).  Innovation could also occur in the manner these activities were 

delivered to the client (product or service innovation).   

In addition to leading and managing these broad activities, evaluation managers 

had additional responsibilities related to managing evaluation teams.  Stevahn, King, 

Ghere, and Minnema (2005, pp. 49–51) identified 12 major tasks as it relates to 

managing evaluations within teams: 

1. Responds to requests for proposals 

2. Negotiates with clients before the evaluation begins 

3. Writes formal agreements 

4. Communicates with clients throughout the evaluation process 

5. Budgets an evaluation 

6. Justifies cost given information needs 

7. Identifies needed resources for evaluation, such as information, expertise, 

personnel, instruments 

8. Uses appropriate technology 

9. Supervises others involved in conducting the evaluation 

10. Trains others involved in conducting the evaluation 

11. Conducts the evaluation nondisruptively 
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12. Presents work in a timely manner 

 Managing evaluation teams was similar to managing other knowledge enterprises 

(Baizerman, 2009).  Evaluation team leaders faced similar leadership challenges to 

promoting and implementing team innovation.  On the one-hand evaluation team leads 

needed to provide the time and resources for teams to innovate, and on the other they 

should also keep the organization cost low.  Evaluation team lead should embrace a 

culture of prototyping and embrace failure.  At the same time, evaluation teams should 

continue to deliver products and services as contracted.  This research study explored 

how evaluation team leads managed these challenges and continued to run a knowledge 

enterprise.  The research methodology allowed for collecting data on the context within 

which the innovation occurred, the types of behavior exhibited during the innovation 

process, and how the leaders managed the process of innovation amidst everyday 

evaluation practice.  A detailed research methodology including how the research study 

was conducted, participant recruitment, method, instrument protocol, and data analysis 

procedures are included in the next chapter.   
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Manning (2013) claimed that, in order to be effective, leaders needed to change 

their behavior based on the situation at hand. The innovation process is very dynamic, 

containing elements which require different mindsets to manage innovation.  As such, the 

innovation process requires leaders to move amongst contrasting leadership behaviors.  

The main research question for this study was “What leadership behaviors are exhibited 

during an innovation by evaluation team leads?” Given the exploratory nature of the 

question, a qualitative methodology was used to answer the research question.  

 Qualitative approaches allow for the integration of context into the study of 

leadership (Bryman, Stephens, & à Campo 1996).  Conger (1998) argued that leadership 

was a complex phenomenon influenced the interplays of behavioral, interpersonal, 

organizational, and environmental factors.  As such, a qualitative approach lends itself to 

understanding how the various contextual factors shape and influence a phenomenon 

(Conger, 1998).  Ospina (2004) identified seven instances where qualitative methods 

were appropriate for leadership research.  This study met three of the seven instances 

identified by Ospina (2004)—a) studying a phenomenon from the perspectives of the 

individuals involved in it; b) studying a phenomenon in its complexity; and c) exploring a 

phenomenon that has not been previously explored.  The study aimed to explore the 

phenomenon of leading innovations from the perspectives of evaluation team leaders.  As 

mentioned previously, leading innovation is complex and requires switching behaviors 

according to the context.  The purpose of the study was to understand the phenomenon of 

leadership ambidexterity in relation to the context within which it occurred.  There is 

very little literature on leading and managing evaluation teams (St. Pierre, 1982; 
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Compton, 2009).  Furthermore, leading innovation within evaluation teams have not been 

previously explored.  A qualitative methodology allowed for the exploration of this 

phenomenon.   

 Because leadership is a relational phenomenon, Alvesson (1996) argued that it 

was important to consider a situational focus when studying leadership.  This is because 

by focusing on a specific an event the researcher can study the behavioral patterns or 

attitudes towards an event that is delimited in time and space (Alvesson, 1996).  Since 

leadership behaviors exhibited during the innovation process are contextually dependent, 

it was important to use a research method that was situationally focused.  Critical 

Incident Technique (CIT) is a qualitative methodology that collects functional or 

behavioral descriptions in relation to an activity or event (Flanagan, 1954).  CIT allows a 

researcher to fully explore a phenomenon, via interviews, by situating the phenomenon 

within a specific incident. This study used CIT to collect data on antecedents to a specific 

innovation incident, descriptions of the innovation incident, the leadership behaviors 

exhibited during the incident, and the outcome of the incident.  The next few pages 

describe the origins of CIT, the steps of the technique, its appropriateness and use to 

study innovation, limitations of CIT and how the five steps of CIT were followed in this 

study.   

Origins of CIT 

CIT was a procedure developed by John Flanagan (1954) to collect, content 

analyze, and classify observations of human behavior.  According to Flanagan (1954), 

CIT was the outgrowth of research conducted by the Aviation Psychology Program of the 

US Army Air Force (USAAF) to develop a program for selecting pilots.  Researchers at 
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USAAF, which included Flanagan, conducted a large-scale study to identify effective and 

ineffective combat leadership behavior during a critical incident.  Subsequently, Flanagan 

used this technique as part of his research at the American Institutes of Research to 

systematically study human behavior.  During his time at the American Institutes of 

research, Flanagan (1954) formally developed the CIT procedure for gathering data about 

behaviors in defined situations. 

 Rather than being governed by a set of specific rules, the CIT procedure includes 

an adaptable set of principles which can be used for a specific ‘incident’.  Flanagan 

defined an incident as “any observable human activity that is sufficiently complete in 

itself to permit inferences and predictions to be made about the person performing the 

act" (1954, p.  327).  Critical incidents are specific situations which are bounded by a set 

of significant criteria.  In the CIT process, participants describe the critical incident, their 

behaviors as well as of others during the incident, and their perspectives on their 

reactions to the incident (Flanagan, 1954).  While Flanagan (1954) did not rule out self-

report, his seminal work described the data collection in terms of trained observers 

making behavioral observations.  Indeed, the CIT procedure has been extensively adapted 

to include self-report and most recent studies utilizing CIT have used only self-reports 

(Butterfield et. al., 2005).  Overall, the CIT procedure can be described in five steps: 1.  

Determination of the general aim or activity, 2.  Development of a specific plan for 

collecting critical incidents, 3.  Collection of data per the specified procedure, 4.  Data 

analysis and classification, 5.  Interpretation and reporting (Flanagan, 1954).   
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Use of CIT to study innovation and leadership 

 CIT has been extensively used in several fields.  According to Butterfield et. al.  

(2005), “CIT has become a widely used qualitative research method and today is 

recognized as an effective exploratory and investigative tool” (p.  475).   It has been used 

in several disciplines including leadership.  Furthermore, critical incident technique has 

been used to examine leadership and innovation.  Highlighted are three prior research 

studies that are relevant to this research. These studies have used CIT to examine 

leadership within the context of innovation and creativity.   

Kaulio and Uppavall (2009) used CIT to examine leadership behaviors exhibited 

by research and development leaders in forming alliances.  A total of 16 managers were 

interviewed.  Prior to the interviews, respondents were asked to think about an R&D 

alliance they led.  During the interview, respondents were asked to describe the alliance 

timeline, scope, partners, resources use, and their role in forging the alliance.   

Amabile (1988) conducted a comprehensive study to examine creativity in 

organizations.  Study participants included 120 R&D scientists, and 41 marketing and 

development professionals.  Respondents were asked to describe a highly creative 

incident including the persons involved and the work environment.  Respondents were 

also asked to describe an incident that exemplified a low creative incident.  The data was 

analyzed to examine the interactions between individual and organizational factors 

related to creativity. 

Berkshire (1995) used critical incident technique to identify creative problem 

solving behaviors among groups working in hospitals.  Twenty-one hospital 

administrators who led groups were interviewed about their team’s problem solving 
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behaviors.  Thirteen behaviors promoting and fourteen behaviors hindering problem 

solving were identified as part of the analysis.  It should be noted that all the above 

studies used self-reports of the critical incident.  A semi-structured interview process was 

employed to collect data in all these cases.  In some cases, respondents described more 

than one incident, wherein each incident was treated separately with corresponding 

behaviors also analyzed separately.   

Appropriateness of CIT  

There are several advantages to using CIT to examine leadership behaviors and 

innovation.  CIT lends well to studies that focus on collecting activities, behaviors, and 

their significance (Hilary, Williamson, & Lloyd, 2007).  Since the research study 

question focused on evaluation team leadership behavior exhibited during the 

implementation of innovation, CIT allowed for context-rich data on the types of 

leadership behavior shown by team leads during the innovation process.  Furthermore, 

Chell (1998) argued that the focus on real life experiences within CIT assists in the 

broader understanding of patterns and linkage between context, strategy, and outcomes 

for a specific experience.  Thus, CIT allowed for a broader understanding of the patterns 

of leadership behavior shown during the innovation process within evaluation teams.   

Innovation is a commonly used term and is often construed as something novel.  

For the purposes of this study, team innovation was defined much more specifically.  It 

was defined as “the intentional introduction and application within a team, of ideas, 

processes, products or procedures new to the team, designed to significantly benefit the 

individual, the team, the organization, or wider society” (West and Wallace,1991, p.103).  

Hilary et al.  (2007) described CIT as a powerful research tool which helps the researcher 
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define the aims and boundaries of the study as well as linking to specific real life 

experiences.  A CIT procedure was useful to this study because it helped study 

participants in identifying and describing specific incidents of innovation (as defined by 

West and Wallace) that have occurred within evaluation teams.   

Limitations of CIT 

One of the major limitations of CIT is recall bias (Michel, 2001), and the 

possibility for a lack of accuracy concerning any given critical incident.  One strategy to 

limit recall bias is to focus subjects on recent incidents. This research study asked 

participants to recall incidents within the last 24 months. Another limitation is the 

subjectivity of the analysis (Chell, 1998).  To address this limitation, trustworthiness 

checks were conducted with another qualitative researcher.   

The five steps in the CIT 

 CIT is a procedure used to collect data on behaviors shown in specific students 

(Flanagan, 1954).  There are five major steps in CIT ((Butterfield et al., 2005; Flanagan, 

1954; Woolsey, 1986).  The following paragraphs will describe how the five steps were 

followed as a part of the research study. 

Step one: General aims of the activity.  The purpose of this step is to identify 

the objective the activity and who completes the activity (Butterfield et. al., 2005).  The 

activity that will be studied is the process of innovation within evaluation teams.  The 

individuals of interest to the study were evaluation team leaders.  Specifically, the 

individuals who were included in the study met the following criteria: 
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• They were evaluation team leaders, specifically, evaluation team leaders who 

oversaw the work of at least two or more team members.   

• The evaluation team leader had an official responsibility to manage the team’s 

work.   

• The evaluation team leader had been the evaluation team lead for at least a 

year and self-identified as a program evaluator.   

• The primary service provided by the team was program evaluation (both 

internal and external program evaluation). 

• The team had provided evaluation services for at least one year.   

• To minimize the influence of socio-cultural norms on leadership styles and 

processes, the teams had to be located in the United States  

Step two: Settings plans and specifications.  The aim of this step is to develop 

plans to help the researcher focus on the activity to be studied; and also maintain 

objectivity and consistency in data collection (Butterfield, 2005).  Innovation was the 

activity of focus for this study.  For the research study, an innovation incident led by 

evaluation team leaders in the last 24 months were explored.  This study defined 

innovation incidents as events when the team leader and the team had to come up with 

ideas and implementing a new practice or approach.   

As previously noted, a majority of the recent CIT studies have used interviews 

and self-reports of incidents (Butterfield et al.  2005).  Rous (2015) recommends that the 

questions should be structured in way to elicit a detailed description of the situation, 

actions taken during the situation, outcome of the situation.  As such the interview 

protocol, should be open-ended and semi-structured.  The interview protocol used in this 
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study had the following major sections—background questions, the innovation incident, 

outcomes and reflections.  

At the start of the interview, the interviewer informed the interviewee that 

participation in the interview is purely voluntary and they can stop participating in the 

interview at any given time.  The researcher also informed how the data collected through 

the interview will be kept confidential.  The researcher asked the participant permission 

to record the interview. The researcher started recording the interview after the 

participant granted permission to record the interview.  All interview participants granted 

permission to record the interview.  

The first two interview questions were related to understanding the participant 

professional experience as an evaluator and a team leader.  After the participants 

described their professional and leadership experience, participants were asked to recall a 

specific experience within the last 24 months when he/she had to brainstorm through 

ideas and implement something new to the team.  Participants were asked to describe the 

problem that they were trying to solve, how the idea was formed and implemented, and 

the outcomes of adopting the idea.  Participants were informed that the idea implemented 

did not have to absolutely novel but something that was new to them and their teams.  

Participant were given time to recollect of a specific experience.  Probes were used to 

help the interviewees provide additional information on the innovation incident as well as 

to help the interviewer clarify any questions she had about the incident.  The final 

interview question asked how the respondent felt about the innovation process and in 

general how they would describe their leadership style.  It should be noted that the 

question about leadership style was added after completing the interview with second 
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study participant.  A preliminary analysis of the second interview data revealed that 

understanding the participant’s perspective of their leadership will help further 

understand the behavior they described.  Appendix B includes the interview protocol 

used in the study.  The researcher sent a $30 online gift card to the interview participants 

soon after the interview was completed.  

The University of Kentucky’s Institutional Review Board approved the study 

protocol (Exemption Certification for Protocol No. 16-0891-X4B).  The study met the 

federal criteria to qualify as an exempt study.  The researcher was also trained on the 

University of Kentucky’s Institutional Review Board guidelines and ethics as it relates to 

conducting non-medical human subject research.  The researcher’s advisor and doctoral 

committee reviewed and provided feedback on the study design.   

Step three: Data collection.  Because the study participants had to meet set of 

requirements as noted in step 1, criterion sampling was used in the study. Criterion 

sampling is a type of purposeful sampling where all the study participants must meet a 

certain predetermined criterion (Patton, 1990). The study used the above criteria for 

sample selection. Online recruitment has been found to be particularly helpful when 

recruiting specific populations groups (Cohen-Mansfield, 2003; Im & Chee, 2004).  Since 

the research question was aimed towards a specific population that had to meet several 

criteria, internet recruitment strategies were used.  Snowball sampling (Patton, 2002) was 

used to recruit study participants.  A description of the study was sent to the researcher’s 

professional contacts, requesting them to disseminate the description among their 

colleagues and evaluator networks.  A study description was also posted on the 

researcher’s Twitter account.  The study description contained the purpose of the study, 
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requirements to participate in the study, the estimated length of the interview, contact 

information for the researcher and advisor, and information about a participant incentive. 

Appendix A includes a copy of the study description. Respondents who expressed 

interest and met the study criteria were sent a follow up message with possible dates and 

times to schedule the phone interview.  One respondent expressed interest but did not 

meet the study criteria was sent a follow up message thanking her for their interest and 

notifying her that she did not meet study criteria.   

Participants who completed the phone interview were offered a $30 gift card to an 

online retailer.  Guyll, Spoth, and Redmond (2003) found that monetary incentives could 

be useful in increasing study participant rates and also incentivizing people who were less 

likely to participate in the study.  A multi-phase study conducted by Fahimi, Whitmore, 

Chromy, Siegel, Cahalan, and Zimbler (2004) found that offering incentives greatly 

increased response rates.  As most of the potential respondents were busy professionals 

who were less likely to participate, offering a promised incentive was thought necessary 

to increase study participation rates.  The gift cards were sent via email to the study 

participant after the interview was completed.  It should be noted that two participants 

stated they did not want the gift cards.  

The phone interviews were conducted over a two month period, January 5th  2017 

to March 7th 2017.  Eleven of the fifteen interviews were conducted in January, three 

phone interviews were conducted in February and one interview was conducted in 

March.  The interview lengths ranged from 17-42 minutes, with the average interview 

length of 33 minutes and a median length being 31 minutes.  For the most part, the length 

of the interview was associated with the reflective nature of the participants.  All 
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interviews were digitally recorded.  Immediately after the interview, the researcher 

downloaded the data on her computer and saved it on a password protected site.  The 

audio recording in the recorder was deleted as soon as the file was downloaded on the 

computer.  The audio files were saved as .mp3 files.  Additionally, the researcher took 

down notes during each interview. Note taking is useful in identifying which ideas to 

follow or not to follow (Muswazi, and Nhamo, 2013). In the case of this study, researcher 

notes helped identify follow-up probes during the interview. The notes had also 

comments about the interview. 

Flanagan (1954) did not specify a particular sample size.  Butterfield et al.  (2005) 

noted, “There is no set rule for how many incidents are sufficient.  The crucial thing was 

to ensure the entire content domain of the activity in question has been captured and 

described” (p.  479).  One of the guiding principles in qualitative research is saturation 

and refers to the point when collection of new data will not shed new insights.  The 

following yardsticks were used to decide if data saturation has been reached in qualitative 

research: when there was enough information to replicate the study (O’Reilly & Parker, 

2012; Walker, 2012), when the ability to obtain additional new information had been 

reached (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006), and when further coding was not possible 

(Guest et al., 2006).  The researcher followed these guidelines for data collection.   

Step four: Data analysis.  Flanagan (1954) prescribed “the inductive 

development of a set of major area and subarea headings” to identify categories and 

themes from the data.  Inductive analysis of the interview data was conducted.  “An 

inductive approach allows research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant or 

significant themes inherent in raw data, without the restraints imposed by structured 
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methodologies” (Thomas, 2003, p.  2).  The following paragraphs describe how the data 

was organized and analyzed. 

Organizing the raw data. The researcher used a professional to transcribe the 

interviews.  The digital interviews were transcribed verbatim and saved as a Microsoft 

Word file.  As much as possible, the interviews were transcribed within a few days after 

the interview were completed.  The transcripts were checked against the audio files for 

accuracy.  The Microsoft Word files were used for data analysis.  The researcher also 

took notes during and after the interview.  These notes were also used in the coding 

process.  It should be noted all the raw data, including audio files and transcripts, were 

stored in a password protected site.    

Open Coding. The open coding process allows the researcher to keep an open 

mind and approach the data without predetermined categories and themes (Ezzy, 2002).  

The textual data was read multiple times.  As a part of the initial reading, the researcher 

wrote headings within the textual data.  Headings were written in the text to describe and 

broadly sort the textual data (Burnard 1991, 1996, Hsieh & Shannon 2005).  The 

headings sorted the textual data into antecedent to the innovation, incident, perspective of 

the incident and leadership style.  Within the textual data describing the incident, the data 

were further sorted by the phases of innovation—insight, prototype, and adoption.  

Behaviors were coded within each phase of the innovation process.   

After the initial reading, each interview was read line by line to understand events 

leading to the incident, the incident, the actions of team leader during the various phases 

of incident.  Categories were developed.  The categories were labeled and properties of 

the categories were identified.  The categories were then again merged to create broader 
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categories.  For example, upon review of categories developed to categorize the reasons 

for innovation, the researcher created two broader categories—internal and external--to 

reflect the events that led to the innovation.  This way categories and subcategories were 

developed to understand participant behaviors during the incident.   

The process of categorization does not simply involve bringing together 

observations (Dey, 2003).  The researcher compared the categorization of data from one 

interview to another.  This comparison helped the researcher to ensure that the 

observations fit into each category as well as identify observations that did not fit into a 

category (Dey, 2003).  In instances where the observation did not any category, new 

categories were created.  

Credibility check. An important part of the coding process in a qualitative study is 

the conducting of credibility checks.  Butterfield et al. (2005) suggested that researchers 

should randomly choose a sample of the critical incidents yielded in the data collection 

phase and send the sample, along with the formulated categories to another researcher.  

For this study, three transcribed interviews and an Excel code sheet were sent to another 

qualitative researcher. The outside qualitative researcher was also well versed in 

leadership research. The outside researcher was asked to place the 3 sample of incident 

data into categories she thought were the best fit.  The outside researcher was given a 

week to read and code the transcribed interviews.  The outside researcher and researcher 

met virtually to discuss categorization of the textual data.  During the meeting, the 

researchers reviewed how they categorized the antecedent, the innovation incident, the 

behavior exhibited during the three major phases of innovation.  The researcher and the 

outside researcher agreed upon how the data was coded.  According to Shenton (2004) 
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one of the advantages of discussing qualitative data analysis with either a peer researcher 

is that individuals outside the research will bring fresh perspective and help the 

researcher further refine the study.  Through the discussion process, the researcher 

identified additional categories for leadership behaviors.  The initial coding framing for 

leadership behaviors comprised of 14 categories.  The final coding frame for leadership 

behaviors included 20 categories. The following categories were added after discussion 

with the outside researcher—awareness of best practices, drawing inspiration from other 

experiences, attention to resources, investing resources, ongoing communication, and 

working extra hours.   

Step five: Reporting the results.  The final step of the analysis was writing up 

the results.  In order to provide a sufficient background to understanding the leadership 

behaviors, the researcher organized the results into the following sections—participant 

description, antecedent to innovation, innovation incident, leadership behaviors, 

outcomes, reflections, and leadership styles.  The researcher used pseudonyms to protect 

the participant identity.  Additionally, the location and any specific information about the 

organization where the participant worked were not included in the study.  Specific 

programs that the participants evaluated were not included in the description.  Where 

appropriate, the researcher included tables to provide a general summary of the analysis.  

Additionally, illustrative quotes were used to exemplify the findings.   

Role of the Researcher 

In qualitative studies, the researcher is the instrument (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003).  The 

researcher is the medium through which data is collected.  Therefore, it is important for 

the reader to understand the researcher’s experiences, biases, and assumptions.  I 
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currently am the Director of Evaluation at the Human Development Institute, University 

of Kentucky.  I have served in this role for approximately five years.  I manage a team of 

four evaluators and five data analysts.  My team currently provides evaluation services to 

fifteen projects.  I have been an evaluator for more than a decade.  My professional 

experience in leading innovations within my team sparked my research interest.  When I 

joined graduate school, I was leading my team for about two years and was in the process 

of expanding my team.  While I was encouraging my team members to think creatively, I 

was also creating boundaries and structures within which they could operate.  The 

contradictory demands of my daily workflow activities made me reflect on my role as a 

leader.  Additionally, my independent research work in design thinking and creativity 

introduced me to practices that promoted creativity as well as the research literature on 

innovation.  Therefore, I consider myself an ‘insider’ to the field of evaluation and 

leading evaluation teams.  At the same time, I consider myself to be ‘outsider’ to the 

interviewee’s team experiences and the contexts within which they operate.  As an 

evaluator and team lead, my experience may have influenced the way I categorized and 

interpreted the data.  Throughout my research journey, I kept a journal and wrote my 

thoughts, hunches, and impressions of the research study.  This writing exercise helped 

me think through and reflect on the decisions I made through the entirety of the study.  

 This chapter began with a reasoning for using qualitative research 

methodology and the appropriateness of using CIT to answer the research questions.  The 

five steps that were followed to perform CIT were then provided.  Included within the 

five steps were also details of the study participant criteria, recruitment, data collection, 

and analysis. The next chapter will present the findings of the study.   
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

This research study explores evaluation team leadership behaviors during the 

innovation process.  Fifteen evaluation team leaders were interviewed using the critical 

incident technique.  The leaders recalled specific incidents of innovation they had led 

within the last 24 months.  The interview questions and probes were designed to explore 

the antecedents, actions, outcomes, and perspectives about the innovation process.  This 

section is organized into six sections: participant backgrounds, antecedents to innovation, 

innovation incidents, outcomes, reflections, and leadership styles. 

Participants’ Backgrounds 

 This section describes the participants’ evaluation and leadership experience. All 

interviewees had conducted evaluation in some capacity before they became leaders and 

continue to perform evaluation.  Pseudonyms have been used instead of their real names 

to protect participant’s confidentiality.  Two of the participants are co-leads of the same 

evaluation team.  Since they described two vastly different innovation incidents and had 

different leadership styles, both of their interviews were included in the study and 

analyzed independently.  Participants’ evaluation and leadership experience ranged 

widely.  Participants also differed widely in the types of programs they evaluated.  

Participants were either leaders of evaluation teams situated within a large organization 

(higher education, non-profit organizations, government agencies) or evaluation 

consulting firms.  Four of the fifteen participants were male and the rest were female.  

Table 4.1 describes the years of experiences participants had in conducting, leading 

program evaluations, and where the participant was working (at an evaluation firm or in 

an evaluation division within an organization).  Some of the interviewees recalled the 
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precise years of experience and leading, while others provided approximate number of 

years. Interviewees are described in the order that they were interviewed.  

Table 4.1 

Description of interview participants 

Participant  Evaluation 
(years of 

experience) 

Leadership 
(years of 

experience) 

Type of work setting 
 

Eric 4 years 2.5 years Evaluation lead within an 
organization 

 
Tammy 4 years 4 years Evaluation lead within an 

organization 
 

Nancy 13 years 3 years Evaluation lead within an 
organization 

 
Rhonda 18 years 19 years Lead within an evaluation 

consulting firm 
 

Olivia 5 years 4 years Evaluation lead within an 
organization 

 
Carol 15 years 2-3 years Evaluation lead within an 

organization 
 

Pamela 32 years 11 years Evaluation lead within an 
organization 

 
Oliver 14 years 11-12 years Evaluation lead within an 

organization 
 

Frank About 17 years About 15 years Lead within an evaluation 
consulting firm 

 
Daniel 16 years 10 years Lead within an evaluation 

consulting firm 
 

Victoria 10 years 6-7 years Lead within an evaluation 
consulting firm 
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Table 4.1 (Continued) 

Description of interview participants 

Participant  Evaluation 
(years of 

experience) 

Leadership 
(years of 

experience) 

Type of work setting 
 

Mona 14 years Almost 4 years Lead within an evaluation 
consulting firm 

Maria 30 years Led more than six 
teams over the years 

Evaluation lead within an 
organization 

 
Diane 13 years 10-11 years Lead within an evaluation 

consulting firm 
 

Pearl 12 years 10 years Lead within an evaluation 
consulting firm 

 
 

Eric. Eric joined his organization as a research associate and moved up to various 

positions within his organization.  He started out supervising 7-10 research assistants and 

was later promoted to a managerial position. In his current position as a manager, he 

currently oversees the work of two full-time Associates.  His team evaluates educational 

experiences, in particular, STEM (Science, Education, Technology, and Math) 

educational experience.   

Tammy.  Tammy was hired as Director of an evaluation by her organization.  She 

has been the director for three years.  Her team currently includes two people.  

Additionally, she oversees interns and a graduate fellow students.  Before becoming the 

director, she worked in the research department of a non-profit sector.  Her areas of 

expertise are research and evaluation of learning in informal settings.  

Nancy.  Nancy started as a part-time evaluation assistant at her organization and 

got promoted over the years.  She is currently manages an  evaluation team. She has been 
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the manager for the past three years.  She currently oversees two full-time staff, five part-

time staff, volunteers, and interns.  Her team evaluates educational experiences. 

Rhonda.  Prior to becoming an evaluator, Rhonda worked in the public-school 

system.  She started as an internal evaluator for an organization.  After participating and 

taking a few workshops at the American Evaluation Association (AEA), she became 

increasingly interested in program evaluation.  She then started to expand her portfolio 

and started her firm.  Her firm has two full-time employees and 8-10 consultants.  Her 

firm primarily evaluates educational programs.   

Olivia.  Olivia slowly transitioned from researcher to evaluator of mental health 

programs. She liked doing evaluation and said “I like it more than research. I do what I 

enjoy.” She has been working as an evaluator for the last five years.  She started out as 

coordinator for a project and slowly transitioned to the lead of the evaluation team within 

her organization.  She currently oversees six staff members, although in the past she had 

overseen up to ten members when field work had intensified.  

Carol.  Carol has been evaluating programs for more than a decade.  She has been 

an evaluation team leader for 2-3 years.  She co-leads a team with another evaluator, and 

together they oversee two full-time staff.  Her team primarily evaluates educational 

programs.  She works at an institute of higher education. 

Pamela.  Pamela’s evaluation career spanned over several decades and worked in 

teams who were integral in advancing evaluation at the federal policy level.  She spent 

most her career working at a government agency.  She has been leading evaluation teams 

for 11 years.  She currently oversees a five-member evaluation team.  Pamela was 
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enthusiastic about program evaluation. She talked about how evaluation is a “discovery 

process, and people will get enthused and challenged by it.” 

Oliver.  Oliver sort of “fell into” evaluation.  He started as a research professional 

and then applied for a program evaluation job at a research and evaluation non-profit 

organization in 2003.  He has been doing program evaluation ever since. He has led 

evaluation teams for the past 11-12 years.  He has evaluated diverse programs from 

substance abuse prevention to education and workforce development.  His team size 

depends on the scope and complexity of the projects.  He oversees 14-17 individuals 

depending upon the project scope.  

Frank.  Frank was a chief financial officer at a private firm before he became an 

evaluator.  His background was in management and statistics.  He was asked to co-lead 

an evaluation firm.  His initial responsibility was related to finance and accounting.  He 

spent a couple of years studying evaluation theory and methodology.  He started to help 

in the review of evaluation methodologies of projects and “slowly morphed into getting 

involved” directly with evaluation of projects.  

Daniel.  Daniel was introduced to evaluation at graduate school.  While he was 

doing his doctoral work, he was able to further hone on his interest and evaluation related 

skills.  Right now, he has four to five people who are a part of his team.  He evaluated 

professional development grants.   

Victoria.  Victoria’s background was in public health and moved from 

programming public health initiatives to evaluating public health programs.  She has been 

an evaluator for about ten years.  The number of people she oversaw has grown over the 
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years.  She currently manages “six or seven evaluation projects and within those project 

there are multiple people.” The team size varies across projects.  

Mona.  Mona “got into program evaluation as an accidental evaluator.”  She 

worked as a research scientist and was asked to consult on a program evaluation.  She 

“loved the real-world application of skills” and the “real-time feedback” to clients.  She 

left research and worked as an evaluator for a small consultancy.  She later became a solo 

consultant. About 3-4 years ago, she started her evaluation firm.  She co-leads a team of 

four evaluators.  

Maria.  Maria worked in evaluation on and off for 30 years.  She started her 

career working in human service programs.  Maria “became frustrated with the decision-

making process” within these programs.  She felt that practitioners “lacked solid 

information” to make decisions around policy and funding and spurred her interest in 

evaluation.  She wanted to be involved in the generation of data “that is usable, 

actionable and used by decisions makers.”  She has gone back and forth between the 

academic and policy/public sector worlds.  She is currently responsible for about dozen 

evaluators.  

Diane.  Diane has been with her evaluation consulting firm for thirteen years.  

Before joining the evaluation firm, Diane worked at a nonprofit.  She has been leading 

evaluation teams for ten-eleven years.  Diane currently oversees three evaluation teams 

and each of these evaluation teams has five members.  She evaluates diverse program 

areas with varying scopes from conducting a needs assessment to impact measurement.  

Pearl.  Pearl was originally a high school teacher and then a manager at a non-

profit.  She became interested in evaluation when her non-profit program was evaluated.  
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She left her job to pursue graduate school.  While she was in graduate school, she started 

doing evaluation part-time.  She later became a full-time evaluator.  She leads six project 

and manages about fifteen employees.  

 The participants in this study represent individuals who are evaluating various 

programs, from public health to special education.  It includes individuals who are in 

different leadership positions—people who are owners of their evaluation firms, 

individuals who are leading teams in an evaluation firm, people who are leading 

evaluation teams in large organizations like a university.  Participant had several years of 

experience as an evaluator, with the professional experience ranging from 4 to several 

decades.  The team size varied across participants, ranging from 2 to more than a dozen 

staff.  Participants’ leadership experience ranged from 2 years to 19 years.  Interviews 

differed in length, ranging from 17 minutes to 42 minutes. On an average, the interviews 

lasted for 37 minutes.  For most of the part, the interview length corresponded to the 

degree to which the participants were reflective of their leadership.  Open coding was 

used to analyze and categorize the data, as described in Chapter 3.  The following 

paragraphs describe the results of the qualitative analysis. 

Antecedents to innovation 

 Innovation is a result of an external environmental outside of the firm (Dubberly, 

2007) or internal pressure within the firm (Hill et. al., 2014).  A critical part of 

understanding an innovation incident is knowing the antecedent to innovation (what led 

to the innovation incident).  Consistent with current research findings, the precursors to 

the innovation incidents described by the participants were broadly categorized into two 

categories—internal and external.  Internal antecedents within an evaluation are instances 
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wherein the evaluation team leader or the team decided to innovate to improve the 

evaluation design; there were no external influences.  Examples of internal antecedents 

include an evaluation team leader noticing a unique opportunity to improve current 

evaluation processes, evaluation team leads who are unhappy with their current 

evaluation approach, or leaders electing to adopt a new practice based on developments 

in the field.  External antecedents are instances wherein a decision to innovate within an 

evaluation did not originate from the team leader or team.  In cases such as these, the 

team had to explore new ideas and implement new strategies because they were forced to 

respond to client request or behavior.  Table 4.2 describes the antecedents to innovation 

uncovered in the interviews. 

Table 4.2 

Antecedents to innovation 

Type  Frequency 

Internal  

Unique organizational opportunity 1 

Dissatisfaction with evaluation process 7 

Challenge in implementing the evaluation design 1 

Developments in the field 3 

External  

Client behavior 1 

Request for change from client or another person outside the team 2 

The following paragraphs describe the internal and external antecedents that led the 

participant teams to innovate. 
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Internal antecedents.  Five of the fifteen respondents innovated because they 

wanted to improve their evaluation.  They did not face any pressure from the client or any 

other outside source.  The internal antecedents to the innovation incidents fell into the 

following three categories: a unique opportunity to improve services, dissatisfaction with 

the current process, and developments in the field of evaluation.   

 Unique opportunity to improve services.   Eric saw a unique chance to improve 

evaluation process.  His organization was developing a new five-year strategic plan, 

which included a plan to better understand organizational impact.  Eric capitalized this 

unique opportunity to get the support to create a centralized data system for one of their 

key data collection efforts.  

Team lead’s dissatisfaction with the current process. Seven of the fifteen 

respondents decided to innovate because they were not completely satisfied with the 

current evaluation process.  For example, Nancy, an evaluator team lead who worked 

within an organization, talked about how “we often get stuck in doing these similar types 

of evaluation.” Nancy was dissatisfied with the depth of data the current evaluation 

approach provided and used her background in qualitative research to develop a new 

approach to explore the informal education learning experiences. Carol, who had more 

than a decade of evaluation experience, wanted her evaluation to be more “utilization-

focused” and provide usable data to the stakeholders at the local level.  The program she 

evaluated involved school districts across the state, she found that they were “a lot of data 

was collected and were just sent to the evaluation team. And then eventually something 

may come back to the people who can actually use the data.”  In a similar vein, Olivia 

who conducted an evaluation of a statewide program was frustrated with the pace of 
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reporting and time lag at which data were sent back to the “hands of people who were 

collecting it.”  Olivia and her team were not happy with the pace and the format of the 

reporting.  She said, “we were putting everybody’s effort into something we weren’t 

really happy with.”  

Oliver noticed that the communities in which the program “work takes place were 

simply not ready to for evidence-based approach” and saw a need for streamlining 

community readiness. Maria and her team were frustrated “with everybody continually 

reinventing the wheel” and wanted an opportunity to capitalize on the lessons learned 

from doing program evaluation for many years.  Mona’s team was “struggling” to the 

find the right approach to evaluating a program and were “trying to figure out” the best 

way to examine program impact.  

While her client was satisfied with the format of the year-end reports, Pearl was 

bored and found it uninspiring.  She said, 

I was giving the end of the year PowerPoint presentation and I was just 

bored.  And I thought “Man, I’ve kind of given this presentation three 

years in a row. I mean there is different data and its different findings, but 

it feels like the same old thing.” And the client was satisfied, but I just 

thought this could be better...I feel that evaluations that I do should be 

inspiring for me and the people that I am working with.  So, I thought, 

“Gosh, how could this be more inspiring”  

Challenge in implementing the evaluation approach. Diane’s firm had 

developed a customized approach to engaging clients in the evaluation process.  The 

purpose behind this process was to be responsive to the community in their work, “and 
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bring the differing – the multiple perspectives that are in the community of people 

affected by an evaluation or the stakeholders—bring those multiple perspectives to the 

table during evaluation.”  However, for one particular project, the timing was not 

conducive to engage stakeholders.   

It was September and October…which was an absolute crunch time when 

all the projects are trying to essentially finish because the weather could 

turn at any time and they won’t be able to finish or it will be a lot harder. 

So, it was a busy time and we also recognized that these are folks who are 

not used to coming to focus groups or they are not sitting at program sites. 

Diane and her team were faced with a challenge in implementing their approach with the 

stakeholders for this particular project. She recalled: 

So, we were trying to think about how to engage them best and we also 

recognized that the times of day that people were working were all varied 

quite a bit.  There would be times when people were working in the 

evenings or during the day. So, the challenge was how to engage different 

stakeholders at this time. 

 Developments in the field.  A recent development in evaluation is the emphasis 

on data visualization and reporting.  Three evaluators identified this development as an 

impetus to innovate, regarding their reporting.  For example, Tammy wanted to change 

the style of reports based on reading on online blogs as well as “attending different 

sessions at AEA that talked about usability and best practices.”  Daniel attend the two-

day data visualization preconference sessions at AEA and it changed how he viewed data 
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visualization.  He said “Both of them [the presenters at the pre-conference session] have a 

way of really getting your mind to shift and looking at different ways of doing things.” 

 Frank talked about how he and his co-lead decided that they “needed to formalize 

the what and how of data visualization and the reporting of it.”  While initially this 

interest was more related to marketing and branding, it morphed into adopting not only 

the best practices but also most recent trends in data visualization and reporting.   

What we did at first is made a decision about the templates that we would 

use to report [evaluation reports for clients].  So that was part marketing in 

the sense that we had to take a look at our logo and redo the colors and 

redo the format. We did that for single sheet documents; we did that 

PowerPoints, we did that for written presentations.  As we were doing that 

we realized that they were not just resources through AEA and through 

other resources that I was familiar with, I wanted to get ahead of the curve 

and I wanted to take a look at sort of new things that were coming down 

the pike. 

External antecedents.  The external antecedents cited by respondents were 

external events which emanated from outside of the evaluation team, e.g. a client request 

or change in client behavior.   Three of the fifteen respondents innovated as a result of 

events such as these.  For example, Nancy was forced to change the internal policy of her 

firm because a client had modified an evaluation report without her approval.  Prior to 

this her firm did not have an internal system in place to deal with such issues.  Pamela’s 

team was asked to develop evaluation capacity-building activities at a major event by a 
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member outside of her team.  Victoria, who evaluated public health initiatives, was 

requested by her client to create a “different” format of their data report.  

 This section described the events which led to the innovation incidents.  Most of 

the incidents were not because of an external influence.  In most instances, the evaluation 

team decided to innovate because they were not satisfied with their current services or 

learned about a new practice that could improve their evaluation.  The pressure leading to 

innovation was mostly internal pressure faced by leaders to provide better services and 

remain competitive.  While the reasons to innovate might be vastly different, the 

innovation could be the same.  For example, Tammy decided to innovate because she 

wanted to adopt data visualization techniques in her practice (internal antecedent).  

Victoria had to innovate because the client requested for a different report (external 

antecedent).  However, their innovations were the same; both changed their reporting 

formats.  The next section will describe the innovation incidents recalled by the 

participants.   

Innovation incidents 

 Innovation results in a new or different process, product, or strategy.  Rogers 

(1995) defined innovation as  

an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or 

other unit of adoption … and it matters little, so far as human behavior is 

concerned, whether or not an idea is objectively new … the perceived 

newness of the idea for the individual determines his or her reaction to it. 

If the idea is new to the individual, it is an innovation (p. 11). 
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Twelve of the fifteen participants described innovation incidents that directly impacted 

the evaluation process e.g. data collection, design, reporting, stakeholder engagement.  

One participant described an innovation that did not impact the evaluation process 

directly.  She described a change in the firm’s internal policy; this was a more of change 

in internal managment.  Table 4.3 displays the categories of innovation incidents 

described by the participants. 

Table 4.3 

Types of innovation 

Type  Frequency 
Data warehouse 1 

Reporting and visualization  7 

Evaluation design 4 

Capacity building 2 

Internal policy 1 

The following paragraphs describe the types of innovations embarked upon by study 

participants. 

Data warehouse.  One interviewee, Eric, described the creation of a centralized 

data repository as the innovation incident.  Before this change, data (for one of the 

initiatives) were stored in multiple places, and a centralized system did not exist.  Eric 

and his team built a centralized data warehouse system that housed data for in a single 

location.  It took about 8-12 months to build the centralized data system.  Eric had to 

advocate for additional funding to help in the maintenance of the database.  At the time of 

the interview, the system had been in place for about seven months.   
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Reporting and visualization.  Seven of the fifteen participants changed the way they 

presented and reported evaluation findings to clients.  The complexity of the innovation 

varied across the participants, ranging from altering how data were visualized to drastic 

changes in the reporting platform (from paper to online platforms).  Both Olivia and 

Carol were quite dissatisfied with the time it took from data collection to reporting the 

findings.  They wanted their clients to be able to access their data faster.  So, they 

changed their reporting style from traditional paper reports to customized interactive 

online dashboard. Their teams worked with database programmers to build the 

dashboard.  Olivia convinced a client to provide additional resources to create a 

dashboard.  Olivia and Pearl’s teams worked on statewide programs, and the dashboard 

was way to provide actionable data to local stakeholder groups.  

While Olivia and Carol’s team drastically changed the platform on which the data 

were reported, Victoria, Frank, Daniel, and Tammy’s teams changed data visualiations in 

their reports.  These teams continued to use more traditional platforms like paper, 

Microsoft PowerPoint, and Microsoft Word.  However, they changed how data were 

visualized and reported via these mediums.  Tammy encouraged her team member to 

create ‘a slide deck report’ in place of the lengthy 30-50-page report.  Tammy wanted to 

adopt some of the data visualization technique that she learned at AEA and through 

various blogs.  A client asked Victoria to provide “something different.” Victoria’s team 

also invested considerable resources to create a customized client report.  Victoria’s team 

“had to bring in print layout designer and bring in graphic designer, different data analyst 

to give us a different design and concept of the report.”  Frank’s team started including an 

infographic that highlighted the evaluation findings.  Daniel and his team set some 
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guideline in terms of how “we want to present data and how we don’t want to present 

data.” 

 While Pearl’s innovation was related to reporting, it was very different from the 

other innovation incidents described by the study participants.  Pearl decided that the 

findings from the year-end report would in a “verbatim theater” format.  She reported, 

So my colleague, the writer, he and I came up with this process where we 

took different excerpts of qualitative data.  We did data exports around 

each of these guiding principles and we gave each set of the data grouped 

around one principle to spoken word artists.  In total we worked with four 

spoken word artists, I think.  And we said “craft a poem or performance 

that represents this data.” 

Evaluation design.  Three of the fifteen interviewees described how they 

changed the evaluation plan or approach. Two of the three respondents changed their 

approach because they were dissatisfied with the current evaluation approach. Nancy 

used her qualitative research experience and training “to better understand” stakeholder 

experience.  She switched from using “an exit survey” at the end of their experience to 

“using audio and video” to track their entire experience. Nancy’s team had never 

undertaken an ethnographic approach, and this was very much new to the team.  

Similarly, Mona’s team adopted an evaluation approach that they had not 

previously implemented.  Mona decided to use principle-focused evaluation to study the 

collective program impact.  Mona and her team were struggling to “determine what the 

collective effect” of different communities “working in very different ways” but towards 

the same goal.  Mona attended a presentation on principle-focused evaluation a couple of 



 

75 
 

years ago, and she thought “That’s what we need, something like that.”  Mona had to 

convince her team and then her clients to try this approach.  

Maria and her team wanted to capitalize their collective years of experience 

evaluating programs in the field.  Maria felt that her team had the “ability to draw on our 

lessons learned from similar types of evaluation that we’ve done over the last 15 years.”  

She wanted to put the lessons learned from these experiences in the hands of the decision 

makers.  Maria proposed a new approach to her client wherein they will reflect on their 

years of experience and provide “succinct lessons learned” on collaboration, training, 

funding, and partnership.   

Because of the timing constraints, Diane and her team were not able to do focus 

group with the stakeholders to understand their perspectives. They were looking for 

alternate options where the stakeholders “would go on their own volition when they were 

done with work or before they headed off to work?”  They did “world café speed dating 

kind of workshop set and we did it at happy hour at a bar.” She said: 

We didn’t give people drinks, we did give them food and we tried to time it 

at time between when some people had just finished and other people would 

be heading out to worksites. So they could get something to eat before they 

left or when they came in and we would try to think about how to get their 

insights through this kind of modified world café. 

Capacity building.  Oliver and his team noticed that the communities 

participating in intervention programs were not ready to implement evidence-based 

practices. So, he and his team created “learning communities” to “streamline community 

readiness.” It was a “novel solution” to his team as well as for his client.  This innovation 
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not only required bringing different communities but also “working across five different 

organizations.” Funding was pooled to create this change.  Though the antecedent was 

external (a request made by an individual outside of the team), Pamela and her team also 

developed and coordinated training activities related “evaluation capacity building” for 

her agency’s stakeholder groups.  This task involved bringing in “practitioners from a 

variety of departments” who had very little or minimal knowledge of evaluation.  

Internal policy.  Rhonda was the only participant who described a change in 

team policy.  Because the client had modified a report without her approval, Rhonda had 

to add verbiage in contracts about reports and policies related to manipulation of findings.  

Rhonda made sure that her team knew of the change in policy and asked her team to be 

“mindful and careful moving forward” about data and reporting.  

 In summary, most of the innovation incidents involved changing some aspect of 

evaluation (design/approach, collection, reporting) and were technical in nature.  It is 

plausible that since the study participants were technical leaders, they thought of 

innovation within the evaluation process rather than innovation in management or team 

processes.  It is also likely that if study participants were asked to recall multiple 

incidents they could have shared incidents related to change in internal team processes.  

The resources required to make the change happen varied vastly from team members’ 

learning new skills to bringing in additional staff to the team.  For example, Frank’s team 

decided to bring in a person to their team because “she had really incredible Excel 

knowledge and experience.”  Some of the innovations did not require financial resources 

and others required procuring additional funds.  The next section describes the leadership 

behaviors exhibited by the team leads during the innovation process.   
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Leadership behaviors 

 The incidents were analyzed for behaviors exhibited during three major phases of 

innovation—insight, prototyping and adoption (Dubberly, 2007; Cooper, 2014).  Table 

4.4 displays the categories of leadership behaviors exhibited during the process of 

innovation. 

Table 4.4 

Leadership behaviors exhibited during the process of innovation 

Innovation stage Leadership behaviors 

Insight  Fostering divergent thinking 

 Drawing inspiration from previous experiences and other sources 

 Awareness of best practices 

 Envisioning future states 

 Attention to resources and process 

 Setting appropriate and clarifying expectations 

Prototyping  Receptive to feedback 

 Experimentation 

 Investing resources (time and money) 

Adoption Managing uncertainty and risk 

 Ongoing communication 

 Persuading stakeholders 

 Refining and reflection 
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Table 4.4 (continued) 

Leadership behaviors exhibited during the process of innovation 

Innovation stage Leadership behaviors 

Adoption Providing opportunities for skill development 

 Working extra hours 

 Establishing and adherence to routine 

 Embedding the innovation within the client’s program plan 

 Deviation from protocol 

 Setting boundaries 

 Task accomplishment and reorganization 

The following paragraphs describe the behaviors exhibited at each of the major 

stages of innovation.  

Leadership Behaviors exhibited during insight phase of innovation.  Insight is 

the process where problems are reframed, and solutions are sought (Dubberly, 2007).  

The behaviors exhibited during the insight phase of innovation were fostering divergent 

thinking, drawing inspiration from previous experiences and resources, awareness of best 

practices, envisioning future states, attention to resources and process, and setting 

appropriate expectations. 

Fostering divergent thinking. Interview respondents used divergent thinking 

practices to address challenges or leverage unique opportunities.  Respondents described 

how the initial conversations about problem solving involved generating as many ideas as 

possible.  Often, the respondents encouraged open discussions so team members could 
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explore all possible solutions.  Eric’s team, who built a centralized data system, had 

multiple conversations around “what options could we provide.”   As Eric was leading an 

internal evaluation unit with the conversation, he also had brainstorming discussions with 

other stakeholders.   

Pamela’s team was asked to come up with evaluation capacity-building activities 

for a stakeholder who had very little knowledge about evaluation.  Her team “came 

together and thought about what we could offer.”  They also recruited “champions, 

people who were interested in evaluation from other programs” and worked closely with 

them to identify potential ideas.”  Similar to Pamela’s team, Oliver’s team came up with 

the idea of learning community while having discussions with stakeholders about the 

need to support communities before evidence based practices are implemented.  The idea 

evolved over a series of meetings and discussions.   

Maria and her team collectively came up with the idea to adopt a new evaluation 

approach.  She and her team members had several years of experiences evaluating human 

service program and were looking for an opportunity to leverage “the whole variety” of 

evaluation experience to do a comprehensive evaluation.  When they saw a request for 

proposal from the state, her team took up this opportunity “to do something creative and 

genuinely helpful.”   

Because of the timing of the project, Diane’s team could not implement their 

traditional methods of stakeholder engagement.  Diane’s team brainstormed ways to 

implement a community responsive approach given the program constraints.  As a part of 

the brainstorming sessions, Diane’s team tried to empathize with the stakeholders and 
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identify their likes and dislikes.  They started the brainstorming conversation by 

examining the problem from the stakeholders’ perspectives.  Diane elaborated, 

I think we were kind of coming from “where would they go?”…and 

thought where they might likely go or be, want to go, before they leave for 

work or come back from work? You know so that was if we really dig into 

like where would you want to go when you get off work …go home or eat.  

Diane also described as leader it was important to make the brainstorming process 

“fun and engaging”. She said,  

Maybe sometimes modeling and just throwing wacky ideas out just try to 

get some ideas out and more than one…just to show that there is going to 

be multiple ideas that come forward here and not just one. 

Carol’s team had an “utilization focused evaluation” philosophy and it “drove the 

way a lot of the data was collected.” They were not satisfied with time it took to give the 

data to the decision makers and were searching for options which would allow for 

“decision makers to have these data in their hands in their time.” 

Drawing inspiration from previous experience or other sources.  A majority of 

the participants were either dissatisfied with some aspect of their current evaluation 

process or were looking for ways to improve their practice.  So, the catalyst for insight 

was not a unique challenge, but often the evaluation team leader wanting to do something 

different.   

Nancy borrowed her idea from her previous experience conducting ethnographic 

research.  Nancy felt that her team members trusted her judgement to do best for the 
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team. This trust helped her introduce new ideas.  Nancy mentioned how her manager’s 

trust helped her introduced ethnographic methods to collect data.  She said, 

I mean I feel really lucky because my manager, you know, she really kind 

of trusted me to do what was best for the team and for the [organization].  

And so, I’m kind of able to introduce lot of these things with ease. 

Olivia was looking for solutions to get the data back to her clients faster and she 

got her idea from another state program whose client outcomes were accessible on an 

online dashboard. Olivia said 

They [Program X] were excited about the program that they bought and 

wanted to show us. I invited myself and my database administrator up to 

see it live.  We drove up and took a day at this dashboard program and 

decided that it would be perfect for our use, you know…We bought back 

the idea back. 

Olivia had a salesman from a dashboard software company do a demonstration for 

her team.  The team was really “excited about the solution and felt that it was a solution” 

they had been looking for.  Pearl found her year-end reports to be very boring and 

uninspiring.  She felt that “evaluation can make people feel uplifted and ready to do even 

more.”  Pearl wanted to design a report that “made people want to keep reading it.” 

Awareness of a best practice. Often, these participants wanted their team to adopt 

a best practice or a different approach.  Few participants described how they wanted to 

change their reporting formats based on what they learned or read from AEA.  Tammy 

described that “the idea for going to the slide deck report was just influenced by other 

things” that she had seen at AEA and other online resources.  Daniel and Frank wanted to 
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adopt better data visualization practices after they became familiar with some of the 

resource, including AEA.  While Mona’s innovation was different from Daniel and 

Frank, she also got the idea for her innovation from a conference presentation on 

principle-focused evaluation at AEA.  Mona immediately felt that the approach would 

meet her project needs. 

After the team leaders had decided to test and adopt a novel practice, they had 

discussions with their team members to buy into the idea.  Tammy recalled how she 

talked about the idea with her team member “a couple of times so I didn’t just give her a 

directive.” She further added, 

I don’t know if it was convincing her so much but just my willingness to 

talk about it as opposed to maybe just saying this your assignment, now go 

and do it. 

Envisioning future states. Eric talked about how stakeholders “know they want 

something, but they don’t know exactly what it is they want.”  Eric’s organizational 

leaders wanted to better understand the impact of their organization’s efforts.  Eric 

wanted his team not only to devise a solution to centralize the data collection process but 

envision states how the organization would interact with the solution.  Eric mentioned, 

So, our task then was to give them some sense of what this system that 

didn’t exist yet could look like and how it could involve us and how it 

could involve them. We initially began just brainstorming what our 

process and our oversight structure and management structure might look 

like on this project if we created a system. 
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Setting appropriate expectations.  Eric led an internal evaluation team within an 

organization which had multiple divisions and departments.  Since the centralized data 

system would impact most of these departments, leaders from these departments were 

involved in decision making process. Therefore, Eric described how it was important to 

set clear expectations before brainstorming ideas and letting people know factors like 

resources, challenges, organizational support, etc. would be taken into considerations in 

making the final decision in choosing a solution.  Eric commented how setting 

expectations was a major leadership role. He said, 

I see as my charge, and the charge of any leader who would approach 

something like this [brainstorming], whether related to evaluation or not, 

is to set those expectations up front (so) that not everything that people 

suggest, regardless of how wonderful it may be, will make it all the way 

through, will make the cut.  

While Diane worked in evaluation firm and her team had the final say in choosing a 

solution, Diane felt that her role as a leader was to be clear on the implementation 

challenges and communicate them during the brainstorming sessions.   

Recognizing that you have some challenges and so trying to be clear about 

what those challenges are and why they are challenges and kind of hold 

those throughout the conversation.  So if ideas start to come up, being able 

to sort of tie it back, “Oh! That would be a great solution for this 

challenge.  We are still facing this one.”  Just being clear about what the 

challenges are and especially with ones like this that have multiple 

dimensions to them. 
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Diane also talked about the delicate balance between encouraging people to offer ideas 

and being cognizant of the implementation constraints they faced.  She added,  

You want to try for more than one idea, encourage, try to see something 

positive in a lot of contributions that are offered so that people feel like 

they have can continue to offer them.  You know so it is responding to that 

challenge and kind of recognizing to see if there’s something that we can 

build of there without just kind of dismissing the whole notion.  

Attention to resources and process.  Eric ensured that his team members 

understood the impact of potential solutions to the centralized data system had on 

resources (funding, staffing).  Eric said, 

All of these options [related to a centralized data system] had different 

ramifications for us from a staffing standpoint, from a management 

standpoint and had different ramifications in terms of budgeting, 

obviously.  So we had to come up with what each of these would look 

like, if they were feasible given our staffing and our structure, and then 

bring them to other leaders who were responsible for managing the 

budgeting and ensuring that we carved an appropriate amount of funding. 

Like Eric, Olivia had to strategically think about resources once she decided an online 

dashboard would be good solution to the reporting challenges her team faced.  It was very 

a time-consuming process and she had ongoing conversations with her clients. She 

remarked, 

The idea had a price tag and so then we had to continue to reach out to 

stakeholders, like people who funded our grants.  We basically tried to 
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reach out to lot of different people to see where could get the funding for it 

over the course of about nine or ten months.  

As a part of brainstorming ways to change communities of practice, Oliver and his team 

discussed funding to support the change.  Oliver and other stakeholders discussed how 

they could pool funding from various sources to provide communities the resources to 

implement this idea. 

 Attention to process was critical especially when the introduced idea was a radical 

departure from current process.  Nancy’s idea was to switch from using surveys to using 

intensive ethnographic methods to collect data on participant experiences.  This was a 

radical departure in data collection for Nancy’s team. She emphasized that it was 

important to not only introduce the idea but also share a plan of how the idea will be 

implemented.  She commented,  

I think it takes a little bit more convincing to the team who has to do the 

data collection in the first place…you just have to put the protocols in 

place. I can’t take too much credit for those things as I have a manager on 

my team. She is incredible at that and is able to use her organizational 

skills to plan stuff out.  I think you have to be really thoughtful in the front 

end before you implement any of that stuff. You have to have a really 

good plan in place. 

 Summary. Six categories emerged from the data analysis--fostering divergent 

thinking, drawing from previous experience and other sources, awareness of a best 

practice, envision future states, setting expectations, and attention to resources and 

process.  A leadership paradox which emerged from the analysis: while leaders fostered 
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divergent thinking and encouraged team members to share ideas, they also reminded the 

team of the constraints.  While a majority of the leaders constantly wanted to improve, 

and challenge the status quo, they were very cognizant of the resources needed to make 

the improvements to current practice.  It is plausible that resource and organizational 

constraints were responsible for the leadership paradoxes observed at this phase.  Team 

leaders persuaded people within and outside their teams to buy-into the idea because the 

leaders needed stakeholder support to fund their idea.   

Leadership behaviors exhibited during prototyping phase of innovation.  An 

essential part of the innovation process is to give ideas a physical form and testing the 

concept for improvement and feasibility (Dubberly, 2007). This is referred to as 

prototyping. While some of the participants prototyped, other participants were not able 

to prototype because of various reasons.  Eric said that while he discussed with his 

stakeholders and team the “pros and cons, the tradeoffs, (and the) thinking about what 

was actually feasible” regarding the centralized data system, he did not have the “luxury 

of testing” ideas.  Maria had used “bits and pieces” of her idea of a new evaluative 

approach in “different ways with different projects.”  Thus, she felt confident in pulling 

off the idea.  Oliver’s team also did not have the time to test the idea of implementing 

learning communities.  He said,  

It is something that we were essentially inventing bikes as we were riding 

down the street. And it is necessarily not best practice, although it is 

somewhat kind of what happens in practice.  
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Some of the participants were able to prototype their ideas extensively while other 

were able to test at smaller scale. The following paragraphs described the behaviors 

during the prototype phase.  

Experimentation.  Because of limited resources, some of the leaders tested their 

ideas on a smaller scale within their organization.  Nancy did a small-scale testing of the 

ethnographic research protocol, she mentioned,  

Prior to the full study, we have obviously done some test with mikes.  You 

know just going down in one exhibit and test it out. Thinking how that 

would work, checking it for sound and testing it out. Checking it for 

sounds and things like because of so much background noise. 

Other interview participants tested prototypes with their clients and were 

able to get stakeholder input on how the final product.  For example, Oliva and 

her team worked with program partners across the state to test out the dashboard.  

She remarked, 

The stakeholder group and the partners across the state gave us a whole lot 

of direction. They tested our ideas and helped us hone in exactly code in 

how they wanted to display the information and what made sense to 

different audiences. We rolled it out, with a whole lot of stakeholder input.  

Like Olivia, Carol’s team also developed a reporting dashboard.  While Olivia’s team 

purchased a dashboarding software, Carol’s team developed a customized dashboard.  

The decision to develop their dashboard was a result of testing several software.  Carol 

said, 
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We tried SurveyMonkey; we tried Qualtrics. We looked for other 

programs that are out there that aren’t expensive…that in the end, having 

that confidential not easy to be hacked but available to the right people at 

the right moment that’s not everyone. We ended up hard programming it, 

working with a programmer to ensure that it was password protected that 

we could control and get into.  A password was necessary for an 

individual at the school in order for them to access the data.  

Frank’s team tested out different software for reporting like Plot.ly, Tableau, Piktochart, 

etc.  to see which software would help them visualize data better.  Frank asked the 

evaluators on his team to review the products developed from the software and providing 

feedback.  Daniel and his team start using some of the data visualization strategies within 

the team.  He later tested the new visualizations with his clients.  Through some back and 

forth, he developed templates of reports “that were a blend might be considered best 

practice in reporting and feedback from a client.” 

As a part of the dashboard development process, Carol’s team prototyped the 

dashboard within their team and with their clients.  They piloted the dashboard with a few 

clients and conducted followed interviews to get feedback on various aspects of the 

dashboard.  The dashboard had undergone multiple revisions (10-15) before it was 

officially rolled out.  Carol described the prototyping process as follows, 

We tested internally and then released it to a few districts to try. Some of 

them were very responsive and more willing to try something new or the 

ones who had really asked us for data in the past. We asked them for 

feedback after they used it. We did some interviews to determine how well 
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it was working for them, whether they found the data to be valuable, was 

the site usable, etc. 

Pearl felt that her partners were open to taking “risks” and they had a “lot of latitude to 

try things out.”  She and her team tested the idea of using spoken artists to report the 

qualitative data. 

Experimenting ideas with clients had the potential risk of the client not liking the 

idea and losing buy-in.  While Mona strongly felt that the principle based evaluation was 

a good fit, the initial trial run did not go well.  Mona had to abandon the idea for year or 

so.  She recalled, 

We had an in-person meeting with all the grantees …we thought we would 

try to have them develop or identify some of these common 

implementation principles of their programs.  And the first meeting 

flopped.  It was a two-day meeting, and people were completely confused 

as to what we were doing.  We do end of the day evaluations, and they 

didn’t see how this related to them. They didn’t know what we were 

asking them to do. It did not go well.  

While the initial experiment of the new approach did not go well, Mona did not 

give up.  The next year she talked with her client and decided the idea “was still worth 

pursuing because there was another good model.”  In the second try, Mona brought in a 

consultant to facilitate the meeting.  It was much more successful on the second attempt. 

The stakeholders understood the purpose of the activities and the evaluation approach and 

fully participated in the event.  Upon reflection, Mona said, “I would say it really took us 

being willing to take a chance of failing and we failed the first time.”   
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Team leaders not only supported testing ideas among their team members as well 

as encouraged them to talk with their clients about the experimentation.  For example, 

Tammy said 

Just encouraged her [team member] to be open with program staff so that 

they would know it’s kind of an experiment and that they were welcome 

to give feedback on the reporting experiment.  

Receptive to feedback.  Leaders described how they very open to feedback as a 

part of creating a culture where feedback was an integral part of the workflow.  While 

Nancy had conducted ethnographic research studies before, she was open to feedback 

from the part-time staff who were currently doing the research protocol.  The inclusion of 

the part-time staff not only improved the study protocol but also gave them ownership of 

the process.  She commented,  

I think it is important that they [part-time staff] are able to communicate 

that we need to change that or this isn’t working.  I am open to all their 

feedback…My thinking is that their expertise, being there on the front line 

is more important than me saying this is how it is done.  Allowing them 

that kind of agency and allow them to say “Oh! This isn’t working and 

maybe we can do it this way.” Being flexible and open in trusting as kept 

them on board.  

Similarly, Frank talked about how getting feedback from the team not only help 

him decide which software to use but also get their buy-in to change.  He 

reported, 
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The other part of that [getting feedback] is that in being transparent and 

inviting people in you’re empowering them; you are making them a part of 

the team. So, though there is hierarchy and there are definitely decisions 

that are top down, by being open and being inviting and transparent, you 

build a much stronger team.  

Even though Victoria’s client wanted a report ‘something different’ and 

was not satisfied with the initial drafts, most her team members were still 

receptive to getting feedback from the client and figuring out their expectations. 

She recalled, 

We presented that [earlier versions of the report] to them [client] and they 

still didn’t like it. So, what we did is we brought in the client and said 

“Okay, look. This what you previously had. What do you define as 

innovative? Because our definition of innovative is obviously something 

different than yours” So we gathered some information and then we went 

back and kind of went back to square one, the drawing board…we bought 

in additional team members… that would help create what they were 

looking for. 

Team leaders described how establishing a culture where feedback was a part of 

the standard workflow was important.  Carol, whose team developed a homegrown 

dashboard which had gone through multiple revisions, talked about every product goes 

through a feedback process. She said, “There isn’t anything that we introduced that 

doesn’t go through at least three reviews with three different edits with three different 
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people within our office.”  Similarly, Victoria described how her firm’s internal 

workflow integrated the review process. She reported, 

So we have a process in place for all of our documents that we kind of go 

through, you know, this the first draft, second draft, and we have a project 

management tool that we use, and we set deadlines.  The lead evaluator 

needs to sign off after the data analyst finishes it…So we have a step by 

step process until it reaches the project manager to approve it before it is 

sent off to the client. 

 Establishing a culture where feedback was a part of the workflow was not an easy 

process.  Carol remarked, “Many people who come to work for us say it's hard not be an 

the expert….so it takes people a while to adjust to the fact that they didn’t introduce 

something and call it done.”  Pamela also echoed Carol’s sentiment and described that 

“focus is on the work, not on the individual.”  She added that it was important to have 

trust among team members and shared commitment to making the product better.  She 

mentioned, 

Our willingness to put the work to the benefit of making this product 

better. I think that’s the pride that we all feel something that we are really 

proud of and we all know that we all contributed to it and we all 

acknowledge that.  

Investing resources (time and money).  A few interview participants reported 

how prototyping was resource intensive in terms of time and money.  Frank found it was 

“very stressful” to make the time to experiment different software and doing other 

evaluation tasks.  He reported, 
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Sometimes I feel I just want a chunk of time so I am not disturbed or 

distracted.  The problem is I have the day to day constraints of running the 

business that probably takes me on average two to three hours a day.  

Then I have the sort of management of projects, which is probably another 

two or three hours a day.  

Victoria’s team developed four different versions of the report before the client was 

satisfied with a version that they liked.  Because the client was not satisfied with the data 

visualization in the first two drafts, she hired experts to produce the other two drafts.   

Summary.  Three categories emerged from the analysis of behaviors exhibited 

during the prototyping phase—experimentation, receptive to feedback, investing in 

resources.  Experimentation and receptive to feedback are transformational behaviors.  

Team leaders prototyped products and processes within their team and with their 

stakeholders.  Respondents talked about having a culture of feedback and how providing 

feedback was an integral part of their daily workflow.  Team leaders talked about how 

experimentation can be time-consuming and resource intensive.  It is interesting to note 

the resource influenced not only the leader’s decision to prototype but also the extent to 

which they were willing to prototype.  

Leadership behaviors exhibited during adoption phase of innovation.  The 

adoption phase included all the activities and events related to the initial utilization and 

continued used of the innovation till it becomes a routine feature (Damanpour, 1991).  

Since some of the innovations were very specific to an evaluation project, they could not 

be necessarily incorporated into the general evaluation workflow e.g. building learning 

communities.  Innovations related to reporting and data visualization were incorporated 
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into the evaluation workflow.  Participants described the following behaviors during this 

phase.  

Ongoing communication.  Because of the complexity of the innovation and the 

involvement of stakeholders from five different organizations, Oliver mentioned that 

ongoing communication was critical in implementing the change.  He said, 

We support our team through regular meetings and virtual collaboration.  

It really is sort of on-going work and figuring out which way to 

communicate, how best to communicate, kind of what works the best. 

Persuading stakeholders.  Interview respondents described persuading 

stakeholders for various purposes from getting their buy-in to the solution, funding the 

innovation, participating in the practice, etc.  Eric had ongoing conversations with other 

division heads in his organization to not only to get their buy into the centralized data 

system but also help them continue to see the value in investing in the system. He said, 

There is persuasion that is necessary for other stakeholder groups and that 

was involved in those months and months of conversation both before, 

during, and after the menu scoping period with [various division heads] 

and determining what we could do to make sure that they see the 

immediate value and hopefully continue to see that value in the work. 

Similarly Mona talked about how she spent a lot of time persuading the client to 

buy into implementing principle based evaluation.  It was especially hard for Mona 

because the first testing of the plan did not go well.  She recalled, 

That [persuading the client] was hard and it took a lot of conversation.  

Honest conversation and kind of putting the ball back in her court.  It's just 
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that there isn't a perfect evaluation solution, right? It [current evaluation 

approach] doesn’t fit the program model…We had to give up a fair bit of 

control…She [client] really wanted to manage the process in ways that we 

weren't used to.  It was incredibly collaborative and incredibly time-

consuming.  

Managing uncertainty and risk.  Mona, whose initial trial of a new evaluation 

approach was a failure, described that managing risk and uncertainty was a part of doing 

something new.  As a leader and partner of her firm, she felt was able to embrace risk 

emotionally and financially more than her team members.  She reflected, 

We’ve done this for a long time, so while it hurts and it stings if something 

doesn’t go like you want, it's not the end of the world and we can also take 

the risk financially ….everyone else gets paid regardless. 

Diane, whose team tried the world café approach to engage stakeholders, felt that it was 

important to acknowledge the risk of doing something new.  She said, 

I guess as a leader that the role is slightly acknowledging that this a 

challenge, there is a risk in whatever solution we take, just trying 

something that we haven’t tried before is a risk, it might not go well.  But 

also, reminding all of us that proceeding the same old way of just 

requesting interviews, also has a risk because of the challenges we are 

facing. 

Because of this was one of the most comprehensive evaluation approach that her team 

would have done, Maria talked about how “there are going to be a multitude of things 

that don’t go as planned.” She further added, “we will need to be flexible, creative, and 
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innovative every single day of this evaluation and we are going to stop, pivot, and change 

a lot.”   

Autonomy.  Interview participants felt that it was important to give autonomy to 

the team members so they could carry out delegated tasks.  Nancy stressed that by giving 

autonomy to team members, she was able to get their support in implementing the 

ethnographic data collection protocol.  Nancy elaborated, 

Letting them [part-time staff] take ownership of it and helping write 

protocols and obviously knowing that they are on the ground with the 

people doing stuff. 

Similarly, Pamela stressed the importance of giving team members a choice in terms of 

tasks.  She said, 

In evaluation, you have so many ways to do things and so much work that 

can get done.  If you let people pick some of their priorities and let them 

pick something that they are really into and is fun, it pays off 

Pearl also described giving team members autonomy to expand and scale the idea of 

using artists to report evaluation findings.  One of her team members expanded on the 

idea of using a spoken artist to report the findings to including partners in poetry writing 

workshop where they can write poems using smaller data sets. She stated, 

So lot of times things happen organically and my team members have 

autonomy because we’ve been working together long enough to know sort 

of what might be considered within the boundaries of our evaluation 

versus outside the bounds of our evaluation.  So they have a lot of 



 

97 
 

autonomy within the bounds of our evaluation to create the right kinds of 

opportunities with our partners 

Refining and reflection.  Team leaders, especially those whose teams’ innovation 

involved adopting new reporting or data collection system, described how they were 

refining the product periodically.  Eric whose team implemented a centralized an 

information system mentioned: “once a system is established there remains a period of 

time where it goes live and you find things that work well require fine-tuning.”  Tammy 

also voiced a similar statement of how her team member fine tunes the slide deck report. 

Tammy mentioned, “She [team member] goes back year to year and takes the slide deck 

from the previous year and adds and subtracts from there.”   

Similarly, Diane described how her team refined the second world café event 

based on their experiences with the first one. She said, “You know after we did the first 

one we did some retooling of the next one.”  Additionally, Diane’s team reflected after 

each project was completed.  She added, “At the end of the project we regularly reflect on 

our projects…So what worked? What would we try again? What didn’t work?” 

Providing opportunities for skill development.  Certain innovations, especially 

those related to data visualization and reporting, required some of the team members to 

learn a new skill.  Team leaders talked about how they supported new team members 

acquiring skills by sending staff to professional development workshops.  Tammy’s team 

decided to create slide decks instead of submitting the traditional long form to make the 

reports more user-friendly.  She supported her team member to attend professional 

development workshops.  Frank sent his research assistant to participate in a workshop on 

“Developing infographics using Microsoft software.”  He wanted to an in-house person 
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trained in infographics.  Mona paid for her team members to attend a workshop on 

principle-based evaluation.  

Recognizing success and contributions.  Pamela and Diane described how it was 

critical to celebrate achievements.  Pamela felt that team leaders should “celebrate 

success” and apply the principles of Appreciative Inquiry in all facets of their work.  As a 

part of completing a project, Diane recognized the contributions made by individuals and 

the team.  She felt that it was a balancing act to recognize the team’s contribution as well 

as individual contributions.  She mentioned, 

As a manager is also knowing your people well enough to know what 

recognition is important to them and so you are looking for both individual 

and team recognition.  I think maybe being careful to acknowledge the 

multiple contributions from multiple people.  I think it is a struggle that we 

have.  I think for some staff it is more—it is not satisfying that the team 

would get recognition as opposed to them individually. 

Deviation in protocol.  There was only one interview participant who adopted a 

change because there was a deviation in the protocol.  Rhonda had changed her firm’s 

policy to include specific language about reporting in the client contracts.  She had to 

institute this change after a client manipulated their report.  This was a very tough 

decision for Rhonda; she remarked “Trust me, there were a whole lot of sleepless nights 

around this…The biggest challenge in the business is managing challenging clients.” 

Setting boundaries.  While Eric and his team were willing to make refinements to 

the centralized data system, Eric also noted it was important to set boundaries and 

maintain the rigor of the data system. He said,  
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We have been very willing to modify our approach as needed while still 

attending very carefully to the rigor and setting appropriate boundaries 

around how data should be used and how much weight should be placed 

on certain findings. 

Working extra hours. A majority of the interview participants reported that they 

and their team members’ spent extra hours in the early phases of adoption.  Eric worked 

“more than the typical number of hours per week” to get the centralized data system in 

place.  Oliver and his team were putting a lot of hours in implementing learning 

communities; he said, “we are paying for this work by doing extra time essentially, extra 

time at our desk in our office.” Olivia echoed a similar statement with regards to setting 

up the online dashboard.  She mentioned “the reality is that people work extra hours, they 

work longer.”  While Mona also described spending more time on implementing the new 

evaluation approach, she saw it as a long-term investment because she learned a new way 

of evaluating.  She elaborated, 

We worked a lot hours that we were not paid for in our contract to make 

this happen.  And we did that because we felt like it was a learning 

experience for us and that it would be not only good fit for the program, 

but just from a business perspective we saw this as an innovation and a 

contribution, as something that we could learn to do well and offer to 

clients in the future. 

Task accomplishment and reorganization.  Interview participants were cognizant 

that innovations took away resources otherwise used to perform other tasks.  As such, 

they had processes in place to help the team accomplish the additional workload that 
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were related to the innovation as well as routine evaluation tasks.  Eric’s team used 

assistants to help deal with the additional workload.  He said, 

Thanks to the assistants, we have the ability to kind of flex our workload 

and keep things from getting too overwhelming from our salaried, regular 

staff by pushing some of the overflows to the on-call staff, the assistants.  

So that has been helpful, and it’s something that has allowed us to be 

responsive not just this, both other kinds of emergent needs  

Since Nancy’s team innovation involved intensive ethnographic data collection, a 

lot of thoughtful planning went into how task organization.  She mentioned, 

We plan everyone’s day accordingly, knowing that data collection like this 

essentially takes your entire day.  We don’t plan for them to do anything 

else. So, we are thoughtful in how we are planning our team’s day when 

we are planning to do something like this, something that is physically and 

mentally exhausting.  

 Olivia’s had to make changes in job responsibilities among her team members to 

streamline the dashboard reporting as part of their standard scope of service.  She 

commented, 

We moved some duties around. We have streamlined, process like data-

entry.  We now have one person who is tracking all the data that is coming 

in, whether or not they are uploaded, whether it comes in the mail.  And 

then she is distributing the work to the other data entry staff. 

Additionally, Carol, whose team developed a homegrown dashboard, described 

how she uses lists to manage short term tasks and long term strategies.  She said, “I kind 
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of keep two task [lists] one being urgent and one being the thinking on the horizon and 

spend time exploring in peace. I try to make sure that both get addressed on an ongoing 

basis.” 

Pamela also noted that while she encourages her team to prioritize their work and 

anticipate needs, there are times when implementing something new that they “have to go 

in reactive mode and just fight fires.”  While Daniel and his team started visualizing 

charts and figures differently, he admitted that creating good data visualizations does 

“take away time from producing reports, and doing analysis, and creating surveys, and all 

the other [stuff] that we have to do.”  

Establishing and adherence to routine within the team. Team leaders developed 

new routines that incorporated the new changes.  Daniel made the new reporting 

templates as standard part of their practice and it was easy for him to do so because his 

team “saw value in it.”  Frank described his team’s process in developing infographics 

with the standard written reports as follows, 

The steps are sort of to get the data, filter the data, to review with client 

what’s important, what’s actionable and then the evaluation team will put 

the written reports together, whereas the design team will put together 

some concepts on how to display them, and ultimately they come together 

and make some decisions.  

 Team leaders described how having existing protocols in place helped managing 

tasks and problem solve emerging issues.  Mona described how her firm had a process in 

place to allow for providing feedback, brainstorming, and managing tasks.  She reported, 
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We have a design meeting for every project we do.  And we bring 

everyone together, how sometimes someone can’t make it, but we have an 

hour of two where we just brainstorm the design or problems in the 

design, or a different sort of we call them touchpoints of a project.  

Diane and Pearl described how their firms had protocols in place which allowed for 

information sharing, reflection, feedback, and updating on project status.  Pearl’s team 

used an online project management tool, Basecamp, for reassessing tasks and also for 

updating the team on task accomplishment.  Additionally, Pearl’s team met for two hours 

every week so that team members update each other on their projects.  They also met 

every six months to check in with each other.  Diane’s team used a project management 

software to help with workplans.  They also had weekly meetings, brown bags, closing 

meetings (where team members reflect on the lessons learned from projects).  Diane 

added, 

I would say that the opportunities for creativity hopefully get layered in a 

few different ways.  One is when I mentioned that we have this way of 

breaking down tasks from beginning to being client ready.  The first phase 

of that we call sketch where more than one person kind of comes together 

to think about context, to bat around ideas, and so we are trying to hold a 

place there at the beginning ….to really think what is front of me, what are 

the challenges, there are multiple ways to approach this and how I am 

going to approach this, and doing that with somebody else so there’s an 

opportunity for bouncing around ideas. We have these closing meeting or 
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reflecting on projects.  I think it’s also an important time to reinforce that 

message of what did we learn together.  

Embedding the innovation within the client’s program plan.  Carol and her team 

embedded data-use as an exercise within the client’s program implementation plan.  Her 

team worked with program stakeholders (trainers, school personnel) at every level on 

how to access the customized dashboard and use the data.  She mentioned, 

There is usually a piece in the training period where they [trainers] say 

“OK, everyone, pull up your data here”…We taught them [trainers] how 

to use the dashboard, how to find information but also make sure we 

facilitated for full reflection of the data, what does it mean, how does this 

help me prioritize…any information that would help them see the use and 

then collect the data. 

Scanning the environment for long-term sustainability.  Participants described 

their efforts to procure resources to fund the utilization of the change in the long term.  

Olivia’s organizational initially supported a staff member who helped in the dashboard 

development. She persuaded her organization to see the dashboard as an investment that 

will help draw in more evaluation contracts.  She said, “We had this philosophy that if we 

had dashboards, then we would be able to get more business and grow our business if we 

had this product to share.”  Olivia knew that this was not long term viable solution and 

she was able to find other funding sources to support the staff person’s salary. 

We are more self-sufficient [than before].  We are moving the person who 

was partially paid on the [organization’s] resources back on the grants that 

we have contracts. 
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For the team to work on riskier and expensive projects, Mona’s team managed 

their portfolio of contracts “in a way that allows us to have some cushion to take some of 

these more expensive, riskier projects.”  

Summary.  The adoption phase includes both initial utilization and routinization 

of innovation (Damanpour and Schneider, 2006).  Team leaders worked more hours than 

they anticipated, especially in in the initial utilization period.  Several categories emerged 

from the data analysis.  Managing uncertainty and risk, autonomy, refining and reflection, 

providing opportunities for growth, persuading stakeholders are transformational 

leadership behaviors.  Adherence to protocol, task orientation and reorganization, 

establishing routines are transactional leadership behaviors.  Additionally, team leaders 

looked for opportunities to make the innovation sustainable e.g. getting additional 

funding, embedding the change within existing infrastructures.  The analysis revealed a 

leadership dichotomies wherein team leaders described being directive at times, 

managing workflow as a critical part of the innovation process, and they also provided 

autonomy for their staff to choose tasks.  Another leadership paradox that emerged from 

the analysis was leaders promoted continuous refinement of products and process, while 

also ensuring timely task completion.  Adoption of an idea is a difficult process and so it 

is not surprising that leaders described varied behaviors in this phase.  

Outcomes 

 In addition to collecting data on the incident and actions taken during the incident, 

CIT also focuses on collecting data on the outcomes of the incident (Rous, 2015).  The 

results of the innovation incidents are broadly categorized into two groups— positive 
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reactions from stakeholders and too early to tell.  The following paragraphs describe 

these two broad categories. 

Too early to tell.  Interview participants were asked to recall incidents that they 

led within the last 24 months.  For some of the innovation incidents, 24 months was too 

short of a time to see outcomes at the client level.  For example, the central data system 

was in full implementation just two months before the interview, and Eric’s team was in 

the process of analyzing the data collected.  Eric felt that it was important to produce 

reports highlight the analysis for stakeholders “to see the value” of these data.  Nancy, 

was at a similar stage as Eric, she and her team “were still looking at” the data collected 

through the intensive ethnographic research protocol.  At the time of the interview, it was 

only two months after the launch of the dashboard, Olivia’s team had just finished 

coaching program stakeholders on using the dashboard.  While it was too early to tell 

about the outcomes of implementing the new evaluation approach, Maria said that she 

would change the approach if her clients were not happy and were not using the data. She 

remarked “if the client isn’t happy, that will be a pivot point.  I mean there’s no point in 

doing it if they’re not happy and aren’t going to use the data.” 

Positive reactions from stakeholders.  Other interview participants reported that 

some of the clients were quite pleased with changes produced as a result of the 

innovation.  Tammy, whose team developed slide decks instead of traditional reports, 

said,   

It obviously worked for the clients because for two of the three projects 

that she [the team member] was evaluating, they were fine with the slide 
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deck.  The other client who actually read the report had said “Oh I really 

do like your reports.” 

Similarly, Pamela stated that she received “enthusiastic responses” from some of the 

individuals who participated in the capacity building activities.  Daniel felt that his clients 

were happy with the changes in data visualization.  Maria’s clients “loved” her idea of the 

evaluation approach.  Initially, Mona did not receive positive feedback for the new 

evaluation approach. However, program stakeholders were quite enthusiastic after the 

second meeting.  She mentioned, 

They (the program stakeholders) were super excited by the end…And by 

the end I had come up to me saying—literally one quote “The most 

important and meaningful evaluation work we’ve done in years. It applies 

to our programs.” 

Mona also added that it energized her to see people who stayed after the event and 

wanted to keep working on the activities. Mona recalled one participant saying to her 

As busy as we are, I feel like this gives me justification to my boss as to 

why I make the decisions I make, as to why it’s important that we do what 

we do in our programming 

Diane’s clients ‘appreciated the extra thought’ that her team put in place to engage their 

stakeholders. She said, 

They [the clients] appreciated the effort to try to be thoughtful about 

engaging their stakeholders and that what was offered in terms of 

engagement with their stakeholders did reflect stakeholder’s needs…I 
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think they felt overall pretty good about engagement that we got in the 

project. 

At the beginning of the year event for the educators, Pearl used spoken artists to perform 

the qualitative data findings.  Pearl described the performance as “incredibly powerful.”  

The audience were moved and “people cried.”  Participants felt “really connected with 

the story of data told through the spoken word performance.” The event was a success, 

and the school community adopted the idea of using art to represent other concepts.  Pearl 

recalled, 

So, we’re working with a school and the school community is co-creating 

a kinetic sculpture to represent the moving parts in everyone’s lives, and 

the kinetic sculpture will be designed with a world-famous sculptor.  It 

will live outside of the school building when it’s done.  So, it led to ideas 

like that which I could not foresee.  

Most of the interview participants felt good about the outcomes of the innovation. 

Frank felt the data visualization helped “clients demonstrate their work and in some 

cases, promote their work.”  Carol remarked that the purpose of the dashboard was to 

give trainers and coaches the information they need to respond to schools, and in return, 

they are better able “to do something that is most supportive of schools.”  

There were a couple of team leaders who had mixed feelings about the outcomes 

of their innovation.  Rhonda, who changed the firm’s internal policy on reporting, said 

that she would be much more cautious when taking on a client.  She mentioned how in 

the future she would ensure that the client understands evaluation and values it.  While 

Victoria’s client was happy with the data booklet, she was not satisfied with the product.  
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She said, “It was geared toward what the client wanted and not necessarily what we are 

used to doing or what we really prefer when it comes to translating data into report.” 

In summary, it was too early to tell the outcomes for some of the innovations.  

Other team leaders reported client satisfaction and appreciation with the results of the 

innovations.  One team leader described how the client was not only satisfied with the 

idea but also adapted the concept for other purposes.   

Reflections 

Interview participants were asked if there were things they would have done 

differently.  Most of the participants reported that there was not much they could have 

changed.  While they were very confident about the decisions they made, upon reflection, 

the interview participants identified things that they could have done to make the 

innovation process better.  The following paragraphs describe the major categories that 

emerged from the data analysis. 

Stakeholder and team involvement.  Mona conducted a reflection exercise 

during the initial implementation of the new evaluation approach.  One of the lessons 

learned was to prepare the grantees on what to expect.  They wrote up a guide on how to 

implement the approach because they want to be “able to do this again with other 

clients.”  Upon reflection, Eric felt the would have liked to get more people, outside his 

division, involved in the process of implementing the centralized data system.  He said, 

I guess I might like to see a greater degree of involvement, not just in our 

division, but in other divisions who are at the table from those who aren’t 

necessarily at the director or VP level because much of this conversation 

was at that kind of senior leadership level.  I think that I’d like to believe 
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those folks in the other divisions and departments did represent the voices 

of those that report to them.  I’d like to make sure that those voices are 

represented are well. 

Pamela’s team used evaluation ‘champions’ from other programs to inform them about 

how to design and implement the capacity building exercise. She felt that she would have 

liked to work with the ‘champions’ sooner and perhaps worked with them as group 

instead of working with them individually.  Nancy felt that looking back she “would’ve 

worked more with” her team before implementing the ethnographic data collection 

protocol.  Diane had reservations if the world cafés were the right fit for all stakeholder 

subgroups.  She reflected, 

As the Monday morning quarterback, I feel like there’s some of those 

subgroups it seemed more obvious that this wouldn’t have worked well for 

them or wouldn’t have worked as well for them as another solution.  

More background research.  Tammy said that she might have 

investigated for more examples of slide deck reports and provided them to her 

team member.  Daniel would have liked to learn more data visualization 

techniques.   

More resources.  Olivia described how during the dashboard 

implementation process, she realized how much staff hours it took to get the 

dashboard in place.  She remarked, 

I think that the one thing I would have differently in the last few years is to 

price the contract a higher rate. Like to gives us some more resources, I 

think we underestimated how much time it really takes.  
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Similar to Olivia, Oliver felt that he had underestimated the resources it took to create 

learning communities.  Frank would have liked “more resources” to “get more licenses 

for software.”  Victoria would have like more time to develop the report, she commented,  

Unfortunately, sometimes expectations change within the middle of the 

project and if you don’t work those into the timeline in the beginning it 

gets hard to meet the deadlines at the end. 

Carol’s team built a homegrown dashboard that was customized to the client needs. She 

felt that she had underestimated the time it takes to build a website with a full database.  

She reported, 

The process took longer than we originally anticipated. The number of 

iterations even before it went to testing with the districts went far more 

than we anticipated.  We had ten to fifteen revisions before it went to 

districts.   

Carol also learned that it was important to have a “programmer who understands your 

vision not just take your tasks and do it.”   

Given the constraints that the team leaders were working under, most of them felt 

that they would have changed very little of how the innovation process was implemented.  

It was interesting to note that while most of them reported stakeholder involvement in 

one more of the innovation phases, most of them would have liked to change some aspect 

of the stakeholder involvement.  A few of the team leaders described how they 

underestimate the time and resources it took to implement change.  These team leaders 

wished that they could have charged a higher price or budgeted for more time.  
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Leadership Styles 

 After the preliminary analysis of the first two interviews, a question about 

leadership style was added to the interview protocol to better understand the behaviors 

described during the critical incident.  The following paragraphs describe the categories 

that emerged from the study. 

Relationship focused.  Nancy described her leadership as ‘relationship focused’ 

and the positive relationships made her feel comfortable to introduce new ideas. She 

described,  

I am very relationship focused so I think for me, it really important to 

form a good, strong positive, relationship with your team.  I think from 

that comes trust and openness and they you can ask your team to do crazy 

stuff like go down to collect for us the data 

Similarly, Pearl was also relationship focused. She reflected, 

I believe a lot in relationships and in showing up to work as a whole 

person.  I don’t expect people to check parts of who they are at the door 

and only bring the evaluator self into the meeting …I mean it is not just a 

way to work; it's not a way to live and actually like I send people out into 

the world to do these projects, and they show up as people.   

While she wanted to give team opportunities to express themselves, Pearl also wanted 

them to understand the vision of her firm and follow it.  She added,  

I allow people to create, but ultimately I am a boss. So I do say no. Like 

“No, we’re not going to that.” “No, it sounds like a good idea, but no.”  So 

I just try to be clear, I try to be kind.  I try to make sure that they can see 
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my vision. I try to make sure that they have the support they need to show 

up as a whole person and do the professional work that we’re asking them.  

Collaborative.  Eight respondents described their leadership style as 

‘collaborative’ or participatory.  Carol explained her leaderships style as ‘extremely 

collaborative’ and she felt that being collaborative helped her establish a culture of 

feedback and continuous improvement.  She added that here culture where they were 

“trying things in a few different ways and in the end we continually grow and learn and 

get better what we do.”  Rhonda described her leadership as participatory, and she trusted 

the expertise of her team members.  Daniel described his leadership style as ‘open’ to 

ideas suggestions as well as ‘prescriptive’ when it came to task completion.  Similarly, 

Pamela described her leadership as collaborative and she loved working in a team.  She 

elaborated, 

I think having a team really, really, really helps.  Because you know 

different people have different energies at different times and one person 

might be feeling that keep running into something ..and somebody else is 

more in a reflective mood and can come in and see something at a 

different angle and the ability to have a conversation at that point. 

Olivia described herself as a team player who advocated for her team. She said,  

I think of myself as very much like a team player. I am very inclusive in 

decision making…It is very open.  They can come and tell me when they 

need something; I’ll fight to get it from our funders or pool resources we 

have. So very inclusive, I’m not kind of a closed-door leader. I’m very 
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much like I’ll share the responsibilities like I’ll roll my sleeves and do 

data-entry if I need to, whatever it takes kind of a thing. 

Similarly, Mona described herself has a collaborative leader.  She believed that being 

collaborative leader helps her tap into the potential of a diverse team.  She said, 

I want to everything collaboratively to a fault.  It’s not that I can’t make a 

call or move things forward.  I just fundamentally believe that we bought 

together a team that has diverse, fabulous experience and expertise.  I 

believe that our projects all benefit when we can really hear folks bring 

their experience to bear, their expertise to bear on these projects.  

At the same time, Mona wanted her team members to adhere to the core values of 

the firm.  To ensure that the values of the company are explicit and followed, Mona and 

her team have a written document that outlines the values of the company.  The manual 

described when to have ‘collaborative conversations’ at various touchpoints of the 

project.  As a leader, Mona was comfortable stepping in and ensuring that company’s 

values were followed. She added,    

That’s where I kind of step in and say “Nope, that’s not the vision of the 

company. This how we do this.”  So for ideas like the conceptualization of 

plans it's highly collaborative but for some of the nuts and bolts—and 

we’ve written this out.  We’ve written out our values as a company and we 

did this together and put a lot of time documenting and debriefing on what 

worked and what didn’t and then making collective decisions to move 

forward. 
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Empowering.  Diane described her leadership style as ‘empowering.’  She 

wanted her team members to be empowered and make decisions for themselves.  

She wanted her team members to know “that their ideas are driving the work and 

their individual talents and contributions are recognized and apparent.”  She also 

emphasized the importance of having structure,  

We have a lot of very talented, high performing people here and there may 

be different approaches they have to managing their individual tasks and 

so as company what we strive to do is to try to figure out where we need 

to put structure around some things and it's continually evolving.  

Oliver felt that his leadership style is evolving. He wanted to be collaborative and 

empower his team members.  At the same time, he wanted to ensure that tasks are 

completed.   

I think that is very much work in progress.  I try to be collaborative.  I try 

to be empowering, and at the same time I see my job to ensure that tasks 

move forward on schedule 

Management by exception.  The leadership styles for three interview 

participants were categorized as management by exception.  These study 

participants trusted their team members to do the task and intervene only when 

there is a need.  Frank described his leadership as follows, 

I tend to trust people, give people space.  I often have expectations that 

maybe I don’t always verbalize or articulate as well as I should and so I 

think often I give people space and then get frustrated when they don’t 

deliver as quickly as I’d like them to  
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Maria and Victoria hated to ‘micromanage.’  According to Maria, her leadership style is 

to “give people the resource they need, then get out of their way, but also give them the 

opportunity to learn and experience things themselves.”  Victoria believed in 

communicating expectations and deadlines clearly.  She was ‘pretty hands off’ and 

“being there if they had any questions.” 

 In summary, team leaders trusted their team and valued team work.  The team 

leaders who lead their teams by ‘management by exception’ wanted to provide space for 

their team members to complete the tasks.  Those leaders who described their leadership 

style as collaborative/ relationship focused/empowering also described the importance of 

having structure, adherence to vision, and process.  They were cognizant of their 

contrasting leadership styles.  One team leader remarked that pursuing the ‘vision’ as 

well managing the details of the projects is cognitively demanding and it affects her 

personal life.  She said. 

I think my brain handles it by not retaining enough information in my 

personal life. Like sometimes I feel like my hard disk is full and then I get 

in my personal life and I need to remember something and my brain just 

says “Sorry, there is no room for that.”  So I think there are things in my 

personal life related to brain capacity that suffer for sure.  And timewise—

I don’t take enough time for myself, which is problematic for being a 

healthy mom and a healthy partner and just a healthy person.  

This chapter presented in detail the findings of the study.  The chapter included a 

description of the participants, antecedents to innovation, their innovation, leadership 

behaviors reporting during the major phases of innovation, innovation outcomes, 
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reflections on the innovation process, and overall leadership styles.  The next chapter will 

discuss the findings of the study and situate it within the larger body of literature on 

leadership and innovation.  
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 The purpose of the study was to understand the types of leadership behaviors 

exhibited by evaluation team leads during the innovation process.  The main research 

question was “What are the leadership behaviors exhibited during the process of 

innovation by evaluation team leaders?” 

 The study used Critical Incident Technique (CIT) to answer the research question.  

Phone interviews occurred with fifteen evaluation team leaders.  Snowball sampling 

methods were used to recruit the interview participants.  This chapter outlines a summary 

of the findings, conclusions and discussions based on the findings, implications for 

practice and policy, and future directions for research 

Summary of findings 

 The interview participants varied regarding their evaluation experience (4 years -

32 years) and their leadership experience (2.5 years-19 years).  The range of team size 

that the team leaders oversaw was from two individuals to more than a dozen 

professionals.  Team leaders innovated primarily because of two reasons.  Most team 

leaders decided to innovate because they wanted to improve their evaluation design, data 

collection, stakeholder engagement, and reporting.  Two of the fifteen interview 

participants innovated because of a client request or behavior.  A little less than half of 

the interview participants described innovations related to reporting and visualizations.   

 Participant leadership behaviors exhibited the following behaviors during the 

insight phase—fostering divergent thinking, encouraging awareness of new practices, 

envisioning future states, giving attention to resources and process, and setting 

expectations/boundaries.  Not all team leaders prototyped their innovation.  Team leaders 
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described primarily three behaviors during the prototype phase, namely, experimentation, 

receptiveness to feedback, and investing resources.  Several behaviors were exhibited 

during the adoption phase of innovation. These actions include ongoing communication, 

managing uncertainty, persuading stakeholders, refining and reflection, providing 

opportunities for skill development, establishing and adherence to routine, recognizing 

success and contributions, working extra hours, deviation from protocol, setting 

boundaries, task accomplishment, and reorganization, and embedding the innovation 

within the client’s program.  

At the time of the interview, few of the participants were analyzing the data 

collected from the improved evaluation design and as such felt it was too early to tell the 

impact of the innovation on the client.  Other participants described positive client 

reactions to the innovation incident.  In general, team leaders felt very confident about the 

decisions they made during the reflection process.  Upon reflection, team leaders said that 

more (and better) stakeholder involvement and research would have helped the 

innovation process.  Three of the fifteen team leaders described their leadership style as 

‘laid back’ and said that they intervened only when necessary.  Other team leaders 

described their overall leadership style as collaborative or relationship focused. However, 

they also described contradictory behaviors, such as monitoring task completion, when 

they were describing their overall leadership style.  Figure 5.1 highlights the major 

themes that emerged from the analysis. 
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Figure 5.1 

Leadership behaviors exhibited during the innovation process 

 

The next section presents the conclusions of the study based on the findings 

mentioned above.  The research literature will be used to discuss the findings of the 

study.   

Conclusions and Discussions 

There were six conclusions based on the findings of the study: (a) innovation was 

a result of the team leader or team wanting to improve the evaluation design or process, 

(b) most of the innovations were technical in nature, (c) paradoxical leadership behaviors 

were exhibited at the insight phase, (d) contradictory leadership behaviors were reported 

in the prototyping phase, (e) several, including some paradoxical, leadership behaviors 

were described in the adoption phase, and (f) most of the study participants described 

both task and people oriented leadership styles.   
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Innovation was a result of the team leader or team wanting to improve the 

evaluation design or process.  According to Dubberly (2007), firms are sometimes 

forced to innovate because of an external pressure outside their organization.  Often firms 

have to respond to the pressure, or they face the risk of decay (Dubberly, 2007).  Three of 

the fifteen interview participants had to innovate because of a client request or change in 

client behavior.  However, a majority of the innovations described by leaders were a 

result of the team leader or the team wanting to improve the evaluation design or process.  

Firms often felt the need to create new processes or products to maintain a competitive 

edge (Basadur, 2004; Dess & Pickens, 2000).  Eight interview participants were either 

dissatisfied with or faced a challenge to their current evaluation process.  Dyer, 

Gregersen, and Christensen (2008) posited that innovative individuals were less prone to 

the status quo bias and often sought information to change the status quo.  In this vein, 

one interview participant saw a unique organizational opportunity for innovation.  

Innovative individuals created opportunities to innovate even when there was no apparent 

demand for it (Miller, 2007; Sarasvathy, Dew, Velamuri, and Venkatarman, 2003).  

Leaders often saw innovation as way for the company growth and survival (Dubberly, 

2007).  Frank certainly viewed growth as critical part of his firm’s survival, he said, 

“there is quote that she [his co-lead] has heard from countless times, which is ‘If you are 

not growing, you’re dying.’.”  Therefore, the decision to innovate could be the leader 

decision to adopt a strategy in order for their team to be competitive.  

Quite often, adoption of practice is preceded by becoming aware of a new practice 

and being exposed to information related to the new practice (Greenhalgh, et. al., 2004).  

In the last few years, there has been emphasis on data visualization and reporting.  In 
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2010, a topical interest group dedicated to data visualization and reporting within AEA 

was established.  And, in 2013 the Fall and Winter issues of the New Directions in 

Evaluation (a prominent journal in the field of evaluation) were devoted to data 

visualization and reporting.  More recently, AEA has offered trainings and other 

resources to help evaluators adopt best practices in data visualization and reporting.  

Therefore, it was not surprising that some of the reasons to innovate resulted from 

evaluators becoming aware of new data visualization techniques.  Three interview 

participants decided to change how data was presented in their reports after they attended 

trainings and accesses to resources, related to data visualization and reporting.   

Most of the innovations were technical in nature.  Innovations can be broadly 

categorized into technical and administrative (Damanpour, 1998).  Technical innovations 

were related to changes in products, processes, and services that were directly related to 

the basic offerings of the organizations.  Fourteen respondents described incidents related 

to program evaluation.  These included innovations in reporting and data visualization, 

data collection, stakeholder engagement, evaluation design, and building evaluation 

capacity.  Administrative innovations were related to changes in administrative processes 

that were indirectly related to basic offerings of the organization and were directly related 

to the management of the organization.  Only one interview participant described a 

change in internal policy.  One plausible reason for why a majority participant chose to 

describe technical innovation could be due to the fact they saw themselves as technical 

leaders rather than managers.  Additionally, the interview focused on one incident rather 

multiple incidents. It is plausible that participants would have described administrative 

innovations if they were asked to describe multiple incidents.  
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The findings related to the leadership behaviors and styles are consistent with 

other recent studies (Hunter et. al., 2011; Hill et. al., 2014; Smith et. al., 2016; Guerro, 

Padwa, Fennwick, Harris, and Aarons, 2016).  The study findings show that evaluation 

team leaders exhibit behavior dichotomies or paradoxes to manage innovation.  

Paradoxical leadership behaviors are conflicting or contrdictory leadership behaviors 

(Smith and Tushman, 2005).  Smith et. al. (2016, p. 65) posit that “paradoxes invite 

consideration of alternatives that are interdependent as well as contradictory” and as such 

paradoxical behaviors allow leaders to focus on multiple conflicitng demands.  The 

following paragraphs discuss the leadership behaviors exhibited at the insight, 

prototyping and adoption phases.  While the behaviors are described and presented in 

linear fashion, it is likely the behaviors within each phases influenced behaviors in other 

phases.   

Paradoxical leadership behaviors were exhibited at the insight phase.  Team 

leaders used both transformational and transactional leadership behaviors to lead and 

manage the insight process.  The following paragraphs discuss six behaviors as they 

relates to the insight phase. 

Fostering divergent thinking. To generate ideas, six team leaders conducted 

brainstorming sessions to generate ideas.  Fostering divergent thinking is 

transformational leadership behavior (Antonakis, 2001).  Transformational leaders 

stimulated their followers’ intellectual curiosity through promoting divergent thinking 

(Antonakis, 2001; Avolio et. al, 1999).  Team leaders encouraged their team members to 

think of multiple ideas and to explore all possible options.  Three team leaders also had 

brainstorming sessions with clients and stakeholders.  
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Envisioning future states. Encouraging followers to envision future states is a 

transformational leadership behavior (Antonakis, 2000; Avolio et. al,1999).  Eric 

described how he asked his staff members to envision how a centralized data collection 

process would interact with other organizational processes.  The organization did not 

have a centralized data system so, by encouraging his team to envision a system that 

bridged various structures, Eric helped his team members to think of long term 

sustainable solutions   

Setting expectations and boundaries. Interestingly, team leaders who 

implemented activities that fostered divergent thinking among their members also set 

expectations around the activities.  ‘Setting expectation’ is a transactional leadership 

behavior (Bass, 1985).  Transactional leaders set expectations to help followers 

understand the boundaries of activities.  Diane and Eric reminded their teams of the 

constraints before and during brainstorming sessions.   

Drawing inspiration from previous experiences and other sources.  Not all ideas 

originated through discussions with team members. Some team leaders were seeking 

information and ways to improve current practices.  Creative team leaders drew from 

their previous experience (Halberstam, 1986) or integrated features from multiple sources 

(Mumford et. al., 2003).  One team leader drew upon her previous experience doing 

ethnographic research to redesign the evaluation approach.  Another team leader adapted 

the idea for an online dashboard from another agency.   

Awareness of best practices. As team leaders became aware of and exposed to 

resources related to best practices, they decided to adopt the innovation.  Greenhalgh et. 

al (2004) noted that awareness of innovation, access to information about the innovation, 
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and the adopter’s commitment to adopt the decision are all a part of the process of 

implementing change.  As noted earlier, few of the respondents described how they 

decided to change their reporting style after they became informed of current 

developments in data visualization and reporting.  

Attention to resources and processes. While the interview participants and their 

teams brainstormed ideas, the team leaders were also thinking about the resources and 

processes that needed to be in place for the ideas to get implemented.  Hunter et. al. 

(2011) described this as generation evaluation paradox.  This is a paradox wherein the 

team leaders must encourage team members to generate multiple ideas and at the same 

time evaluate the idea based on feasibility (funding, organizational factors, etc.). 

Paradoxical leadership behaviors were observed in the prototyping phase.  

Some of the participants reported that they did not have the time or resources to prototype 

their idea.  This finding was consistent with the literature that time and costs were the 

common reasons why organizations did not prototype (Dow and Klemmer, 2011; 

Erdogmus, 2006).  It should be noted that prototyping can be done rapidly and 

inexpensively (Brown, 2009).  

The following paragraphs discuss the findings of the study as it relates to the 

behaviors exhibited during the prototyping phase. 

Experimentation.  Managers can be instrumental in creating an organizational 

context conducive for experimentation (Vaccaro et. al., 2010).  This was certainly 

observed in Carol’s case.  Carol’s team made 10 to 15 revisions to the customized 

dashboard before the final product was launched to the school districts.  Carol described 

how experimentation was really a part of her team’s culture.  She said that we were 
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always “trying things in a few different ways and in the end…we get better at what we 

do.”  Some of the participants tested their idea with their team members or clients.  Carol, 

Daniel, and Tammy tested their idea both within their team and with the clients.   

Receptivity to feedback. Most interview participants made improvements to their 

innovations based on the feedback.  Participants were not only receptive to feedback but 

also supported a culture within their team.  Leaders often encouraged team members to 

reflect and make appropriate adjustments after their experimentation process (Hill et. al., 

2014).  Hill et. al., (2014) describes this as creative agility wherein team leaders make 

quick adjustments based on experimentation and reflection.  This was observed in teams 

that prototyped their ideas.  Diane’s team “did a retooling after the initial” world café and 

made a few adjustments in “rolling with the next few” world cafés.  

Not all team leaders received positive feedback from their experimentation.  

Mona continued to implement the idea, despite getting very negative client feedback after 

the first prototype.  Hunter et. al. (2001) described this phenomenon as ‘feedback rigidity 

paradox,' wherein team leaders were open to feedback but were not necessarily tied to it.   

Investing resources. Team leaders also reported prototyping was time and 

resource intensive.  They expressed that time and resource limitations placed constraints 

on how much they could experiment with ideas.  For example, Frank found it was “very 

stressful” to make the time to experiment different software and doing other evaluation 

tasks.  In the literature, this was identified as a ‘creativity cost paradox’ (Hunter et. al, 

2001).  The ‘creativity cost paradox’ is about how team leaders must encourage team 

members to pursue and test ideas while keeping organizational costs low.   
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Several, including some paradoxical, leadership behaviors were described in 

the adoption phase.  The data suggest the adoption of innovation is a complex process 

and leaders exhibit several behaviors during this process. This finding is consistent with 

other recent studies.  Guerro et. al. (2016) conducted a mixed method study to examine 

the leadership behaviors exhibited by leaders implementing best practices related 

substance use disorders. Leaders reported using transformational and transactional 

leadership behaviors to guide the implementation process and address ongoing barriers 

(Guerro, et.al., 2016).  The following paragraphs discuss the study findings as it relates to 

the adoption phase. 

Ongoing communication. Because the implementation of the idea required 

involvement from five different partner organizations, Oliver had ongoing 

communication with not only his team members but also with program partners.  

Constant communication was considered to be a critical strategy employed by champion 

innovators (Van de Ven, Polley, Graud and Venkataraman, 1999). Van de Ven et. al. 

(1999) argued that innovators had to encourage cross-functional communication among 

different teams.  Communication also allowed for a common emergent story which was 

critical for routinization of innovation (Gabriel, 2000; Bate, 2004).  

Refinement and Reflection. While exploratory behaviors, like learning, were 

usually observed when generating ideas (Kraft and Bausch, 2016), the study findings 

suggest that team leaders support continuous refinement and reflection to facilitate the 

adoption of innovations.  Team leaders described refining their products continually.  

Wisdom et. al. (2014) and Cheung et. al. (2001) found that feedback was critical for full 

implementation.  Interviewed team leaders had processes in place for continuous 
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reflection and improvement.  Weberg (2017) argued that reflection allowed followers to 

process the information they gained and integrate this information into the way they 

implemented new practices or process.   

Setting boundaries.  Eric said that while refining the centralized data system, he 

set boundaries to ensure data quality was maintained.  This behavior is consistent with 

the feedback rigidity paradox described by Hunter et. al. (2011).  It is interesting to note 

that the feedback rigidity paradox was observed in both prototyping and adoption phases.  

Eric used stakeholder feedback to design the type of reports that the centralized data 

system would be able to create but at the same used his technical experience to decide 

“how much weight should be placed on certain findings given the limitations of the data.” 

Persuading stakeholders. At the same time, leaders were convincing stakeholders 

to fund or buy into their innovation.  This paradoxical leadership behavior was described 

as ‘champion evaluator’ paradox (Hunter et. al., 2011).  Innovation required leaders to be 

critical of ideas (Mumford et. al., 2003), and at the same time leaders had to sell their 

ideas to stakeholders (Mumford & Hunter, 2005).  Additionally, team leaders who were 

able to clearly communicate expected benefits were able to champion their ideas better 

(Mullins, Kozlowski, Schmitt, and Howell, 2008).  This pattern was observed in Mona’s 

case.  While Mona’s initial experimentation with her idea failed, she had discussions with 

her client to show her idea was the best approach to evaluate their program.   

Managing risk and uncertainty. Interview participants described using 

transformational behaviors like managing risk and uncertainty (Shadraconis, 2013) as a 

part of innovation implementation.  Three participants explained that managing risk and 

uncertainty was integral to adopting an innovation.  This observation was similar to other 
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research studies.  In systematic review of twenty- two articles, Boonstra and Broekhuis 

(2010) found that risk aversion was one of the major barriers to the slow adoption of 

electronic medical health records by health professionals.  Smith et. al. (2016) theorized 

that innovative leaders tolerate uncertainity and embrace change.  Diane acknowledged to 

her team that they were taking a risk by implementing something new (world café’s at 

engage stakeholders) but she also told them that the change was necessary because of the 

challenges they were facing.  

 Providing opportunities for skill development.  Fixen et. al. (2005) recommended 

providing training and coaching to organizational staff on skills and competencies to 

enhance the implementation process.  Cantrell and Hughes (2008) found that teachers 

who participated in coaching and collaboration activities reported higher self-efficacy in 

implementation of new literacy content.  Team leaders described sending their team 

members to workshops to accquire new skills and strategies.  Team leaders felt that 

having a well trained staff was necessary for the long term adoption of the practice. 

 Working extra hours.  Team leaders described working extra hours in the early 

phase of adoption.  Olivia expressed that the implementation was a ‘big strain’ on staff 

time.  Hill et. al. (2014) noted that while the commmon percepton of innovation was a 

fun process, the reality  was that innovation was a taxing process.  In a study of business 

leaders and entrepreneurs, Quin (1985)  noted “They pour nights, weekends, and ‘sweat 

capital’ into their endeavors.”  

 Establishing and adherence to routine.  Rosing et al. (2011) posited that closing 

leadership behaviors like establishing a routine, adherence to protocol and paying 

attention to uniform task implementation were critical for successful routinization of an 
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innovation. Team leaders established routines to assist in the implementation of new 

processes and practices 

 Task accomplishment and reorganization.  Team leaders reorganized tasks and 

workflow to facilitate implementation and accomplishment of tasks.  This included tasks 

that were and were not related to the innovation.  Interview participants used 

management software, like Basecamp, to monitor progress and task accomplishment.  

Team leaders felt these structures were necessary not only for implementation but also to 

provide a system to identify potential solutions.  Daniel said, “through structure comes 

the ability to be flexible and pliable.”  This finding was consistent with other findings in 

the research.  One of the paradoxical behaviors observed by Hill et. al. (2014) was that 

innovative team leaders promoted structure and improvisation.   

 Emebedding the inovation within the client’s program plan.  The Dubberly 

model (2007) posited that a successful innovation created a new ‘fit’ or a new way people 

thought and responded to the enviroment.  Carol’s team successfully implemented online 

dashboard systems which provided trainers and coaches access to data anytime they 

wanted.  This allowed program staff to embed data use and reflection activities within 

training and coaching activities.   

 Deviation from protocol.  Passive management by exception referred to instances 

when the leader intervened after mistakes had occurred (Avolio et. al., 1999).  There was 

only one innovation that was implemented because a client misused the reporting 

protocol.  Rhonda had to implement an internal policy about reporting after a client 

changed the report without her permission.   
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Most of the study participants described  both task and people oriented 

leadership styles. While team leaders primarily described themselves as relations or 

people oriented leader (participatory decision making, concern for employees etc.), they 

also had structures in place to esnure goal accomplishment and were focused on ensuring 

that their vision was followed.  Smith and Tushman (2005) argue that innovative leaders 

have ‘paradoxical cognition’ which allows them to maintain organiational perfomance 

while exploring new opporutnities.  The leadership styles described by the interview 

participants were categorized into four categories. The following paragraphs discuss 

these leadership categories. 

Relationship focused.  Nancy and Pearl described their leadership style as 

relationship focused.  Nancy explained how her positive relationship with staff was based 

on ‘trust and openness.'  A relationship focused leadership was based on trust, respect, 

and mutual obligation (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995).  Additionally, Bass (1990) posited 

that trust was a core component of transformational leadership and was needed to build a 

relationship. Relationship-focused relationship allowed the leader to pay attention to the 

individual needs of the follower and provide directions based on an individual’s strengths 

(Graen and Uhl-Bine, 1995).  Pearl emphasized how by encouraging employees to bring 

their “whole person” instead of bringing  “the evaluator self into the meeting,” her team 

was able to immerse into projects.   

While Pearl was relationship focused and wanted her employees to be creative, 

she also wanted to make sure that the staff ‘can see her vision.'  When activities were not 

aligned with her vision, Pearl said: “No, we’re not going to that.”  A shared vision is one 

of the four main features of transformational leadership behavior. Transformational 
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leaders communicated a clear and consistent vision (Avolio and Bass, 2002).  Research 

suggests a clear shared vision promotes innovation. In a study of product teams, Pearce 

and Ensley (2004) found that shared vision and innovation effectiveness were positively 

associated.   

Collaborrative.  Most of the interview participants described their leadership as 

‘collaborative’ and emphasized how much they valued teamwork.  Collaborative leaders 

actively engage people in the decision-making at all levels (Glew, O’Leary-Kelley, 

Friggin, & Van Fleet, 1995).  Mona believed involving her team in the decision-making 

process because she believed ‘our projects all benefit when we can really hear folks bring 

their experience to bear, their expertise to bear on these projects.’  Olivia echoed a similar 

statement how she involved her team in the decision-making process.   

Collaborative leaders were also compassionate (Raelin, 2006).  For example, 

Olivia described how she supported her team member decision to go back to school. She 

said,  

We have one of our team embers who was doing data-entry, she was 

working about half time. She decided to go back to school and so is on 

leave at the moment.  We just gave her a leave of absence rather than 

resign because you know we care about her.  The rest of us are working 

little harder in these three months, and she can determine if she wants to 

come back or not.   

It is important to note that while respondents actively sought team participation, 

they also ensured that the vision of their team was followed.  At times when she felt that 

direction of activities was not in line with the company’s vision, Mona stepped in and 
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said “Nope, that’s not the vision of the company. This how we do this.”  Ibarra and 

Hansen (2011) described this phenomenon as “loosening control without losing control’; 

where collaborative managers use the professional expertise to step in and make the final 

call. 

Empowering.  Diane and Oliver wanted to empower their team members to make 

decisions regarding the projects.  Empowerment provided employees a sense of control 

(Mumford, 2002) and thereby was found to be an important determinant to organizational 

creativity (Amabile, 1996).  Diane felt it was important to let her staff know that ‘their 

ideas were driving the work.’ 

Interestingly, both Diane and Oliver wanted to makes sure that tasks were 

completed and projects were moving forward.  Diane talked at length about the processes 

her firm used to not only ensure that tasks were completed but at appropriate times during 

the project there were opportunities for brainstorming, group discussion, and reflection.  

Smith et. al. (2016) theorized that innovative leaders often embraced multiple strategies 

and identities to deal with short term realities and to identify future possiblities.   

Mangement by exception.  Daniel, Victoria, and Maria did not like to 

‘micromanage.’  They trusted their team members to do their jobs and expected them to 

complete their jobs on time.  Victoria told her staff “You are qualified.  If you have 

questions I’m here.  My door is open, but otherwise this is the deadline and I want it 

done.”  They intervened only when the team member needed help or if team member’s 

task didn’t complete the task properly.  

According to Burns (1978), this leadership behavior is critical feature of 

transactional leadership.  Vaccaro et. al. (2012) argued that active management which 
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involves the leader actively monitors tasks and provides feedback when there is deviation 

from work can promote innovation.  In contrast, passive management by exception which 

involves the leader intervening only when the staff made a mistake was not conducive for 

innovation.  Daniel, Victoria, and Maria innovated for various reasons.  Victoria 

introduced the change because the client requested ‘something different’ for the report.  

Daniel decided to adopt new visualization practices after became he attended workshops 

at AEA.  Maria decided a new evaluation design because she saw an opportunity to 

implement a design that captiatalized her and her team’s expereince of evaluating such 

programs.  Therefore the study findings do not completely align with the exisitng 

theories.  It should be noted that the study focused on one innovation incident rather than 

examining the overall team enviroment’s to support innovation. It is plausible that these 

team leaders do not actively promote a culture of innovation.  

Implications for practice and policy 

 There is very little literature on the management of evaluation teams (Baizerman 

and Compton, 2009).  The findings of this study contribute to the literature on evaluation 

teams as well as provide practical strategies on how evaluation team leaders manage 

innovation.  This study’s findings could help in the development of resources and training 

materials related to supporting evaluation team leaders.  Study findings are also 

applicable to professionals who are leading teams in the implementation of new practices 

and strategies.  The leadership capacity of professionals and experts leading teams is 

quite varied (Broome, Knight, Edwards, and Flynn, 2009).  This study’s findings can be 

used in development of resources to help build the leadership capacity of professionals in 

other sectors.   
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Similar to the findings from management literature, the study findings show that 

the innovations are resources intensive both in terms of time and money.  Policy makers 

should consider the time and resources when they formulate policies that require schools 

to implement new practices.  Furthermore, the study findings are also applicable to 

implementing research agenda and policies in higher education institutions.  Universities 

and other institutions of higher education are in the knowledge generating business 

(Goddard, 1998).  Innovation is a critical part of knowledge generation (Rowley, 2000).  

As such, the study findings can be used to improve current policies related to promoting 

and supporting innovation.  For example, universities can ensure that researchers have the 

necessary tools for quick and rapid prototyping as well as managing multiple projects.   

Future directions for research 

 The purpose of the study was to explore the types of leadership behaviors 

exhibited during the various phases of innovation.  Based on the findings of the study, the 

following are three recommendations for future research related to the topic.  

 This study used theoretical leadership frameworks to explore and understand the 

leadership behaviors shown during the innovation process.  It is critical to examine the 

issue to explore the issue using other perspectives, like gender.  In a meta-analysis of 45 

studies, Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidet and Van Engen (2003) found that women leaders 

emphasized both interpersonal relations and task accomplishment more than men.  Eagly 

et. al. (20003) argued that female leaders were more transformational leaders and used 

certain components of transactional leaders more than male leaders.  The female 

interview participants described both transformational and transactional leadership 
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behaviors.  Further research should be conducted using feminist theories of leadership, to 

understand the influence of gender leadership behaviors during the innovation process.  

This study adds to the current literature on leadership and implementation of 

innovative practices.  This study’s findings show that evaluation team leaders exhibited 

contradictory behaviors when adopting a novel practice or process.  It would be 

interesting to explore if these contradictory leadership behaviors extend to other service 

sectors like education, healthcare, etc.   

 By using CIT to examine leadership behavior, the researcher was able to study the 

behaviors exhibited to various stages of an incident and gain a deeper understanding of 

the context within which these behaviors occurred.  Study findings showed that 

paradoxical behaviors were exhibited at every phase of the innovation.  Future research is 

needed to delve deeper and identify how these paradoxical behaviors are manifested in 

real time during these critical incidents.  Time use and allocation studies have been 

conducted in school leadership studies to understand how principals manage various 

leadership duties (Grissom, Loeb, and Master, 2013; Su, 2013).  Similarly, time in 

motion technique (a technique which has generally been used in industrial engineering), 

has now been applied to study healthcare practitioners’ behavior in implementing best 

practices (Cowell, Dowd, Landwehr, and Bray, 2013).  By observing the manifestation of 

leadership behaviors and factoring in time, will not only provide further insight on the 

extent to which behaviors are switched but also provide insight on dominant behaviors 

exhibited within each phase of the innovation process. 
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Summary 

This fifth chapter restated the research problem, provided an overview of the 

research method, summarized the research findings, discussed the study conclusions, 

identified policy and practical implications, and presented future directions for research. 

Following these five chapters are the references and appendices that were mentioned 

throughout the chapters.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Recruiting Script 

Hello, my name is Chithra Adams.  I am a doctoral student at Educational Leadership 
department, University of Kentucky. I am conducting research on innovation within 
evaluation teams in the United States. Specifically, my study will explore team leadership 
perspectives and behaviors.   
 
I would like to interview evaluator team leaders who  
1. Currently have the official responsibility to oversee and manage the work of at 
least two or more evaluators.   
2. Have led an evaluation team for at least for one or more years 
3. Currently reside in the United States 
 
If you meet the above criteria and are interested in participating in the study, please 
contact me at Chithra.adams@uky.edu (Ph: 859-218-0245) 
 
The interview will last about 30-40 minutes. Participation is purely voluntary. There are 
no known risks from participating in the study. You will be provided $30 online gift card 
to an online retailer for participating in the study. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
Chithra Adams 
 
Chithra Adams 
Doctoral Student 
College of Education, University of Kentucky 
Chithra.adams@uky.edu 
Ph: 859.218.0245 
 
John Nash, PhD 
Associate Professor, 
Education Leadership Studies, College of Education, University of Kentucky 
John.Nash@uky.edu 
Ph: 859.257.7845   
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Appendix B 

 CIT Interview Protocol 

 Hello! My name is Chithra Adams.  I am currently a doctoral candidate at the 

Department of Educational Leadership, College of Education.  This interview is a part of 

my doctoral degree Thank you for agreeing to participate in the interview.  Before we 

start the interview, I would like to inform you that this interview will be digitally 

recorded for accuracy purposes. After transcription, the digital recording will be deleted. 

Information collected from the interview will be anonymous and confidential. No 

identifying information will be present when reporting.  

The first set of questions are related to your experience as an evaluator and as a leader for 

an evaluation team. 

Background Information 

1. Could you please describe your evaluation experience? 

2. Could you please describe your experience in leading evaluation teams? (Probes: 

How long have you been doing it? What are the types of programs that you 

evaluate?) 

The next set of questions are going to focus on innovation. Innovation is process of 

coming up with an idea and implementing it successfully. The idea does not have to be 

totally novel. It has to be new to you and your team. The idea could have come from you 

or one of your team members. I would like you to recollect specific experience, within 

the last 24 months when you and your team had to brainstorm through ideas and 

successfully implement something new to your team.  You do not have to name names; I 
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am only interested in what happened. I want to hear about specific experience—the 

problem you were trying to solve, how did the idea form, how did you implement the 

idea, what happened as a result of the implementation.  

3. Can you describe an incident within the last 24 months, when your team had to 

innovate? 

Prompts based on interviewee’s response 

4. Why did you and your team have to look for a new approach? (Probes: What was 

the problem you were trying to solve? What were the previous approaches? Why 

did the previous approaches not work?) 

5. How did you and your team come up with the idea? (Probe: what did you do to 

help them look at various options?) 

6. Was the idea tested? (Probe: What was your role?) 

7. What happened when the idea was tested? (Probes: What was your role? How did 

you prepare for the team if the idea failed?) 

8. How did you get others to try the idea out? (Probes: How did you deal with 

people who resisted change?) 

9. How did you support others to make this idea as a routine habit? 

10. While you were trying to problem solve and come up with a solution, you and 

your team still had to perform routine evaluation activities. How did you support 

them in accomplishing their tasks and at the same time allowing them to 

creatively problem solve? 
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Reflection question 

11. Looking back, how do you feel about this experience? What would you have done 

differently? 

12.  How would you describe your leadership style? 

13. Please let me know if there are other evaluators who meet the study requirements 

and might be interested in participating in the study. 
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Appendix C 

Exemption Certification 
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