Supplementary Methodological Appendix
For: When shared leadership does not share authority: delegation, voice and accountability in a cross-border higher education partnership
Supplementary Note 1. Purpose and status of the appendix
No survey, questionnaire, interview dataset or statistical dataset was used in the study. This appendix documents the methodological basis of the self-reflective critical incident analysis.
This appendix provides additional methodological transparency for the self-reflective critical incident analysis reported in the article. It does not reproduce confidential project records, private communications or identifiable information. Its purpose is to make the selection, reconstruction and analysis of incidents auditable without compromising the confidentiality of a small connected professional setting.
Supplementary Note 2. Reflective material and evidential boundaries
The primary analytical material consisted of contemporaneous reflective notes recorded during and shortly after key stages of a several-month partnership project. These notes documented emerging uncertainties, decisions, task allocation, review discussions and concerns relevant to the author's coordinating role. Professional recollection was used to contextualise the notes rather than as the sole evidential basis for reconstruction.
Project-related records were consulted only to verify chronology and clarify the sequence of actions, decision points and review moments. No emails, messages, meeting extracts or other private communications are reproduced in the article or this appendix.
Supplementary Note 3. Incident-selection criteria
A wider set of project episodes was first identified through a reflexive memo. An episode was treated as a critical incident when it met all three criteria below:
It disrupted expected work, coordination or review.
It exposed uncertainty concerning delegation, decision rights, standards or accountability.
It made visible an organisational or culturally situated assumption concerning communication, hierarchy, responsibility, legitimacy or quality.
The three reported incidents were selected because they represented recurring tensions at different stages of the project rather than because they were the most dramatic episodes.
Supplementary Note 4. Four-stage analytical procedure
1. Incident reconstruction: Each incident was reconstructed from contemporaneous reflective notes, with project records used only to check chronology and sequence.
2. Critical reflection: Each incident was examined through questions adapted from Smyth's critical reflective approach: what happened; what assumptions about authority and responsibility were visible; whose interests were supported or constrained; what forms of voice or silence appeared; and what alternative routines might have altered the outcome.
3. Theoretical interpretation: The reconstructed incidents were interpreted through practice-based distributed leadership, coordination of leadership expectations, and micropolitical/cultural perspectives on authority and voice.
4. Cross-incident comparison: The incidents were compared to identify recurring mechanisms and differences across delegation, review, sign-off and challenge.
Supplementary Note 5. Reflexive safeguards
Contemporaneous documentation was distinguished from later interpretation.
Chronology was checked against project records where necessary.
Alternative interpretations were retained when the available material did not support a single conclusion.
Silence or indirect communication was not treated as direct evidence of cultural deference.
Concepts such as hierarchy, loyalty and face were treated as situated interpretive possibilities rather than fixed attributes of national culture.
Incidents were reported in role-based, non-verbatim form and contextual markers were generalised to reduce indirect identifiability.
Supplementary Note 6. Audit-trail summary
	Incident
	Primary reflective material
	Chronology check
	Principal analytical focus
	Cross-incident contribution

	1. Unclear mandate
	Reflective notes on planning and delegation
	Project sequence and decision points
	Decision rights; authorised action; competing leadership signals
	Shared responsibility without visible authority

	2. Unclear standards
	Reflective notes on review and task judgement
	Review sequence and prior guidance
	Quality standards; role protection; accountability
	Responsibility separated from standard-setting authority

	3. Cautious voice
	Reflective notes on post-completion review
	Timing of formal and informal follow-up
	Voice; challenge; relational risk; ambiguity of silence
	Need for protected and traceable routes for challenge


Supplementary Note 7. Confidentiality and data-sharing rationale
The source materials arise from a small, connected professional setting. Even after removal of names, combinations of role, sequence, institutional context and event detail could permit indirect identification. The raw reflective notes and confidential project records are therefore not deposited publicly. This appendix provides de-identified methodological information needed to evaluate incident selection and analysis. If requested by the journal, selected de-identified supporting materials may be made available for confidential editorial or peer-review purposes, subject to confidentiality obligations and institutional requirements.
