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In this paper-in-progress, we assert that emergence is essential to understanding two, 
related concepts - inclusive management and collective leadership - and how they are 
connected with each other. We illuminate the play of emergence in data from our lon-
gitudinal, ethnographic study of public management and leadership in a single city in 
the American Midwest. We begin by sharing the observations we have made about the 
historic development of patterns of increasingly de-centered, emergent forms of ac-
tion in dynamic, co-created platforms. We then use smaller moments in the data to 
show how emergence operates in particular instantiations of what we have character-
ized as inclusive management or collective leadership. We close with some tentative 
conclusions about what emergence helps us to see about their relationship.  

Introduction 

This paper-in-progress was originally conceived as a contribution to the methodological 

track of the Fall 2016 Co-LEAD workshop. One of the stated goals of the workshop is to “share 

critical methodological challenges encountered while researching collective leadership, and dis-

cuss possible solutions.” One of the prominent methodological challenges is gathering and ana-

lyzing data about processes and temporal dynamics (Denis, Langley, and Sergi, 2012). Because 

we have been doing longitudinal, ethnographic research on management and leadership in a sin-

gle city, we proposed to revisit those data as an exploration of methods for analyzing collective 

leadership. Our preliminary work has made visible some intriguing dynamics. However, the 
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take-away that we are emphasizing in this workshop paper is not the methodological utility of 

using this combination of a locational and temporal approach to studying leadership.  

Instead, our contribution is a theoretical argument about what attention to one aspect of 

temporality – emergence – accomplishes for characterizing collective leadership and a related 

idea, inclusive management. Previous Co-LEAD conversations drew our attention to potential 

slippage, overlap, and productive friction between these terms. Observing that emergence is a 

common feature of both inclusive management and collective leadership, in this paper we ex-

plore the connection by focusing on how emergence comes to play in each. We assert that emer-

gence is essential to understanding what these phenomena are, how they operate, and how they 

are connected. This paper is an early step in exploring the relationship between collective leader-

ship and inclusive management, by focusing on emergence dynamics in each one. 

Our current interpretation theory – to  be explored further as we workshop and revise this 

paper – is that inclusive management practices are central to how collective leadership is enact-

ed. We find this formulation of the relationship is instructive, yet incomplete and potentially mis-

leading. The relationship between inclusive management and collective leadership practices may 

be scalar or nested: perhaps a pattern of inclusive management practices supports collective 

leadership. We are explicitly not asserting that they are sequentially or causally related such that 

there is a precedence of one leading to the other in which one is a process that produces the other 

as an outcome. Process and outcome are not dichotomous and separable in inclusive manage-

ment or in collective leadership, at least as we understand what these terms mean. This is consis-

tent with our view of both management and leadership as relational practices co-constructed 

through interaction (Denis et al., 2012; Uhl-Bien and Ospina, 2012; Raelin, 2016). Indeed, this is 

!2



DRAFT for Co-Lead Workshop. Not for circulation. 

 
how an orientation to emergence resonates with both concepts, and gives us new purchase to de-

scribe each one and to consider the connections between them. 

To preview the argument, we point out the strong resemblance between Figures 1 and 2, 

below. The analyses represented in them - described in more depth in the following sections - 

come from two passes through our longitudinal, ethnographic study of public management and 

leadership to address community challenges in the same city.  Figures 1 and 2, respectively, dei -

pict phases of the historic unfolding of collective leadership in the context of greening the city of 

Grand Rapids, Michigan, and the phases of a broader pattern of inclusive management, across 

multiple issues and a longer period of time - in Grand Rapids.  ii
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Figure 1. Sequence and interaction 
among three forms of leadership in 
the history of the greening of Grand 
Rapids. (Created from Quick 2015.)

Figure 2. Sequence and interaction among 
three phases of inclusive management in 
the history of Grand Rapids. (Created from 
Feldman, Quick, & Narváez 2014.)
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Although we have intentionally used the same figure style to emphasize the connections, 

the resemblance is not only in their visual representation. More important, there is also a strong 

resemblance in content: in both, there is a move from:  

a) an inwardly focused orientation towards activities within a single organizational or 

sectoral domain; towards  

b) work across boundaries (across sectors, pr between government agencies and the pub-

lic); and culminating in  

c) an emergent dynamic in which individual persons’ and organizations’ roles were de-

centered in collective platforms.  

It is these commonalities in trajectory of inclusive management and of collective leadership - and 

particularly the prominence of emergence as a defining feature of their final, fullest realization - 

that draw our attention in this paper. 

The analyses that follow are not characterizations of the culture of the city government, 

the public managers, or the community of Grand Rapids as a whole. Rather, we examine what 

emergence looks like in leadership and management practices. Through this approach, we enrich 

what Uhl-Bien and Ospina term the “constructionist” paradigm of research on relationality in 

leadership by analyzing the “processes of social construction and emergent practices” through 

which leadership is realized (Uhl-Bien and Ospina, 2012: xxii), and furnish a response to 

Fairhurst’s call to study questions about relational leadership processes through data collection 

and analysis methods that focus our attention on processes and patterns of interaction (Fairhurst 

and Antonakis, 2012). 
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Emergence 

The term “emergence” is rising in popular usage and still being theorized. To be clear - 

despite the fact that the analyses we are drawing on began with an attempt to account for the his-

toric unfolding of events in longitudinal data - we are not using the everyday meaning of “emer-

gence,” which refers to the chronological unfolding of events or the appearance of something 

that was not previously present. Rather, by emergence we mean ongoing dynamism, adaptability, 

and the mutual constitution of process and outcome. As we continue to work on this research, we 

will develop and strengthen our grounding in the literature on emergence, a concept with 

tremendous momentum in numerous disciplines. As a place holder and starting point for this 

draft, we use this summary from one history of the concept of emergence: 

[T]he arising of novel and coherent structures, patterns, and properties during 
the process of self-organization in complex systems... Although emergent 
phenomena appear differently in different types of systems… they share cer-
tain interrelated, common properties that identify them as emergent: Radical 
novelty: emergents are not able to be anticipated in their full richness before 
they actually show themselves; Coherence or correlation: emergents appear as 
integrated wholes that tend to maintain some sense of identity over time; and 
Dynamism: emergent phenomena are not pre-given wholes but arise as a 
complex system evolves over time….  (Goldstein, 1999: 49-50) 

Together, these features mean that the manifestation of a phenomenon – such as inclusive 

management or collective leadership - cannot be predicted or specified until the moment of its 

realization, that there is some cohesive, identifiable pattern or whole of which each realization is 

a part, and yet that there are new, dynamic, and newly recognized features of each realization of 

the pattern. The poem by Antonio Machado (1912) that states in part, “Wayfarer, there is no 

way / One makes the way by going,” also evokes the emergence we have observed in inclusive 

management and collective leadership. 
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In the following pages, we summarize how emergence has informed our thinking about 

collective leadership. We then summarize how inclusive management has been conceptualized, 

describe how emergence surfaces in these conceptualizations, and provide an illustration of how 

emergence is present in data we analyzed in a longitudinal study of inclusive management. We 

then share a provisional discussion – which is very much an invitation to the workshop partici-

pants to participate in exploring these ideas – about what emergence helps us to see in inclusive 

management, and how this may be relevant to thinking about collective leadership.  

Emergence in collective leadership 

Around the time that we started doing our review of the overall history of inclusive man-

agement in Grand Rapids, Kathy Quick became engaged in conceptual and methodological ques-

tions about defining and studying collective leadership, stimulated by the Co-LEAD workshops 

and the dialogue on relational views of literature convened and curated by Uhl-Bien and Ospina 

(2012) and by intriguing and inspiring examples of integrative leadership (Crosby and Bryson, 

2010). As mentioned above, temporal analysis is one of the prominent methodological chal-

lenges. Workshop participants repeatedly posed questions about how collective leadership devel-

ops. We also often alluded to the simultaneous necessity and difficulty of gathering and analyz-

ing data processes and temporal dynamics. The literature on collective leadership also empha-

sizes the importance of longitudinal data collection and analysis to unearth processes (Denis et 

al., 2012), calls for longitudinal perspectives on how collective leadership develops (Cullen and 

Yammarino, 2014), and recommends more analysis of the effects of “temporal ordering [and] 

time” on collective leadership (Dinh et al., 2014: 53). Leadership, like any social process, inher-
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ently benefits from a historical analysis of the ‘‘chronology, sequence, and contextualization’’ of 

events (Sewell, 2005: 11). 

Stimulated by those discussions, Quick (2015) subsequently developed and demonstrated 

a methodological approach of focusing on the location of leadership and tracing it over time. 

Though leaders are some part of the story of leadership, her focus was on actions and practices 

rather than leaders.  Thinking about the location of leadership action – in individuals, in institu-

tions, among groups or individuals, and/or in more emergent, shared platforms – has unlocked 

some useful insights for us about what collective leadership is, how it manifests, and its potential 

relationship with inclusive management. In the paper, Quick (2015) argues that this approach 

provides some assistance in resolving the well-recognized ambiguity regarding what collective 

leadership is (Contractor et al., 2012; Yammarino et al., 2012). She suggests it facilitates defini-

tional clarity about distinctions between individual, plural, and collective leadership and helps to 

identify processes through which collective leadership unfolds.  

Quick developed these ideas through an ethnographic study of how Grand Rapids came 

to develop remarkable commitment and capacity for urban environmental stewardship. While the 

city has won many awards and received a great deal of press attention for its urban greening ef-

forts, the paper is not about how green the city is, but rather about how the leadership for green-

ing the city developed. To gain a longitudinal view of how collective leadership arose, she adopt-

ed a process-based view, which ‘‘focuses on the sequences of incidents, activities, and stages that 

unfold over the duration’’ (Van de Ven, 1992: 170) and analyzes ‘‘how and why things emerge, 

develop, grow, or terminate over time’’ (Langley et al., 2013: 1). 
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In her analysis, Quick discerned that energy and impact on environmental management 

grew along with a chronological shift from leadership being sited mostly in individual persons 

and discrete sectors to becoming a more emergent property of a network of people, organiza-

tions, and sectors. She found a shift from independent, coincident leadership actions occurring in 

silos to increasing coordination, mutual influence, and synergistic impacts. The result is a robust 

network in which leadership has endogenous positive momentum and in which the collective 

impact is greater than what the individual participants might otherwise accomplish. Figure 1 

(above) summarizes the phases of leadership, which unfolded chronologically, in the sequence 

shown, with each new form building on previous forms without replacing them. 

What Quick characterizes as “pluralistic leadership” is not the only one of these phases to 

involve a plurality of leaders and leadership actions. Individualistic leadership is plural only in 

the sense that multiple leaders in multiple sites are conducting actions in their own domains (i.e., 

organizations, sectors, or social groups), whereas pluralistic leadership involves actors in and 

across multiple domains to coordinate their shared actions and influence the internal dynamics of 

other contexts. For example, people situated primarily in the business, activist, government, or 

arts sectors began to cross-fertilize activities in the other sectors. Denis et al. (2012: 69) de-

scribed a ‘‘mutuality’’ form of pluralistic leadership in which leadership and followership roles 

shift continually within a network of actors, but in the Grand Rapids case, pluralistic leadership 

involves a plurality of people exercising leadership, with or without shifts in roles.  

Pluralistic leadership differs from what Quick distinguishes as collective leadership, in 

which multiple actors co-construct a platform for emergent, mutually influencing action in indi-

vidual and shared domains. Through the focus on location of leadership action in her case study, 

!8



DRAFT for Co-Lead Workshop. Not for circulation. 

 
Quick arrives inductively at a definition of collective leadership that aligns closely with the 

stream of research on “leadership in the plural” that regards leadership as “produced… through 

interactions” and “an emergent property of relations” (Denis et al., 2012: 415). Her definition 

resembles what Dinh and colleagues (2014: 43) describe as a ‘‘compilational’’ process involving 

‘‘fundamental changes in the qualities and functions’’ of the participants individually and collec-

tively and of the dynamics of the leadership phenomenon being studied. Similarly, it resonates 

with Carter and DeChurch’s (2012) definition of collective leadership as a network rather than as 

something that leaders do in networks. 

Quick’s definition of collective leadership as co-construction of a platform for emergent, 

mutually influencing action resonates with several aspects of Goldstein’s definition of emer-

gence, quoted above. An account of how the processes of self-organization and features of radi-

cal novelty and coherence were expressed comes from this excerpt of an interview with a co-

chair of the city’s Green Grand Rapids Master Plan. The master plan began in 2008, when city 

employees observed that individual organizations, neighborhoods, and sectors had become very 

active in different aspects of environmental stewardship, but their actions were largely uncoordi-

nated. They created Green Grand Rapids in an effort to generate synergistic action. Quick asked 

the co-chair of the effort to explain what “green” meant. He replied:  

What does ‘‘green’’ mean? We are articulating what ‘‘green’’ is as we go 
along. ‘‘Green’’ is a way of organizing our thinking about all the different 
aspects of the master plan and what direction to refine and move it. 

In this illustration, green as “a way of organizing” is co-construction of a platform for 

collective action. The open-endedness of it — something being “articulat[ed]… as we go along” 

— is an example of what Goldstein describes as a “process of self-organization.” Ultimately, 
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what Quick observed was that the formal planning process gave rise to a green platform that has 

been sustained, yet is constantly being redefined, even 7 years after the formal planning process 

ended. Action is de-centered within this platform, which is an assemblage of a diverse array of 

actions, actants, and actors which enact “green,” even without any explicit shared planning. They 

produce joint action through working within some container that enables mutual recognition and 

a shared orientation to “green,” despite - or perhaps because - it is poorly defined. This platform 

has inter-related properties of emergence that Goldstein identifies: the “radical novelty” yet “co-

herence” and “identity” of instantiations of a pattern that cannot be recognized or predicted ab-

sent or in advance of its ongoing enactment. 

Inclusive management 

Recently, we stepped back from the series of papers we had created over the years. These 

papers typically analyzed segments of data: a shorter period of time, or cases of particular prob-

lem or issue in the city, such as budgeting, or environmental management, or land use zoning. 

After years of being asked to explain the originating conditions, special context, or secret sauce 

of the development of inclusive management in Grand Rapids, we wanted to take a longer view 

to explore how it had arisen over time. That review points strongly to the importance of emer-

gence in the development of inclusive management.  

In many of our previous papers, we characterized phenomena we observed in Grand 

Rapids as “inclusive management” (Feldman and Khademian, 2000, 2007; Feldman and Quick, 

2009; Quick and Feldman, 2011, 2014). We defined inclusion as oriented to: 

making connections among people, across issues, and over time. It is an 
expansive and ongoing framework for interaction that uses the opportuni-
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ties to take action on specific items in the public domain as a means of in-
tentionally creating a community engaged in an ongoing stream of issues. 
(Quick and Feldman, 2011: 274) 

We asserted that inclusive management is also distinct from forms of public engagement that 

merely invite the public to provide input and from collaborative arrangements that only enlist 

collaborating agencies as implementers of government-driven policies. Instead, inclusive man-

agement re-conceptualizes government and fellow stakeholders as co-learners and partners in 

problem definition, policy-making, and implementation (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2000), and may 

enhance learning, resources, and connections (Quick and Feldman, 2011).  

The emic term that Grand Rapids managers might use to describe what we call inclusive 

management is the “50/50 rule.” We have noticed that our study participants actually have sever-

al different versions of the “50/50 rule” (Feldman and Quick, 2009), and the ways in which they 

assemble them under the 50/50 umbrella are provocative for thinking about emergence. Some-

times “50/50” means that process and outcome are equally important, in other words that the ef-

fects of a process on community building are as important as the completion of the task at hand 

(e.g., creating a master plan or city budget). Community and issues are not distinct, but rather 

mutually constituting. Another meaning is that ideally an engagement process involves a blend of 

about 50% newcomers and 50% old-timers who have previously been involved in the issue or a 

related, deliberative effort. Thus, each policy-making effort acknowledges past conversations or 

decisions yet remains open to new ideas that may alter the previous consensus.  

From the perspective of the 50/50 rule, things like process and outcome, or task at hand 

and community-buildling, are not in trade-off relationships, and indeed are not even separable 

(Feldman and Quick, 2009). Keeping process and outcome, newcomers and old-timers, and past 
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and present in play are ways of creating connections across individuals, groups, interests, and 

issues. Tasks are accomplished, yet opportunities continue to be open for revising as well as for 

moving on to the other issues and tasks that emerge or are next in line. The community is consti-

tuted, dynamically, through ongoing action. 

Revisiting these ideas through a lens of emergence provides new context and depth to our 

earlier work. The 2011 characterization of inclusion, quoted above, referenced “connections… 

over time,” and a blend of “expansiveness” and specific “opportunities” into an “ongoing stream 

of issues” or “ongoing framework.” The dynamic nature of inclusion is intrinsic to the temporal 

orientation of inclusive management. Inclusive managers ask, “How can we not only use but also 

build community capacity in the way that we address a specific issue?” (Feldman and Khademi-

an, 2000; Feldman and Quick, 2009; Quick and Feldman, 2011). Because neither issues nor 

community capacity are fixed, they also ask, “How does what we are doing now create capacity 

for dealing with future issues?” (Feldman and Khademian, 2002, 2003; Feldman and Quick, 

2009; Quick and Feldman, 2014). Thus, inclusive management neither prioritizes nor clearly dif-

ferentiates what might traditionally be dichotomized as process (planning) and outcome (plan), 

but rather focuses on their mutual constitution. 

Emergence in inclusive management in Grand Rapids 

In Grand Rapids, inclusive management has been implemented with unusual duration and 

breadth. It has not been public managers’ only modus operandi of governance in Grand Rapids, 

but they have persistently tried inclusive management, in various forms, across a wide variety of 

policy areas. Sometimes there have been vexing effects of their actions, where the people trying 

to enact inclusive management have been distressed that what they intended did not occur or 
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have been surprised by its effects. There has been no playbook, set of best practice guidelines, or 

recipe for this work. Adjustments have been made. Yet, while the practices and contexts have 

changed, they still cohere in an overall pattern we recognize as inclusive management.  

Over the 18 years we have observed the city’s efforts, inclusive management has taken 

three general forms (Figure 2). Above, in the description of phases and modes of leadership in 

greening Grand Rapids, we observed, “The forms unfolded chronologically, in the sequence 

shown, with each new form building on previous forms without replacing them.” Similarly, in 

the case of inclusive management, the forms of leadership that became more prominent built on 

and supplemented, but did not replace, the previous forms.  

Inclusive management began with transforming relationships among people inside the 

city government and expanded to reach out to partner with people and agencies outside city gov-

ernment. It now also includes the city having a more de-centered, though still important, role in 

which it is not the initiator or driver of collaborative efforts. In this last form, the city plays a role 

of supporting connections and capacities in the community, so that other parties become organiz-

ers of new efforts in which the city joins in like other participants, and the city is just a partici-

pant. 

The first form revolved around employees and the internal operations of the city govern-

ment offices. Around 1998 the city launched a process it refers to as “cultural transformation” in 

response to a consultant's report that described the organization as essentially dysfunctional with 

units working at cross-purposes. Top management provided support for a grassroots staff move-

ment to transform the internal culture of the organization and the way that people worked togeth-

er. Cooperation between management and labor and between units within the government (e.g., 
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police and planning) were essential to this effort (Feldman and Khademian, 2003; 2007; Feldman 

and Quick, 2009). 

The second form has been oriented to how city officials and employees could construc-

tively engage organizations outside the city government (e.g., county government, nonprofits, 

businesses) as well as the public. It emerged as the cultural transformation process, initially fo-

cused on the “internal customer,” came to support a focus on the “external customer.” Employees 

began to see that their ability to get something done was enhanced not only by working coopera-

tively with other employees but also by working cooperatively with the residents of the city. 

While practitioners and scholars characterize efforts to involve the public in government by a 

variety of terms, including civic or community engagement, public or citizen participation, or 

participatory governance, we would not consider all of these efforts inclusive. Some are oriented 

to public participation as input in policy-making processes and outcomes that are shaped and de-

cided by elected officials and government staff. In contrast, the processes to which we refer in-

volve government and non-governmental actors in co-producing the process and content of deci-

sion-making and engaging multiple ways of knowing (Quick and Feldman, 2011).  

Two specific efforts mark the beginning of this second orientation: Community Oriented 

Government (COG) and the Grand Rapids Master Plan, rolled out simultaneously in 2000. COG 

was a new approach to interact with neighborhoods in a place-based, collaborative way. COG 

was designed to coordinate communication among city government units, neighborhood associa-

tions, and other engaged stakeholders. The COG structure entailed three young and energetic 

people serving as coordinators in addition to their regular positions in the city government, who 

drew together units of the city government, neighborhood associations, and, depending on the 
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issue, units in the county government or school district. Organized in three geographic districts, 

it has brought together representatives of many city departments and neighborhood organizers in 

regular meetings to build relationships, discuss problems and possible solutions, and coordinate 

their actions in the district. This move sustained the move toward internal inclusion in that it has 

created new ways for staff to “actually get work done” through working in interdepartmental 

teams (6-9-03, City manager D), while at the same time enhancing inclusion between the city 

and outside organizations. The Master Plan update involved hundreds of meetings in sites 

throughout the city and approximately 3,000 people in discussions of what kinds of neighbor-

hoods they wanted and how to create them, a radical change from previous master plans created 

by politicians and planning experts working behind closed doors. 

These initial efforts have generated many others. Some have involved functions that pub-

lic managers or elected officials might execute on their own, but the public managers have cho-

sen to co-produce with the public. Examples include the creation of city budgets, guidelines for 

budgeting, and strategies for coping with chronic fiscal challenges (Feldman and Quick, 2009; 

Quick and Feldman, 2011); neighborhood development (Quick, forthcoming); revising the land 

use zoning code (Quick and Feldman, 2014); strategizing to preserve city parks (Feldman and 

Quick, 2009); creating an environmental master plan called Green Grand Rapids (Quick, 2015); 

working together to reformulate proposed projects to resolve conflicts about them (Quick, forth-

coming); weed-and-seed projects involving collaboration of neighborhood organizations and city 

departments to address economic depression and neighborhood decay; and projects to manage 

traffic corridor congestion.  In other cases, the city has seen opportunities for community prob-

lem-solving and has become a convener for the city and others to come together and act. Exam-
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ples include Green Grand Rapids (Quick, 2015, described above), neighborhood planning to ad-

dress anticipated gentrification pressures (Quick, forthcoming); holding a Bike Summit, starting 

a new cycling advocacy organization, and collectively creating a plan for a bike-friendly city 

(Quick and Feldman, 2014).  

In the earliest of these efforts, the public managers hoped to involve everyone. For exam-

ple, during their initial efforts to cope with the rapidly shrinking city budget, they wanted to hear 

from and represent the interests of their constituents. They made great efforts to get beyond the 

usual “squeaky wheels” to alert the whole community to the implications of budget shortfalls, to 

gain input about what to do, but initially encountered a “sea of apathy.”  While in principle they 

still want to be available to and ideally to include everyone, they have accepted that they cannot 

expect everyone to be interested enough to participate. Their response has been to work with 

those who do “have an interest, care, or complain,” in order to build their capacities and com-

mitments to stay involved into the future.  

At the same time, they develop processes to activate more people to care through playful 

approaches to bringing people in. The Planning Department has employed a range of games to 

engage people in thinking about a public problem, gather useful input from them to inform poli-

cy options, and educate them about issues. For example, inspired by Trivial Pursuit ©, they cre-

ated a game called Green Pursuits in which groups of neighbors, coworkers, or friends gathered 

in homes, coffee shops, or churches to discuss and record answers to questions about environ-

mental amenities in the city. Some questions, such as “What parts of the city especially need 

more urban greenery?” or “Which roads do you most commonly use for bicycle commuting?” 

helped the city identify priorities and preferences. Others, such as “Where is the closest water-
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way to your house?” challenged 

people to become aware of un-

derground streams, notice wa-

terways hidden behind buildings 

or under highways, and learn 

about the natural water systems 

of the city. On another occasion, 

the city used National Park(ing) 

Day (Figure 3) to invite Grand 

Rapids’ many design profes-

sionals to get involved in creating an environmental master plan for the city. Grand Rapids used 

these eye-catching parks to draw the public’s attention to the environmental planning effort and 

to excite designers to think about their role in greening the city. 

The third form of inclusion involves efforts that are supported by city officials and em-

ployees, but not initiated by them. These efforts are driven by residents or nonprofits with partic-

ipation by public managers. Examples include efforts, driven by a group of enthusiastic kayak-

ers, to restore the rapids to the Grand River (Quick, 2015). They have also included efforts to 

celebrate and transform the city’s identity through a variety of creative and exuberant events. For 

example, when Newsweek included Grand Rapids in a list of “America’s dying cities,” a group of 

individuals quickly raised money and involved thousands of volunteers in shooting a lip dub 

video of Don McLean’s song, “American Pie” to showcase the city’s vibrancy. The city govern-

ment closed down streets and issued permits, provided a fire truck and traffic safety staff, and 
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Figure 3. A pocket park developed in Grand Rapids for Park(ing) Day, a 
national event in which people playfully rethink the balance of land use 
for cars and for greenery by transforming parking spots into tiny parks 
for the day. Image by Emily Zoladz of the Grand Rapids Press.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZPjjZCO67WI&feature=kp
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZPjjZCO67WI&feature=kp
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elected officials and city man-

agers appeared in the video 

(Figure 4), which went viral on 

YouTube. 

 Similarly, the city responded 

enthusiastically when an en-

trepreneur proposed ArtPrize, a 

massive annual art contest in 

which property owners in a 3-

mile square area around the 

downtown volunteer their spaces as venues. The public decides the ten winners of $500,000 in 

prizes. The logistics of the event are complex, involving hundreds of venues, over a thousand 

artists, and hundreds of thousands of visitors during a 2-week period each fall. Participants - 

artists, venues, attenders, and voters - do a lot of work to organize themselves, but ArtPrize has 

created platforms to enable their interactions (e.g., by creating an internet platform that allows 

artists and venues to find and vet one another, a bit like an online matchmaking site). Excited by 

the possibilities envisioned by the people who initiated ArtPrize, the city government has jumped 

on board with a lot of enthusiastic support, including providing essential infrastructure and ser-

vices to make it work. For example, the city’s executive managers, elected officials, and a wide 

range of city departments have been flexible and highly responsive in addressing the increase in 

demand for permits and licenses, use city parks and structures, and parking and traffic manage-
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Figure 4. Filming of “American Pie” lip dub with City Manager Greg 
Sundstrom (driving), City Commissioner Rosalynn Bliss, and Mayor 
George Heartwell. Photo taken by Jeffrey Kaczmarczyk of the Grand 
Rapids Press.

http://vimeo.com/19539982
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ment. An example is the city inspectors’ willingness to find creative solutions to maintain fire 

safety in spaces that are not necessarily designed for crowds.  

From these data, we identified some practices that support emergent inclusion. They are 

described in a separate working paper (Feldman, Quick, and Narváez, 2014), but we summarize 

them here:  

• Adopting good models, but also continually refreshing them; 

• Pursuing small wins; 

• Co-producing the problem definitions as well as the solutions with stakeholders; 

• Following where the energy is; 

• Discovering many options for moving forward; 

• Taking risks; 

• Building platforms that can change; and 

• Shaping and responding to context iteratively and mindfully. 

Connecting emergence in collective leadership and inclusive management 

The emergence lens gives us purchase to observe a few features of inclusive management 

and collective leadership. As we stated in the opening paragraphs, we sense potential slippage 

between these terms. It has not been our project here to parse and distinguish one from the other, 

but rather to recognize that emergence appears to be an important — and perhaps inadequately 

attended — feature of both. We make the following statements, provisionally, about how emer-

gence operates in either one or both, and look forward to dialogue with our Co-LEAD colleagues 

to explore the ideas further: 
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• People practicing inclusive management or collective leadership recognize and use 

emergence by being mindful of and actively using the interplay between action and con-

text. This is an important way in which they recognize and use emergence. The 50/50 

rule of uniting the process of creating communities and the production of specific tasks, 

and using “green” as a platform for defining a way of moving forward, as you go, are 

both orientations to simultaneously creating capacity, context, and action. They draw at-

tention to the dynamic interdependence of actions that occurs at specific junctures in 

time  and patterns that become, develop, and change over time. 

• Emergence gives us a new way of understanding how inclusive management and collec-

tive leadership, in the ethnographic contexts we observe, are emergent, non-fixed, adap-

tive sets of practices. The management practices we observe cannot be predicted or spec-

ified until the moment of their realization. Our study participants’ accounts make visible 

patterns that connect actions across policy, organizational, or temporal contexts. The 

50/50 rule is explicitly about connecting one policy effort to the next in a continuous 

stream, even as the people, problem, and modes of engagement change. “Defining green 

as we go along” is a way of “doing” green together, in a sustained and recognizably co-

herent way, even as the particular forms that takes are constantly being reinvented and 

realized. There is some cohesive, identifiable pattern or whole of inclusive management, 

in which each realization is a part, yet there are new, dynamic features of each realiza-

tion of the inclusive management pattern.  

• As scholars with connections to professionally oriented disciplines and schools, we are 

often encouraged to produce actionable learnings from our research in the form of best 

practices or guidelines. We had observed in numerous previous publications (especially 

Feldman and Khademian, 2009; Feldman and Quick, 2009; Quick and Feldman, 2011) 

that there is no formula for inclusive management, but rather a set of patterns - practices 

or orientations - that are recognizable. Emergence provides us with a new perspective on 

what “no formula” means and why we have never been able to articulate and recommend 

implementation of “best practices” for accomplishing inclusive management. The un-
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fixed, adaptive nature of what we observe suggests that the practices we observe in our 

case studies offer useful models, yet must be engaged in conjunction with a stance of 

inquiry. That inquiry enables people to explore contexts with an eye to the kinds of prac-

tices that promote connectivity in that context and to be aware of when (and how) con-

texts change and what opportunities for connectivity arise. 

• We doubt that a public context is necessary for the creation of platforms for emergent 

action and practice. It is true that the ethnographic context we have shared here is in the 

public sphere; we have analyzed data about how communities come together to work on 

public or community issues. Part of the work has been to elevate the visibility or pres-

ence of issues as public, shared concerns. In the first example we shared, collective lead-

ership to green the city took off in an intentional effort to surface independent streams of 

activity and to generate resources - working teams, publicity, networking opportunities, 

political legitimacy, champions - for more synergy and collective impact. Similarly, the 

lip dub video to generate and promote pride in Grand Rapids as a wonderful community 

was very explicitly an effort to reflect, constitute, and amplify community cohesion. 

However, it is our hunch that platforms are also created through all kinds of practices - 

including those on the list on page 19, and others - in less ostensibly “public” or civic 

settings, including within single organizations or teams.  

We are eager for the feedback of workshop participants on the ideas in this paper. The 

last point - about the applicability of these observations from the civic, public sphere in other 

empirical settings - is a particularly obvious invitation for input from participants from other 

disciplines or empirical settings. However, we very much hope that you will try on these 

ideas to consider their applicability in other contexts, challenge us, and generally help us ex-

plore how emergence is relevant and operable in inclusive management and collective lead-

ership. 
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 Martha Feldman began this research in 1998, and Kathy Quick has been participating since i

2006. Our curiosity has been sustained by Grand Rapids’ distinctive approach to public man-
agement and leadership, in which they have found numerous ways to break down barriers that 
might otherwise inhibit the ability to address public problems effectively.  Data continues to this 
day, and to date includes 279 interviews with 102 study participants, extensive observation, and 
analysis of documents. Initially, we focused data collection on activities sponsored by and occur-
ring mainly through the City of Grand Rapids government, and most of our study participants 
were city employees. We then expanded the people and actions we study to include elected and 
appointed city officials, community activists, the leaders of nonprofits and foundations, and 
many other interested residents. 

 Grand Rapids is a Midwestern American city with an estimated population of 195,000 in a metii -
ropolitan area of 1,142,000. Michigan’s second largest city after Detroit, Grand Rapids plays an 
increasingly important role in the state’s economic, social, and political development. Manufac-
turing dominated the local economy through the 1990s, but recently there has been large-scale 
private investment in medical services, research, and development. As of 2014, approximately 
66% of residents identified themselves as White alone, 21% as African American, and 2% as 
Asian; 15.4% of any race identified as Hispanic. As of 2015, approximately 10% were foreign-
born. 31% of adults have at least a 4-year higher education degree. 27% of residents live below 
the poverty level (much higher than for the state as a whole), the median household income was 
only 81% of the state household median, and 12% of the civilian labor force is unemployed. The 
population is currently growing slowly, but the city, like the region and state, was hit especially 
hard by the Great Recession. 
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