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Abstract: Coordination in organizations has been a cemty@t in research for years.
However, the relationship between coordination aagnition is still to be explored,
especially since past studies produced ambivalentlasions as to the benefits of
shared cognition for coordination processes. Basethe ethnographic study of an air
display squadron, we explore these dual influeraxe$ how coordination processes
might benefit from shared cognition while avoiding pitfalls. We show that
beneficiating from shared cognition is based orhbmtganizational and team level
phenomena. We contribute to the existing literatayedrawing attention towards the
equivocal influence of shared cognition on coortdoraprocesses and by highlighting
that bridging team and organizational dimensionseig to achieve better coordination
in this regard.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Coordination in organizations has been a centgattm research for years. However,
the relationship between coordination and cogniisostill to be explored, Over the last
decade, the notion that shared cognition benefittugs’ performance has been
particularly pointed out by contributions on cooration practices (for example, Faraj
and Xiao, 2006; Ricet al., 2008; Foss and Lorenzen, 2009) and teambiiya(for
example, Canon-Bowest al., 1993; Weick and Robert, 1993; Bernetnal., 2002;
Zohar and Luria, 2003; Ellis, 2006). Authors sugdhat groups coordinate best when
their members share a mental model that enables thesynchronize their tasks and
take appropriate action without having to commut@cgCannon-Bower et al, 1993;
Klimoski and Mohammed, 1994).

Although the relationship between shared cogniiod team performance is today well
established, several lines of research suggesittbamn also impede group coordination
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in a different way, producing ambivalent conclusioas to the benefits of shared
cognition for coordination processes.

Viewed broadly, past research suggests that stwguition simultaneously enhances
and impedes team coordination and performance. iesidt, managers face a paradox:
how taking advantage of the values embodied ineshaognition without being
hampered by its dysfunctional down side? The objeadf this article is to explore
practices shaped by teaimssituto handle the dual nature of shared cognition.

Based on the ethnographic study of an air disptpyadron, we explore these dual
influences and how coordination processes mighefitefiom shared cognition while
avoiding its pitfalls. We show that beneficiatimgrh shared cognition is based on both
organizational and team level phenomena. We cargibo the existing literature by
drawing attention towards the equivocal influentelmared cognition on coordination
processes and by highlighting that bridging teamh arganizational dimensions is key
to advance our understanding of coordination is tagard.

2. BACKGROUND

The coordination of actors and activities is prdpaime of the most recurrent concerns
in organization studies. Ever since Taylor (19Eyol (1949), and March and Simon’s
(1958) seminal contributions, research has beeroemrg the phenomena with a
contingency approach (e.g. Van de Ven et al., 197@fzberg, 1978; Keller, 1994;
Gupta et al., 1994), envisioning coordination asessally a matter of structure. As
outlined by Okhuysen and Bechky (2009), some schafevestigated the configuration
of organizational work with the view that speciatibn lead to elimination of waste (for
example, Taylor, 1916; Chandler, 1962), while atheoncentrated on the design of
management systems that specify exchanges throegjcatled structures, roles, and
rules (for example, Fayol, 1949; Thompson, 1967ntkberg, 1978; Argote, 1982;
Gupta et al.,, 1994; Gittell, 2002). The latter esply suggested that in routine
situations coordination would be grounded on stetided processes, whereas in face
of unexpected events it would be based on commtmcand informal interactions
(e.g. Argote, 1982; Eisenhardt, 1993). In spitehafse contributions, our appreciation
of coordination remains partial and limited (Ridaak, 2008). In particular and because
it focused on the structural dimension of coordoratat an organizational level,
contingent approaches underestimated the influehsecial and cognitive factors that
affect individuals.

These were more recently reckoned as key in coatidim processes however (e.qg.
Weick, 2001; Rico et al., 2008; Foss and Loren2€09). In particular, the notion that

shared cognition benefits interindividual coordioathas been pointed out over the last
decade (Faraj and Xiao, 2006; Rico et al., 2008i0GeBower et al., 1993; Weick and

Robert, 1993; Berman et al., 2002; Zohar and L#@3). In this paper, we espouse
Cannon-Bowers and colleagues' (1993, 2001) braawl that shared cognition falls into

"four broad categories: task-specific knowledgektadated knowledge, knowledge of
teammates and attitudes/bellef2001: 196).

Scholars suggested that groups coordinate best wWie#nindividual members share
knowledge and attitudes that enables them to sgnde their tasks and take
appropriate action without having to communicatar(@n-Bower et al, 1993). More
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specifically, in the context of a medical traumatee, Faraj and Xiao (2006) found for
example that knowledge sharing, joint sensemalkind,shared cognition are crucial for
coordination in such high-velocity environments. particular, they insist that
"expertise coordination processes are importantttierteam because they facilitate the
development of a common mental model of patienditon and treatment options.
Such processes also enhance performance by ensthatgcrucial knowledge is
available to those who need it when they nee(d06: 1160). More generally, Rico et
al (2008) theoretically-based propositions are firedness of a team situation model
Is positively related to team performance becausenables smoother and better
coordination. Sharedness, they suggest, is positneated to the team's longevity,
internal trust, and efficacy, and negatively redate knowledge diversity. With the
study of basketball teams in the NBA, Berman andleagues (2002) suggest
converging conclusions. They found support for sifpee relationship between shared
team experience and team performance.

Although this positive relationship between shacednition and coordination is today
well established, several lines of research sugfastshared cognition can also impede
group coordination in a different way. As Rico éta@bserve the available evidence
remains fragmented and ambiguby2008: 167). For instance, shared cognition can
produce pressures towards uniformity that reductdnton to novel alternatives
(Levine and Moreland, 1999). As a result, coordoratsolutions become semi-
automatic routines, producing inertia (Lechner a&réutzer, 2010) and inhibiting
adaptation. Berman et al's (2002) study exemplifies point. Indeed, these authors do
in fact record that returns on shared experieneefiest positive, then decrease and
become negative as experience grows. They suspattthe effects of knowledge
ossification begin to outweigh any benefits of exilive knowledge accumulation
(2002: 27); increasingly shared knowledge drives rigidity and ‘myopia as
organizational behavior becomes increasingly roatd in taken-for granted ways of
doing thing$ (2002: 27). This, in particular, authors argue possibly related to the
growing inability of the team to respond to changethe environment. Because of such
path-dependency, shared cognition solutions maywrbhecobsolete and detrimental,
leading groups to inefficient results (Janis, 19Z8yine and Moreland, 1999). For
example, incorrect but shared beliefs about howpsiencies are distributed within the
group may lead to suboptimal work assignments auiéumine coordination. Somehow
similarly Faraj and Xiao (2006) also observed thétal coordination processes based
on common mental models are sometimes insuffi¢eefdace certain situations. As they
exemplify, in trauma centers, sometimes patientsndb respond to treatment as
expected, theydo not follow the rulé€s(2006: 1167). In such situations, Faraj and Xiao
(2006) found that additional information sharing necessary togenerate a new
collective understanding of the patie(2006: 1165).

Overall, evidence is past literature is ambiguosisared cognition simultaneously
enhances and impedes coordination. Our aim in dlisle is to explore practices
shapedn situ to handle the ambivalent influence of shared dogmi how do actors
take advantage of the values embodied in shareqditamg without being hampered by
its dysfunctional down side? In addressing thatstjae, the article invites researchers
and managers to reshape their thinking of coordingtrocesses as well as the set of
incitation and interventions by which those carirbproved.
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3. METHODS

The article draws on an extreme single case st¥ay 003) that we selected as that
from which we felt we couldl&arn the most (Stake, 2005:451): the air squadron
"Patrouille de France" (PAF). To investigate ouse@ch question, we examined the
way the PAF as an organization and its pilot teamdte the dual influence of shared
cognition.

3.1. Case settings

The PAF is one of the world's oldest military despteam, founded as early as 1930's.
As a showcase of French Air Force, it performslattiberobatic demonstrations with
pilots flying their Alphajets no more than two nmstefrom each other (including
inverted maneuvers), during a 25 minutes aerobstmw. In these circumstances,
perfect coordination between pilots is central dthithe overall aesthetics and security
(public and pilots) of the show.

However, in addition to the coordination requiretseof its specific in flight activity,
the PAF also stood out as a pertinent empiricid foecause of its unique organization.
The PAF is small, comprising only 9 pilots: 8 o&th (Athos 1 to 8) are dedicated to
hold a specific place in the formation. Athos #hs one and only reserve pilot, and able
to fly any places in the squadron, except the lepdsition (Athos 1). The reserve pilot
is the most experienced. Recruitment at the PApdapon an annual basis. Each year,
3 new pilots are transferred from operational sguado the PAF, traditionally but not
exclusively on the base cooptation. The three mestor ones also leave the PAF to
join back either an operational squadron or a headers’ position. Therefore the
average turnover is high. It is reinforced by theeinal rule that each year, each pilot
shall occupy a new position, different from thatshe formerly occupied. As a result,
each pilot flies only an average one year in armgipesition in the formation and exits
the squadron after two, three or four years.

The PAF annual schedule is organized around tweossa The show season (the
summer season) runs from early spring to mid autwitinan average of 60 exhibitions
in ever different locations and conditions. Thenireag season (the winter season) runs
from mid-autumn to the end of the winter with sob®0 flights: new pilots are
integrated, the new program is devised, and figumes discussed and rehearsed.
Although pilots are experts (all of them being phteaders with more than 1500 hours
flying time when they join the PAF), training istémse. Flying an Alphajet within the
PAF is very different from flying a fighter airctaiin other circumstances in the Air
Force, both technically and socially.

3.2. Sample and Data collection

Based on an ethnographic study, we investigated thewPAF as an organization and
its pilot team handle the dual influence of sharegnition. Our empirical material was
collected during a 5-months field study conductetha squadron (based at Salon de
Provence, France). We started our study mid-Semen#i this moment we had the
opportunity to meet both senior pilots and new ui#sr We built on multiple data
sources. First, we conducted formal individual rvieevs with ex- (2 interviews),
current (3 interviews) and new (1 interview) pilatsthe PAF. We selected pilots in
these three categories in order to be able to grasmtially different degrees of shared
cognition within the team. Interviews lasted aboné hour and a half each. They were

4
OLKC 2011



Godé & Bouty Shared cognition and coordination

all tape recorded, than transcribed. Second, weduwmad multiple observations:
shadowing during briefings, attendance to debrgfinand to the end-of-season
aerobatic exhibits. During these observations, werewnot able to conduct video
recordings; however we took detailed notes that cwenplemented with official

recordings provided by the PAF. These videos aregbaur third data source: we used
a variety of videos, audio and archival recordsilaigge from the PAF. These enabled
us to grasp mostly organizational dimensions.

3.3. Dataanalysis

We transcribed the tape-recorded interviews andd fisotes gathered through

observations. Analysis of these multifaceted da#s Wwased on a line-by-line coding.
We conducted our analysis and collection proceseasomitantly. During the whole

process, we also followed an iterative and comperapproach in order to identify

regularities and additional field-based necessaguiries (Strauss, 1987, Miles and
Huberman, 1994). The coding process was instigatea top-down perspective,

according to the three main themes derived frominkerview guide on the base of
ambivalent results in the existing literature: (iocesses through which shared
cognition is produced in the PAF, (2) organizatipwcallective and individual devices

used by pilots to nurture shared cognition andp@gntial limits of shared cognition.

From these three themes, we produced emerging thetmieh included a more refined

categorization of organizational and team levelpsuis and challenges to shared
cognition for coordination.

4. SHARED COGNITION AND COORDINATION AT THE PAF

Within the PAF, coordination (or "synergy" in pibdfjargon) is the central and everyday
concern towards which all efforts are directed. tiims regard, developing shared
cognition is crucial: mastery of the jet, the pagr the figures, the timing, and the
position of each airplane in relation to others.r @ata indicate that such shared
cognition is developed, rested upon, and at theedame challenged at different levels
in order to base coordination: the organization thedeam.

4.1. Organization-level support and challengesto shared cognition for
coor dination

Most remarkable in our data is the strong soci@oizational realm in which pilots are
immersed. Our data indicate that this organizatimeel aspect is a crucial means of
developing shared cognition. We even observed tthatsocio-organizational context
formed the background of all other developmentse PAF is a very specific social
prestigious group inside the Air Force (regardlegsanks). The social status of the
PAF transpires through media discourse. Yet itl$® &triking on the airbase. Pilots
from the PAF wear clear blue uniforms contrastinthwhe kaki or dark blue color of
others. Even though they share the airbase lifar g8thedule is distinct from that of
other pilots. For example, because of their flyargl work schedule, they often have
lunch together, later than others (interview andeobation). They join the mess with
about half an hour to an hour delay. However, duthé color of their uniform they do
not go unnoticed and everyone regards them witpets(observation). The PAF's
buildings on the airbase are distinct and located specific area. Corridors are filled
with pictures of the glorious squadron's historgck team is represented, from 1953 to
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present, with the pilot's names. On each side @fctirridor, pilots have their offices.
The offices are attributed according to the pilotdes in the formation: right, left
internal and external together on each side ottlmedor, then the solos' office, then the
leader and scavenger (Athos 1 and Athos 4, the fbieg at the rear in formation
aligned with the leader) together (observation)e Hedicated briefing room faces the
entry, at the other end of the corridor. During ouerviews all pilots were also highly
aware of their commitment to contributing to th@adron's prestige. They all explained
us that as pilots they were part of a history withove all, a duty to contribute to the
PAF. One of the pilots even insisted on the metaphmower of the term Athos that
they use to designate each other (from Athos 1):t6it% the musketeers. We call each
other Athos for a good reason: one for all and falt one. It perfectly illustrates the
PAF's spirit' (interview).

The PAF as an organization has also specific wgrkies and roles. As the actual
reserve pilot insisted,each of us has a place, a determined role at thé-"PA
(interview). Physical and technical training, belbavand knowledge development are
highly codified, both technically and socially. Whaew recruits joint the squadron in
autumn, they nearly turn back apprentices; alltpilmsisted that despite their prior
experiences on fighter aircrafts, and their alhiggpatrol leaders with more than 1500
hours flying time, they turned back students pibog agreedtd star ovet (interview).

In the first place, they have to technically becdamailiar with the way Alphajets are
flown and the specific figures to be accomplishBaining and constant rehearsal are
therefore essential to develop shared cognition clmordination. The new recruits
always occupy the same positions (Athos 2, 3 andld}e to the leader in formation.
Around them, more experienced pilots (namely Athp§, 7 and 8, in their second or
third year at the PAF) form theréar box (interview) and are in charge of their
training.

The winter season (from mid-October to mid-Febryalgo follows a progressive
standardized schedule. Pilots (especially new rsgratart by flying by groups of 4
Alphapjets with the previous then with the new delader. Then they progressively fly
in close formation and in January they start tdgrer inverted flights with a rhythm of
two or three training flights per day. Each flightbriefed and debriefed. Knowledge
development is also based on the permanent noagistmnd use of the documentation of
flying experiences in a database: "the bible" ad- pMots call it. During the winter
season, pilots progressively learn the individigures and their sorties. All the figures
are well described, standardized, and shall beeretstby pilots. Then from individual
figures, pilots also have to learn the exhibitionggam of the year, that is to say the
unique combination of some figures. Last, roles waedl defined within the PAF in
order to ensure that learning and development renmaline with the organization's
values and history. In this regard, the role ofibgerve pilot is especially important as
guardian of traditions. As the current reservetpagplained us, his role is to béhé
traditions' masteér (interview), in flight and on the ground. Durirflights (included
training), he usually acts as external and expeourgd-observer and signals any
disturbing detail, from security to positions. Onognd his attention additionally goes to
behaviors especially in face of civil authoritiesdathird parties (interview). All these
values, tight working, learning rules, and roleswee knowledge sharing at all levels,
from values to skills. They are organizational dsfions that foster coordination,
through standardization and structure design.

However at the same time, they also form the camditfor permanently challenging
sharing. The organizationally imposed turnoversigegially important in this regard. At
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the PAF, turnover is annual and significant. Eaelry3 new recruits join the squadron
and the three most senior pilots leave the PAFoto pack either an operational
squadron or a headquarters’ position. In addittamover is also internal with pilots

rotating positions: the former scavenger becomadele the two internal Athos (3 and
4) become either right external (Athos 6) or seceald (Athos 8). This results in a
need to annually re-engage learning and drivestaitetowards how it is achieved. As
pilots explained us, turnover systematically resgioms what could have otherwise
been considered as given, from what people do to they do it. The integration of

new members in the squadron is also an annual typiyr to re-asses the rules and
routines. It sustains permanent attention towalldietails (in flight and on ground).

Overall, our analysis at the organizational legeihat the strong and lasting social and
organizational setting ensures knowledge sharingctmrdination. However, as all
pilots reported, the high turnover rule (recruitinend annual rotation of positions) also
stands out as essential: it is an organized soafcpermanent challenge to the
organizational arrangements. In fact, it forcesRiAd- (as an organization) to be highly
attentive to many aspects, from the image it camoethe pertinence of its internal rules
and routines.

4.2. Team-level support and challengesto shared cognition for coordination

Our data further indicates that parallel centripated centrifugal forces are at play at
the team level in combination. The PAF is a smatlug, with only 9 pilots. We
observed that internal cohesion is both very strang valued. In particular, the
development of tight interindividual relationships important. Pilots literally live
together most of the time. As one of them told"\/ge are always together at the PAF,
we travel together. It's really different from otrsgjuadrons where [...] you cannot be
friend with everyone. At the PAF, there is a lotsbhfring. We build strong links on
earth that will also be expressed in fligkinterview with pilot).

At the team level, the relational aspect is everrugial cooptation criterion for new
recruits. New pilots are pre-selected by militangterities among candidates according
to their flying experience. But most important,paiets told us, they are finally chosen
by the PAF current team after individual appreomatof whether they will be good
mates, people with whom relationships will be siroRre-selected pilots spend a full
day at the PAF with the current team. They attefigglat briefing and then fly in back
seats. However, during our interviews, PAF pilatsisted that this was not the most
important part of the cooptation process becaugbenend selection in not technical.
They all reported (interviews) that the most impattpart of the process is when they
practice sports together, discuss, and answer ubstigns asked by the current team
during individual interviews. Whether candidated| we able to belong or not makes
the difference, and it is the criterion after whtble current team makes its choice on the
base of a vote. Indeed, tight relationships baseahdrust; a fundamental aspect as
each pilot is ensured that alike him/her, other$ da whatever it takes tohotld their
positior" with rigor in the formation in flight (a motto @he PAF). Not only does the
aesthetics of the show depend on it, but also tle€spand the public security. Mutual
trust is therefore essential. It is developed stdbam from day one and sustained by the
particular organization of the PAF (e.g. dedicabedding, specific schedule...). As a
pilot summarizes it: the fact that people have good relationships on dagth
automatically finds expression in the 'afet, all pilots warned us that internal team
cohesion can at times be a trap. They especidiyresl to the danger of beingdpped
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in a tunnel (interviews), either because they share suchktirig will to go further
(interview) or because they could becorta"self-confiderit(interview).

In this regard, all pilots insisted that the anntuahover in the team was the major
source of permanent alertness because of the cbmssaning it implied. Not only has
the team to integrate new pilots, but current pildso have to fly new positions. As one
of them put it, it's a start overedch year, every one of us has to learn againaltisie
reassessment for everyone. [...] Learn a new posé#axh year and achieve the same
level of performance(interview). Current pilots in particular musal® new ways, new
perspectives on the formation. They cannot resivbat they did the year before, the
way they did it, nor the teammates with whom thewf The conditions change, their
roles change, some of their mates change. Thedlkagnition that was developed the
year before turns insufficient. In the first platieis implies experiencing and learning
new positions in the formation; that is to say botw tasks and new ways of
experiencing flights for standard figure, becauséhe difference in position. Second,
this also implies learning how other PAF pilotsiwaiibld their position. Turnover brings
diversity to the team. Individual pilots' trajeatss and backgrounds are different. Each
pilots has his/her own personal sensations and enanfespecially visible during
briefings when they rehearse their flight, eyeseth focused on their movements). One
of the pilots we interviewed precisely illustratédis point: ‘Coordination highly
depends on the leader. It's the reason why thecleaelver changes (during the season).
This year she [the 2010 leader was a woman] hadwagrs of piloting and announcing
over the radio. The rest of us, we follow her rhytiWe are used to how she does it. We
try to pilot the same way to produce an impressibfiuidity. It's a matter of training
and rehearsal [...] It's really the sound of her wid...]. The way she starts turns,
because she maybe stars turns faster than thequeveadet. Third, turnover and
diversity are also occasions for the devising oheav exhibition program, a new
combination of some figures that has to be leaynthle team. Each pilot has his/her
own experience and contributes to suggesting figoremodifications to the program,
or to how it can be performed in a specific cont&ktis especially true for the leader
and solo leader, because they are in charge obidgvthe unique annual aerobatic
program (meaning that each year, the program clsangast, as pilots explained, this
reinforces sustained attention towards novel sanatduring flights. In this regard,
mutual trust and vigilance are in fact of equal amance. As a pilot insistedmutual
trust, verifications and vigilance are not mutuadyclusivé.

Overall, our data indicate that at the PAF orgaropal-level and team-level effects do
at the same time sustain the development of sitarguition for coordination and guard
against potential rigidities.

5. CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

Based on an ethnographic study at the air disptpyadron "Patrouille de France”
(PAF), we investigated dual influences of sharegnd@mn on coordination, and more
specifically how coordination might benefit fromashad cognition while avoiding its
pitfalls. Past literature in fact exhibits mitigdteesults as to the role of shared cognition
for coordination. Some studies put forward thatugso coordinate best when their
members share knowledge and attitudes that entil@esto synchronize their tasks and
take appropriate action without having to commuteicgCannon-Bower et al, 1993,
Rico et al., 2008 for example). Others outlined daagers of cognitive ossification for
coordination that drives to producing uniformityeducing attention to novel
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alternatives, generating semi-automatic routines, iahibiting adaptation (Berman et
al., 2002; Lechner and Kreutzer, 2010; Levine araéland, 1999 for example).

We show that both at the organizational and teareldecentripetal and centrifugal
forces operate in combination to ensure high shamghition and guard against
ossification for coordination. At the organizatibevel, strong organizational rules,
design, and structure do foster shared understgrfdincoordination while designed
annual turnover involves permanent learning with ititegration of new pilots. At the
team level, challenging shared cognition is reicéor by internal turnover, which
implies continual learning for everyone, while higfam cohesion ensures the enduring
shared cognition necessary to coordination.

Our results contribute to advancing the debatehamesl cognition and coordination by
pointing at balancing effects, especially betwekaresd cognition and turnover. We
show that in fact both elements are important tmrdination. While taken in isolation

each of these can first prove beneficial and nestt to bear more negative effects on
coordination (for example Berman et al., 2002),skew that it is the combination of

these elements that enables achieving balanceieghuiavorable to coordination. Past
coordination literature have barely addressed sachbination effects, and studies on
small groups dynamics even tended to focus ontelafluences. Only a few studies
hinted at possible compensations; for examplehgir tquantitative study of teams

performing joint replacement procedures in a teaghiospital, Reagans et al. (2005:
880) suggested that a relationship seemed to k&tsteen turnover in team and team
composition, the later being able to compensatéhi@ioss of knowledge generated by
the former. This quantitative-based together witlr qualitative-based conclusions
converge to suggest that examining influences mhgoation is promising avenue for

further research on shared cognition and coordinati

Our study also highlights that the equilibrium beémn centrifugal and centripetal
effects of shared cognition on coordination is acad at two levels in combination: the
organization and the team. Such relational viewaades the understanding of the
relationship between shared cognition and cooridinabecause it introduces a new
perspective in addition to those usually put fodvan coordination literature.
Coordination literature is often presented as beaitrgctured around a fundamental
opposition between more formal and more informardmation. Formal coordination
refers to more or less explicit formal dispositiosisch as plans, rules, design, and
communication. In past literature these dispos#tiomere mainly associated with
organization-level preoccupations, and developedeura contingent approach of
coordination (Bechky and Okhuysen, 2009 for exajngdle opposition to this view,
informal or more implicit coordination processelsas joint sensemaking or shared
mental models (see Rico et al., 2008 or Faraj arab,X2006 for example) were
highlighted later, and mostly at a group or teaneleBecause they developed as a
response to the overly macro approach of more ancesearches, a vast majority of
these later studies addressed intra-group or teawordination without clearly
accounting for organizational influences. Howewrn;, results suggest that such binary
opposition might be in fact reframed.

In the first place our results suggest that divecgs in past literature with regard to the
relationship between coordination and shared cagnithay stem from these mixed
influences. For example, building on extensive eeviof past literature, Rico et al.
(2008: 171) propose that longevity is positivelyated to shared cognition and
therefore favorable to better coordination. In castt these authors carry on (2008:
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172), knowledge diversity is negatively related sbared cognition and therefore
detrimental to coordination. In this regard, ousulés suggest that it is in fact
organizational (not team) longevity that has a tpasiinfluence on coordination
throughout the strong socio-organizational contexbntributes to forming. It enables
the development of enduring understanding of tlyamization's task that is crucial for
coordination. It also forms the condition for theesessful integration of newcomers. In
addition, and because of organizational longewity,suggest that team level diversity
is also beneficial as it guards against inertipa@or adaptation (Lechner and Kreutzer,
2010; Berman et al., 2002, for example).

In the second place and more generally, our reduyhlight the complementarily
between interrelated levels whereas past literatemded to focus on one or the other
thus implying that they played in opposition orsadstitutes. Team level implicit and
informal phenomena are based on organizationaiaiixphd formal dispositions. The
later sustain the development of the former. Inrmgtorganizational dispositions alone
are insufficient to address coordination, and téewel dynamics are complementary.
Overall, our results indicate that rather than geirerely a matter of organizational or
team-level phenomena, coordination is relational.tids base, further examinations of
coordination should beneficially consider both lev& analysis and their relationships.

Last, our results point at time effect in the relaship between coordination and shared
cognition, empirically confirming Rico and colleagi (2008: 178) theoretical insight

that time matters. However, while these authork b a team level analysis, our study
points at different temporalities at different leszeOver the long term, organizational

arrangements provide lasting templates for learnargl behaviors and ensure

convergence based on shared values and skills. \tYlegrjoin the organization, actors

are immersed in and influenced by this lastingirsgtto which they adhere. Over the

short to medium term and against this setting,radtather develop team-level specific

arrangements and relationships that impact coaidimas a practice. However our data
set was too focused in duration to enable furtlptagation of these aspects. Additional

research might fruitfully address this questiorthwmore longitudinal studies.
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