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Complex and interdependent societal problems, especially wicked ones (Kettl 2006; Roberts 2000), 

require the delivery of integrated public solutions (Bryson et al. 2006; O'Toole and Meier 2004). In 

turn, these solutions are typically based on collaborative arrangements (for a review see Emerson et 

al. 2012), either across sectors (Ansell and Gash 2008; Bryson et al. 2006; Herranz 2008; Romzeck 

et al. 2014) or among public agencies (Agranoff and McGuire 2003, 2004; Bardach 1998; Meier and 

O’Toole 2001; Thomas 2003). Against this background, it is unsurprising that shared forms of 

leadership have emerged in practice and have gained increasing currency in theory, prompting 

scholars to engage in a fairly nuanced conceptualization of leadership in the plural (Crosby and 

Bryson 2010; Denis et al. 2012; Ospina and Foldy 2015; Ospina and Uhl-Bien. 2012; Yammarino et 

al. 2012). At the cost of oversimplification, we will refer to these approaches as shared leadership. 

Despite the differences, including in terminology, their common denominator lies in the recognition 

that leadership enactment and effectiveness is produced through collaborative efforts sustained by a 

network of individuals.    

Looking at “collaborative and collective responsibilities, competencies and decision-making 

distributed among several individuals” (Crevani et al. 2010, 77) is not an easy task. Challenges arise 

because it’s not always clear what to look for. A mix between the relatively early phase of this 

scholarly community interpretivist and its epistemological posture seem to have prevented a strong 

interpretive closure on the notion of shared leadership. Challenges arise also because it’s not always 

clear where to look for, due to the intrinsically diffused nature of shared leadership. Also, challenges 

we may believe are specific of research projects conducted on shared leadership are in fact common 

to any investigation on leadership, especially when qualitative. 

In this short paper, we account exactly for some of the main methodological challenges we 

faced during a research journey into shared leadership originated in a project on interagency 

collaboration. We first set the scene by briefly presenting the project and giving some coordinates on 

the empirical setting. Next, we present the main methodological challenges we have faced, grouped 

in two categories. We try to position each of them in the broader debate, we then share our reflections 
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as well as the way in which we addressed those challenges or fail to do so, exemplifying it as much 

as possible with actual research materials. A couple of caveats. First, this is a work in progress and 

has to be taken as an opportunity to articulate the obstacles and doubts we found on our way – and in 

so doing to develop awareness – at least our own. Second, under the rubric of methodological 

challenges we know we are also including the underlying ontological uncertainties.   

The research we use to illustrate our journey is a project where we have investigated inter-

organizational collaboration. Shared leadership emerged as a theme and then as a perspective, while 

we were collecting and conversing with our data in the attempt to address the broad question of ‘what 

does it take for international organizations to work together?’  

The empirical setting is United Nations (UN). The UN represents one of the largest and most 

pervasive forms of modern bureaucracy, one that has been entrusted with the explicit mandate of 

dealing with wicked problems characterized by global interdependencies. Since its inception almost 

70 years ago, this bureaucracy has co-evolved with our societal needs. What in lay terms is perceived 

as one institution headed by the Secretary General is in fact a ramified system of programs, funds, 

and specialized agencies, along with a myriad of initiatives and partnerships displaying extraordinary 

variety in their governance arrangements and degree of autonomy. As a UN independent evaluation 

reports, “the UN was assembled through a historic process of creating separate but overlapping 

mandates or fragments, which have not yet been brought together in a coherent manner” (UN 

Independent Report 2012, 6). Therefore, the “collaboration imperative” has been cyclically addressed 

by the UN system, and since the early 2000s, it has scored very high in the UN reform agenda.  More 

specifically, we have analyzed what thus far been considered the most tangible and visible UN 

attempt to achieve interagency collaboration in operational activities for development. Development 

is a core area of the UN overall mandate, one that absorbs roughly 62% of the financing of the whole 

system, engages over 30 UN agencies, and benefits 188 recipient countries.1 In eight pilot countries—

                                                           
1 UN Secretary General Report 2016 (Source: Implementation of General Assembly Resolution 67/226 on the quadrennial 
comprehensive policy review of operational activities for development of the United Nations system: 2016). 
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Albania, Cape Verde, Mozambique, Pakistan, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uruguay, and Vietnam—national 

governments and the resident UN agencies have volunteered to become Delivering as One (DaO) 

pilots and operate as an interagency collaborative network.  

The overall study encompasses the entire sample of eight collaborative networks established in all 

DaO pilot countries. The corpus of data we collected is based on 89 elite interviews, extensive 

archival analysis of over 500 documents, and a limited non-participant observation of collaborative 

dynamics. For the current paper, we focus on the collaborative network established in one of the eight 

countries, namely Albania. For the UN collaboration network in Albania, we complemented 

interviews and documents with non-participant observation, albeit limited in time. Albania therefore 

seemed the best candidate to illustrate the methodological challenges of research on shared 

leadership. Below we show the data we extracted from the whole corpus for this specific paper and 

the relative sources. 

Table 1: Data Sources 

Major data 
source Detail 

Transcripts of 
interviews 
(tot 31) 

In-depth semi-structured interviews with: 
- UN representatives of specialized agency, funds, and programs as 

well as system coordination, including resident coordinators in 
Albania (tot 12) 

- UN staff in headquarters and UN experts of system-wide 
coherence (tot 19) 

Archival Data 
(103 retrieved 
and read in full, 
28 coded) 
 

- Policy documents: Proceedings of the General Assembly, 
legislative sources. 

- Reports from Albania: UN annual reports, newsletters and policy 
briefs from donor countries and from the DaO pilot countries; 
reports from the Independent Commission for the Assessment of 
DaO; internal documents of DaO, both at the country level and at 
the Secretariat level 

Notes from  
non-participant 
observation 

Field visit to Tirana (Albania), to observe a retreat of the UN country 
team with prominent members of the Albanian government and 
associated activities of joint planning.  

 



Co-Lead 2016 Workshop    
 

5 
 

The broad research interest that led data analysis was the interplay between structured and 

spontaneous practices of shared leadership. This research interest entails embracing an analytical 

perspective consistent with leadership-as-practice (LAP) (for a review see Raelin 2016, Crevani and 

Endrissat 2016). Data analysis followed an inductive top-down theorizing (Shepherd and Sutcliffe 

2011). In doing so, our analytical perspective allowed the tenets of shared leadership theory to be 

integrated into the process of thematic analysis while allowing for a series of grounded codes to 

emerge directly from the data (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006). We performed a thematic content 

analysis considering both the local national network and the supranational level. Coding at the level 

of the first-order analysis was performed independently by two researchers with the support of Atlas.ti 

software. Emerging themes and constructs were discussed together and formed the basis of the 

inductive top-down theorizing process.  

During the whole research process, from data collection to analysis, we faced several 

methodological challenges, including but not limited to the lack of access to specific categories of 

interviewees and the unfeasibility of more extensive direct observation.  In this paper, we are going 

to focus on two specific challenges we encountered – what we label in a stylized way ‘alignment’ and 

‘triangulation’. Their selection was based on the level of effort and thoughtful consideration it 

required to tackle them. Also, while these challenges may be common to the (qualitative) study of 

any phenomenon and the selection of any analytical lens, we thought they display some 

distinctiveness associated with the study of shared leadership.  

 

METODOLOGICAL CHALLENGE #1: ALIGNMENT 
 
Methodological specifications are inextricably linked to the definition of the unit of analysis and to 

the choice of the analytical perspective, or to the alignment between ontology, epistemology and 

methodology (Crevani et al. 2010). The burgeoning literature on shared leadership unanimously 

discards an ‘entitative ontology’ (Raelin 2016) based on the notion that are the attributes held by 

individual leaders or their intentional interventions that influence other people to follow a course of 
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action, as vividly captured by the term ‘post-heroic leadership’ (Crevani et al. 2007). Furthermore, 

adopting a LAP perspective suggests to take an ideographic stance and focus on practices as they 

unfold (Crevani and Endrissat 2016, Raelin 2016). We posit that these premises on shared leadership 

are deceptively simple, and, and in what follows we account for the four main stumbling blocks we 

encountered while seeking ‘ontological clarity’ (Kempster et al. 2016). 

First, we found problematic to disentangle shared leadership from inter-organizational 

collaboration. In many ways, these two terms may be either considered one single phenomenon 

articulated through two different constructs depending on the scholarly perspective, or two co-

occurring or overlapping phenomena. In the latter case, it may be also puzzling to nail down the 

causal relationship between the two – is one the result of the other and if so how? We positioned our 

work in the strand specifically concerned on “analysing patterns and roles of distributed leadership 

in and across organizations” (Denis et al. 2012, 249), that requires assuming a perspective on 

leadership as enacted through practices and distributed across people and levels (Spillane 2006). This 

perspective does not necessarily contradict but it certainly refines the idea of shared leadership as the 

set of mechanisms that make things happen in collaboration (Huxham and Vangen 2000). It is the 

spin of interagency collaboration – or its “direction, co-direction and action-space” (Crevani and 

Endrissat 2016) but at the same time it is immanent in such collaboration – which becomes the setting 

in which shared leadership can be investigated. Our questions to the interviewees did never point 

directly at ‘leadership’ but we tried to elicit the ‘direction’ by asking questions on the collaboration.  

A second ontological clearance pertained more specifically the nature of shared leadership 

practices. Were we to look only for spontaneous ones? Somehow implicit in the literature on shared 

leadership is, indeed, its characterization as an emergent phenomenon (Crevani et al. 2007), unfolding 

over time and yielding trust among participants after novelty in social interactions has been 

encouraged or sense-making and sense-giving to alternative hierarchical arrangements have naturally 

emerged (Lichtenstein and Plowman 2009). Strictly following this thread, however, would have fell 

short of capturing the more structured component of shared leadership (e.g. leadership that is 
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distributed with some form of authority), which seemed quite as promising to explore. In our context 

and, we posit, in a raising number of empirical settings, emergent and structured forms of shared 

leadership do coexist (Collinson and Collinson 2009; Gronn 2009). In such hybrid settings, as 

effectively argued by Davis et al. (2012), the degree of formalization of shared leadership is to be 

imagined to vary along a continuum. Egalitarian and unrestricted occurrences lie on one extreme and 

planned manifestations of shared leadership, which may well result from hierarchical mandate or 

social imperatives lie on the other. Acknowledging that practices of shared leadership may also have 

certain degree of formalization does not require embracing a conceptualization  of shared leadership 

that depends exclusively by the intentions of individuals. “Cognitive capacities of shared leadership 

are located not simply in individual brains” (Denis et al. 2012, 242) but also in interactions among 

people, routines and tools (Crevani et al. 2010; Denis et al. 2012; Gronn 2000; Spillane et al. 2004).  

These two ontological clearances brought parallel methodological implications. First, we 

looked for shared leadership in and not as collaboration. We also looked at ‘direction, co-direction 

and action spacing’ performed through formal practices as well enacted in practices that were 

emerging spontaneously. Since we were especially interested in the interplay between structured and 

emergent leadership (see the calls of Denis et al. 2012 and Gronn 2000), we explored the interaction 

between procedures /artefacts and how they were ‘appropriated’ by participants. After identifying in 

the first phase of our research the structured practices of collaboration through interviews and 

documentary analysis, in the second phase we also elicited with the interviews how each of these 

practices had been employed, its repercussions and whether new ones had emerged. Table 2 displays 

an excerpt from the analysis. It shows different sources of data collected in Phases 1 and 2 of the 

research process and it highlights through exemplary evidence the interaction between structured 

procedures and their appropriation.  
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Table 2: Structured and emergent leadership – Interaction between formal procedures and 
their appropriation 

Data collection 
phase and nature of 
source 

Use in the analysis and exemplary evidence 

Phase 1 of data 
collection 

Identification of formal procedures and artefacts 

Interview Delivering as One is an initiative that describes the way the UN system, 
the funds and programs and agencies that make up the UN development 
system can work together in an integrated fashion, a complementary 
way in order to jointly deliver better development assistance. (…) And 
this extends across a range of dimensions which have traditionally been 
called the pillars of Delivering as One, ranging from, integrated work 
for programing, integrated work on businesses practices, (…), and so on 
and so forth. (Director, UNDOCO ) 

Archival  We recommend the establishment of One United Nations at the country 
level, with one leader, one programme, one budget and, where 
appropriate, one office (UN Sec Gen A 61-583, 2006) 

Phase 2 of data 
collection 

Identification of how formal procedures were appropriated 

Interview In the first cycle of DAO, the standard pillars of reform process were 
established… sometimes also giving the impression that they were a bit 
inexact. (…). So the second cycle of DAO in a way has been more 
pragmatic in the sense that you do not take these pillars at regional… 
(…) now everything is integrated. Particularly the One Program has 
made a huge leap forward with the action plans, this is the overarching 
country program for 20 UN agencies (RC Office) 

Archival In addition to the original four Ones, other strategies gained prominence 
during implementation, notably the concept of One Voice (archival, UN 
evaluation report, 2012: 10) 

 
 
Third, we embraced a process ontology to study leadership. As put by Crevani et al., the ‘study of 

leadership interactions and practices is based on constructionist ontological and epistemological 

assumptions whereby leadership, leaders and processes are seen as constructed in social interactions’ 

(2010, 79). The authors also warn us about a substantial challenge that comes with this perspective, 

namely how to reconcile the process ontology of becoming where leadership is conceptualised as a 

continuous social flow and at the same time demarcate leadership by looking at practices and 

interactions that enable scholars to study something discernible. At the analytical level, this means 

that theorization shouldn’t suggest an end of leadership practices once solutions have been found or 

outcomes have been produced, but rather suggest circularity. At the methodological level, we have 
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employed direct observation to capture some of the ‘everyday’ practices of leadership, relying instead 

on interviews and documentary analysis to extend the temporal horizon of our understanding. In other 

words, we have recognised that there are multiple temporalities at play.  

Fourth, while qualitative research on leadership (Bryman 2004), including leadership as practice, 

grants a prominent role to the local context, it also acknowledges that practices, norms and meanings 

are drew from repertoires that get developed at a broader level, be it a larger professional community 

or the ‘societal’ level. Scholars have acknowledged that shared leadership can be hardly separated by 

its social system dynamics (Gronn 2002; Yammarino et al. 2012). The main challenge here is how to 

cater both to the immediate context of shared leadership practices and to the broader milieu from 

which many norms and practices are drew. In the words of Crevani et al. “The mundane everyday 

processes in which members of organizations construct notions of direction, co-orientation and 

action-space are in one sense local, (e.g. situated in a specific social setting, time and place) but also 

instances of reproduction of organizational and societal norms” (2010 p.84). We addressed this 

challenge methodologically by adopting a multi-level strategy of data collection and analysis. In the 

specific empirical setting of our project, this meant including the two levels of analysis in addition to 

the local collaboration of UN agencies where we observed the practices of shared leadership. First, 

we included the level of the ‘host government’ (i.e., the institutional and political interlocutors of the 

developing country where UN agencies operate). This level enabled us to capture through interviews, 

documents and observation, the participation to and co-construction of shared leadership by national 

political actors. Second, we included the transnational level, populated by the UN General Assembly 

and the UN Development Group. Including this broader level allowed us to grasp –through interviews 

and documents, the dynamics through which a broader discourse and institutional mechanisms 

devised to promote collaboration and coherence among UN agencies, shaped the emergence and 

persistence of shared leadership in the local field. Figure n.1, in the Appendix, shows this multi-level 

research strategy.  
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METODOLOGICAL CHALLENGE #2: TRIANGULATION 
 
‘Triangulation’ may be considered an epistemological posture that, depending on the research 

question, may employ different sources, different methods, different voices and different theoretical 

frameworks to unveil aspects of empirical reality that otherwise would be muted. Triangulation is the 

common denominator between the last two challenges we found and how we addressed them. 

First, we triangulated sources, i.e., we combined interview, observation, and documentary 

analysis including visuals as it is expected in much fieldwork. The primary goal of triangulation 

among sources was not a positivist type of cross-data validity checks. Different kinds of data may 

yield somewhat different results “because different types of inquiry are sensitive to different real 

world nuances” (Patton 1999, 1193). We tried to identify both confirmations and inconsistencies in 

findings across different kinds of data and take them as an opportunity to develop a deeper insight 

into shared leadership. Table 3 displays two incidents that show how triangulation of sources allowed 

us to produce a more accurate interpretation of the dynamics of shared leadership. The first incident 

is the establishment of a common visual identity as a practice of shared leadership. Here, the analysis 

of documents allowed to reinforce the interpretation emerging from the analysis of the interview data 

(the UN Resident Coordinator). The second incident is the management of inter-personal conflicts in 

collaboration. Here, the non-participant observation of the actual behaviour adopted by a staff 

member of one UN specialised agency who had previously displayed in the interview setting an 

oppositional and critical stance towards the structured practices of shared leadership, allowed to 

detect how conflict is frequently latent and personally managed through strategies of decoupling. 
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Table 3: Triangulation among sources 

Source of 
evidence 

Exemplary evidence Interpretation 

Incident 1: establishing a common visual identity  
Archival  

 
 

UN agencies should continue to use the One UN branded logo. 
[Exceptions:] 
• In relation to agency specific information material and 
communication, all agencies are - in addition to their agency 
specific logo - encouraged to also include the Delivering as One 
logo (whenever possible) to indicate the membership of the One 
UN family in Albania. 
• In case when there is only one agency involved in a certain 
event, the One UN logo+ agency specific logo can be used. ( 
One UN Albania Communication Strategy 2012-2016) 

Reinforcement 

Interview Just because the rules supposedly said if you are one UN, you 
have to have one logo, well, it doesn’t work. If you’re 
confronting resistance because of that one stupid logo, then you 
have to change. Because the ultimate objective is not to have 
one logo, the ultimate objective is to have impact, the desired 
impact. And if people feel happy if they are visible, and then 
they deliver with you for that, then of course you should let 
them be visible. (RC Albania) 

Incident 2: Dissent and decoupling 
Interview 
text (Code: 
shared 
leadership as 
strengthening 
individual 
agencies) 

The idea that, that the UN system consists of expertise in many 
areas. And we cannot just, let’s say, lump it together or decide 
together or any issue. Because there are countries where there 
only might be three agencies present and then others might be 
nine. And I think that if we say that we want to make the UN 
stronger, then I think we must each… we must make each 
participating to make our agency stronger. That if you want to 
help… or you want people to say that the UN is important and 
strong, you have to make the WHO strong. Because then the 
UN can speak competently on health. Or you have to, let’s say, 
make UNICEF strong in order for the UN to speak competently 
on children’s issues… or on all the other things. So that means 
it’s more important actually to highlight the mandate and to 
leave individual autonomy to every UN area, rather than trying 
to sell ourselves and decide together as One UN. (Unicef 
Representative, Albania) 

Enrichment 

Vignette 
(Excerpt 
from field-
notes)  

At the retreat, after the Albanian Government Spokesperson and 
the vice-minister had introduced the strategic plan for the next 3 
years, representatives of the UN agencies (total 26 staff) 
working in the country (the members of the UN Country team) 
divided up in 4 groups of 6-7 members to kick-off the joint 
planning that would last approximately one month. Each agency 
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had read already the Strategic plan of the Albanian government. 
Representatives of the UN agencies began to finalise the joint 
planning. The activities in the group I am observing revolve 
around prioritizing health interventions. Each representative has 
a lap-top and printouts with proposals of health interventions 
that range from strengthening vaccination and perinatal health 
to raising awareness about HIV-Aids, improving access to HIV 
treatments and measuring/fighting antiretroviral drug resistance. 
First an Albanian member of the country team working for 
WHO stands and wraps-up the procedure to decide jointly, e.g. 
by focusing on areas where synergies among UN agencies can 
be found. Next, options on how to cluster first and rank second 
the priorities of each agency are discussed. The discussion is 
conducted constructively. Representatives seems committed and 
refer to each other kindly. There does not seem to be sign of 
dissent. Only one out of the 6 members seems to be less 
constructive and enthusiastic than the others. The others do not 
seem surprised and continue in the exercise of joint planning. 
When it comes to clustering health interventions, the option is to 
avoid segmentation by age or gender and focus instead on the 
functional nature of the interventions, e.g. prevention, treatment, 
technological upgrade, etc. …. 

 
 
Second, in looking for the direction, co-direction and action spacing we allowed multiple voices to 

be heard, including those that were elusive and even contradictory. We put multivocality under the 

heading of ‘triangulation’, in the sense that it requires an appreciation of alternative accounts that 

may challenge the dominant thread that is emerging from the data analysis. Again, the posture of 

the researcher here is not to uncover the truth. In fact, the assumption of multivocality is the 

defining characteristic of interpretation as opposed to positivism (Abbott 2001). Recognizing 

multivocality prompts researchers to discern subtle dynamics of co-construction of a shared 

leadership, which can unsurprisingly entail conflict and dissent, especially when structured 

practices are adopted by the majority of the members of a collective and create an isomorphic 

pressure for convergence.  

We addressed this methodologically in two complimentary ways. First, in the data collection phase, 

we included different voices of actors partaking in the activities shared leadership. Second, in the data 

analysis phase we were attentive to reconstruct and incorporate the distinctive, often conflicting, 

accounts of how direction (shared leadership) emerged in this instance of inter-organizational 
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collaboration, thus allowing a polyphonic narrative to emerge (Boje 2001; Brown 2006). Table n. 4 

displays an excerpt of the analysis, focusing on three different narrative sketches elaborating on the 

concept of ‘One UN Leader’ in Albania. 

To conclude, in this paper we have attempted to offer an account of two main methodological 

challenges – alignment and triangulation – that we found during an ongoing study on shared 

leadership situated in inter-organizational collaboration. While variations on some of these challenges 

are common to studies on processes of organizing (Rouleau 2010) and to qualitative studies on 

leadership (Bryman 2004; Bryman et al. 1996), we have argued that their salience is particularly 

pronounced in the theorization of shared leadership dynamics.  

Such prominence derives from the ontological tenets of shared leadership research, and 

specifically, from its processual, emergent and situated nature. Lessons from our empirical journey 

could be condensed in a set of sensitizing methodological directions: allow for the interplay of formal 

procedures and their situated appropriation, recognize the mutually constitutive nature of multiple 

temporalities, locate the analysis of local practices in the referent societal context and avoid a 

reductionist approach to the nature of the leadership path in favour of a multivocal perspective. We 

hope these insights could form the basis of a fruitful discussion on the future of shared leadership 

research. 

 

Table 4 Triangulation as multivocality in the construction of the concept of shared leadership 

Actor2 Nature of 
voice 

Exemplary narrative sketch 

FAO Positive. One 
Leader as a 
collective 
effort under 
the guidance 
of the 
Resident 
Coordinator. 

My opinion is that the One Leader - or the One Voice, which is 
related to communication – is a bit more important for the non-
resident agencies and that’s why it’s more important for FAO as 
well. We are a little bit in a state of lack of information of our 
specific status in the country, we are not there, we have a nation 
correspondent in our blind ministry – i.e., the ministry of agriculture 
- but it has a very ad hoc basis and we do not have all the time 
regular consultations, we are not able from our regional center to 
find or consult donors all the time, we are not able to go and be all 

                                                           
2 FAO is the UN Organization for Food & Agriculture; UNICEF is the UN Children’s Fund and IAEA is the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.  
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the time in the field. In this new approach the agencies who are 
already in the country are working under the leadership of the RC, 
they are collecting all relevant information deriving from a specific 
agency source into one huge database and we also can get lots of 
information from those resources. These resources are very relevant 
for us and we would not be able to collect them because we are not 
in the country. (Interview, Albania FAO Representative) 

UNICEF Critical. 
Equates One 
Leader with 
the Resident 
Coordinator 
(no idea of 
UNCT shared 
leadership) 
and holds a 
negative view 
on the RC 
mandate. 

Interviewer: Any comments on ‘One Leader’? 
Interviewee: I do not need the RC. (..)The RC can only talk about 
the UN. But not about what is our population policy, particular 
situations or technical findings The One Leader would be only 
competent to say, “The UN in this country has been working on A, 
B, C, D.” That’s it. So… to pretend that the One Leader actually 
will take strategic decisions or, as it says in the accountability 
framework “it talks about the strategic directions to the participating 
agencies” this is nonsense. Because what we do, what UNICEF 
does in this country is determined by our strategic plan. So now I 
have really serious issues with it in terms of representation or ability 
to speak competently on the issues that concern our mandate. And I 
think it adds extremely little value. (Interview, Albania UNICEF 
Representative) 
 

IAEA Pragmatic. At 
the personal 
level she 
supports the 
RC, but she 
believes the 
system is not 
ready 

For me the system is not mature for the exercise. I mean the idea to 
have one leader…no. Maybe 20 years from now the UN will be 
totally changed but as the UN is now it's not possible so for the 
country, you can have a facilitator or a contact or focal point. The 
moment I put 1 foot in the Albania territory, I consider she is my 
boss. But this is me. I think this either needs more fine-tuning or a 
more phased approach, and I think the idea is excellent to start with. 
They went from very little synergies to another extreme. I think we 
should be more pragmatic, I mean first we do one program and see 
it goes and then we do one leader, and eventually one house. 
Albania is going very well because the RC is such a leader. And 
she's a good leader because she's a smart lady and she's open 
minded, and she's making it work, if it were under someone 
else…my colleagues from other UN pilots would be more negative. 
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Appendix 
 
Figure 1 Research Design – focus on social system dynamics 
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