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Abstract
Although the literature acknowledges that unexpected events can have significant consequences for organizations, there is little empirical investigation of how organizations respond to surprises.  In this paper, we compare ethnographic data from two types of organizations that regularly deal with surprise, a police SWAT team and film production crews, to understand how they organize their activities to respond to surprise.  We find that in these organizations, individuals respond to surprise by engaging in organizational bricolage, a form of ‘making do’ that emphasizes the reorganization of activities, in three forms: elaborating responses, role-shifting, and updating understanding and altering action. Such organizational bricolage depends on the sociocognitive resources that group members develop by building cross-member expertise, explicitly reinforcing task activities, and roughing out the work.  
 An important stream of research within the organizational literature has concerned itself with how organizations perform their work in the face of instability. For example, Thompson (1967) examined how organizations could shield or buffer the core of their operations from uncertainty in their environment. He suggested that organizations maintain stability by preventing external shocks or internal disruptions from affecting their work. Stability and predictability are desirable because they allow organizations to perform their work in an efficient manner (Scott 2002).
However, scholars have also argued that organizations now face environments that cannot be expected to be stable. These fast-paced and highly dynamic environments are inherently unpredictable (Davis, Eisenhardt, and Bingham 2006, Ciborra 1996).  In addition, the nature of post-industrial work means that the conditions under which organizations could create predictability may no longer exist.  An increasing shift to project and distributed work (Jones 1996, Bielby and Bielby 1999, Hinds and Bailey 2003), as well as the push to outsource non-core elements of work, blurs organizational boundaries and reduces organizations’ ability to fully control their work (Scott 2004).  Under these conditions, organizations are called upon to continually take the unexpected into account, and to respond to problems or surprises that come their way as a normal part of their activities. Although these changes in organizational life have been evident for some time, we know little about how organizations respond to surprise as part of their day to day work. 
In this paper, we explore the structures and practices of two types of organizations that expect surprises as part of their daily activity. This paper compares data from field studies of film production and a police SWAT team to explain how organizations respond to surprises when they occur.  In particular, we describe how the members of these organizations engage in organizational bricolage, collectively drawing on the resources “at hand” to address surprises by elaborating responses, shifting roles, and updating understanding and altering action. Such organizational bricolage depends on the sociocognitive resources that group members develop by building cross-member expertise, explicitly reinforcing task activities, and roughing out the work.  
Organizational Surprise and disruption
The study of surprise in organizations is gaining momentum as scholars have begun to regard surprise as an important part of organizational life (Weick 1995, Weick and Sutcliffe 2001, Lampel and Shapira 2001). Some have suggested that surprise, on its own, is a topic worthy of research (McDaniel, Jordan and Fleeman 2003), and have called for increased empirical attention to the dynamics of surprise.  A surprise is a break in expectations, one that can come from events that are not expected or from paths that do not advance as expected (Cunha, Clegg, and Kamoche 2006), and can encompass any element that is unexpected within an organization and which draws attention away from the standard progression of the work.  Thus, surprises can include errors or other unexpected failures in performance, mistakes, internal disruptions (including those caused by system complexity), and external disruptions from the environment.  
While theorists’ attention to surprise has recently intensified, scholars have been interested in understanding disruptions as an inherent part of organizational life for some time.  Hughes (1951) pointed out that mistakes, one form of disruption, intrinsically emerge from the work that is done in organizations.  In some cases, ignoring mistakes and other errors can cause them to escalate to larger consequences (Roberts 1990, Vaughan 1999). Vaughan (1996), for instance, showed how NASA, as a social system, drifted in its approach to deviations in performance and became inured to risk. In this process, the organization became more disaster prone as small signals were “normalized” and, thereafter, ignored.  To the degree that organizations are increasingly complex and tightly coupled, as Perrow (1984) suggested, “normal accidents” are likely to occur.  Although this research suggests that disruptions are not exceptional, but rather are an inherent part of work, it does not treat these disruptions as expected, that is, as probable or likely in the organization. 
In the surprise literature, scholars concur with the assessment that surprise can be a regular occurrence in organizations.  Cunha and colleagues (2006) argue that other concepts related to disruptions such as normal accidents (cf., Perrow, 1984), creeping developments (cf., Vaughn, 1996), sudden events (cf., Meyer, 1982), and losses of meaning (cf., Weick, 1993) are all different forms of surprises.  In this view, the organization is assumed to be an adaptable and changing entity, one where disruptions are a matter of course.  For example, McDaniel and colleagues (2003), echoing Perrow (1984), suggest that surprise is a consequence of the fundamental nature of organizations as complex and adaptive systems, and call for an exploration of the complete phenomenon of surprise and the full range of responses to it.  Although both Cunha and colleagues (2006) and McDaniel and colleagues (2003) provide theoretical insights into the nature of organizational surprise, we know very little about the specific ways that organizations respond to breaks in expectations. 

However, scholars have taken a close look at organizations where uncertainty can have catastrophic effects.  Like many organizations that deal routinely with surprise, High Reliability Organizations (HROs) such as aircraft carriers and nuclear power plants (Weick and Sutcliffe 2001) face pervasive uncertainty, and have a heightened awareness that the unexpected can wreak havoc on their operations (Roberts 1990, LaPorte and Consolini, 1991).  The research on HROs highlights the need for continuous attention to potential and real breaks in expectations.  Specifically, this literature suggests that prevention of errors and problems through cognitive processes of mindfulness and underspecification of structures, combined with a commitment to resilience when problems occur, makes organizations more reliable (Weick, Sutcliffe and Obsfeld 1999).  
While HROs and organizations that deal with surprise routinely are both concerned with unexpected events, a significant difference between them is that for HROs, safety and reliability are paramount due to the potentially catastrophic nature of errors (Roberts 1990, Roberts, Stout, and Halpern 1991, LaPorte and Consolini, 1991). As a consequence, HROs are organized to prevent the occurrence of surprise, often at great financial or operational cost.  Because of their focus on prevention, theorists have scant evidence to draw on to determine how HROs respond to problems (Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld 1999). Thus, although the literature on HROs is useful to understand the prevention of surprises, it tells us less about how organizations cope with surprises once they occur. 

It seems particularly important to examine how organizations contend with surprises given the changing nature of organizing in the last few decades.  Technological innovation, globalization, and shifting organizational forms have resulted in many different arrangements for the distribution of work. Organizations have spread geographically, partially as a consequence of virtual communication (Hinds and Bailey 2003) and increased outsourcing of activities (Blinder 2006, DiCarlo 2005).  The consequence of this spread has been an expansion of organizational boundaries over both time and space.  Moreover, organizations increasingly structure their work in project-based forms and through contingent labor (Bielby and Bielby 1999, Belous 1989, Barley and Kunda 2004), leading to blurred hierarchies and boundaries even inside organizations.  Mass customization (Kotha, 1995), an effort to be more responsive to customers’ wants, has also reduced the buffering that traditional forms of organizing provided.  These changes in organizing, coupled with the increasing pace of competition in many environments (Davis, Eisenhardt, and Bingham 2006), mean that organization members may encounter unpredictable events even more frequently than in the past. 

In spite of the increasing importance of understanding how organizations address the challenge of surprise, little work has examined surprises as a routine aspect of the work of organizations.  One exception is the work of Tuchman (1973), who explains how news organizations handle frequent unexpected events through approaches that do not disrupt their everyday activities. Tuchman argues that these organizations maintain a normal state of affairs by typifying these events on the basis of the way they fit into the organizations’ structure and work.  In other words, unexpected events are routinized by using the requirements of the work as the organizing frame. While this research does not offer generalizable structures and processes for managing organizational surprises, it does indicate an approach to surprise that might be useful:  analyzing how surprises are regularized through the daily work of the organization.  We adopted this approach in our study of two types of organizations that encounter regular surprise:  a SWAT team and film productions.  By studying the work of organization members who face frequent surprises and respond to them rather than prevent them, we can develop a more general understanding of the processes used to respond to surprise in an ongoing manner.
Organizational bricolage: Situated action in response to surprises
If we take the view that surprise is a regular occurrence in organizations, then we need to understand how organizations respond to it as part of their day to day activity.  Much of the research on how organizations handle uncertainty focuses on prevention, design, and planning (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967; Galbraith 1973; Thompson 1967; Van de Ven, Delbecq and Koenig 1976).   However, organizational action is situated in a particular context, and while plans and formal structures anticipate such action, they do not determine its course (Suchman 1987).  Studies of organizations that face external uncertainty, such as ship navigation teams (Hutchins 1995), airport management (Goodwin and Goodwin 1996), and the London Underground (Heath, Hindmarsh and Luff 1999), demonstrate the importance of situated collective action for organizing complex work.  It is the interaction among organization members, as well as with the environment, that enables the work of the organization to advance. 
The concept of bricolage, which treats organizational action as rooted in the everyday challenges and demands of the situation at hand, is consistent with the perspective of situated cognition.  Individual bricolage is embedded in specific circumstances; as Levi-Strauss described, bricoleurs “make do with ‘whatever is at hand,’… with a set of tools and materials which is always finite and is also heterogeneous, because what it contains bears no relation to the current project, or indeed to any particular project, but is the contingent result of all the occasions there have been to renew or enrich the stock” (1966: 17).  Bricoleurs use a set of resources accumulated through experience (Orr 1990) to routinely create order out of chaotic conditions (Weick 1993).  
The concept of bricolage also calls attention to the creativity involved in responding to surprise.  Bricolage has been suggested as a theoretical lens to explain how individuals and organizations innovate, harness opportunities, and creatively improvise (Barrett 1998; Weick 1993; Baker and Nelson 2005; Moorman and Miner 1998).  Bricolage therefore represents situated action in constrained environments that nevertheless require creative responses.  Organizations facing regular surprise are one example of such environments.

One challenge for adopting bricolage as an explanation for responses to organizational surprise is that little work has been done on collective bricolage, and most conceptualizations instead locate bricolage at the individual level of analysis. For example, both Garud and Karnoe (2003) and Baker and Nelson (2005) empirically show that entrepreneurs engage in bricolage to develop new products and to capitalize on entrepreneurial opportunities, but say little about the organizational antecedents of bricolage. Some authors, like Moorman and Miner (1998: 705), do link bricolage to organizational level phenomena like improvisation and memory, albeit in a theoretical manner.  However, even when authors suggest an empirical treatment of bricolage at the organizational level (cf. Ciborra, 1996), little detail is provided about how that activity takes place. Thus, in our analysis we focus squarely on bricolage as an organizational activity, exploring how it serves as a situated, collective response to organizational surprise.
Moreover, organizational scholars typically focus on the material inputs for bricolage, which presents a further challenge, as it narrows the potential explanatory power of the concept.  However, an alternative conception of bricolage suggests that ideas and practices can serve as a means of bricolage.  For instance, Campbell (2004) argues that symbolic principles and practices are recombined to create institutional change in different cultures. Such a perspective is also consistent with the idea that the resources for organizing, for enacting ongoing work, are available to individuals in their social context, and are dictated by their joint history and collective understanding (Feldman, 2004). This suggests that further examination of the cognitive processes and practices involved in organizational bricolage, focusing on non-material resources, can also be worthwhile.
Methods

Exploring surprise more fully requires charting organizational surprise in different settings and comparing the responses to such surprises. We selected two settings for study on the basis of a theoretical similarity, choosing sites in which surprise occurs on a regular basis: a police Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) team and film production crews. The police SWAT team is an ongoing group of officers organized to respond to situations where the typical training of police officers is insufficient, such as situations involving high levels of force or violence, situations involving multiple suspects, and drawn-out situations where patience and quick action may both be desirable. In this context, surprise appears as breaks in members’ expectations of how the mission is unfolding. Thus, surprises can include mistakes, but also changes in suspects’ behavior, such as taking hostages in response to the officers’ actions. 
Film productions are structured as temporary organizations in which an occupationally specialized set of participants come together to produce a single film and disband once the task is completed.  In film sets, surprises appear as breaks in members’ expectations of how the different aspects of the work of the film crew will progress. As with the SWAT team, surprises include mistakes and changes in the environment, but also unexpected difficulties in crafting an original artistic product, such as dealing with animals on set or working to implement the director’s artistic vision of a scene.  Below, we describe our data collection process and discuss the differences and similarities of these two settings in more detail.  
Data collection
SWAT team. Our data were drawn from a SWAT team in a Police Department in a suburb of a large metropolitan city in the South. After explaining the purpose of this study, all members of the SWAT team agreed to participate in interviews.  Members had been with the SWAT team for a period of one month to 17 years, and the team included one female officer.  Seventeen members of the team participated in semi-structured interviews lasting between 45 minutes and three hours.  In some cases, multiple interviews were conducted with a single individual.  Two additional interviews were conducted with officers who were hoping to become members of the SWAT team and one interview was conducted with an officer who had recently left the team.  Finally, two interviews were conducted with members of other teams, and these officers provided information on how the team we studied was similar or different from their own.  
The interviews were conducted by the second author over a two-month period and focused on the tasks of the group, including descriptions of possible missions for the team, and details about typical training days.  Interviews also covered the goals of the team, its composition, and its structure.  After addressing questions about the team, the interviews progressed to questions regarding the tasks and roles of each interviewee within the team.  Questions were asked in a way that elicited descriptions of actions and activities that the individual engaged in within the group.  For example, snipers were asked to describe how they were different from other team members, what additional training they participated in, and what special responsibilities the position entailed during different types of missions.  
The second author also observed the SWAT team under a variety of situations, such as briefing and training sessions.  During these sessions the second author had an opportunity to observe the activities that individuals were engaged in, took field notes, and transcribed them each evening.  However, the second author was not able to accompany the team on missions, due to the danger inherent in those situations. Of particular note are the training sessions, where it was possible to observe how officers reacted to surprise, and where officers spent time describing situations where surprises had occurred.  During these training sessions the second author also engaged in conversations with individual officers to follow up on activities during training.  Finally, the second author gathered archival information on the operations of the team, such as a “Manual for SWAT” that describes this particular team’s organization, and archival material for SWAT teams in general.  

Film production. The first author conducted an ethnography of four different film sets. Two of these were small, short-term productions. One was a commercial for a telephone company that took place over several days and involved 50 people, and one was a music video that was filmed over five days and involved a crew of 35 people. Two sites were sets for full-length movies, including an independently produced horror movie with a budget of $2 million lasting five weeks and involving 50 crew members, and a movie backed by a major Hollywood studio with a budget of over $100 million and a crew of 175 members. 
The first author was a participant observer in all four projects. In three of the projects she worked as a production assistant completing duties such as making copies, helping individual departments (such as lighting or wardrobe), “locking up” locations, and running errands. In the fourth site, she was an observer and assisted the office production crew as needed. During the day, the first author would take field notes in a small pad, which she expanded every night after leaving the set. Participant observation allowed the first author to gather substantial data on how crew members responded to surprise in their activities. 

The first author also interviewed many members of the different film crews during shooting, as well as two production managers and several independent producers, crew members and studio executives outside of these sites.  These interviews were informal and unstructured, and provided additional information about how the crew members completed their tasks and dealt with the uncertainty of the work.  
Commonalities.  The two settings in this study shared similarities that invited our comparison of their responses to surprise. An important similarity between film crews and SWAT teams was the pervasive sense of uncertainty experienced by their members as a central element of their work. This uncertainty had two main sources. Sometimes, it was internally driven by the potential for mistakes in the coordination or the execution of the activities of individuals.  However, a substantial part of the uncertainty that these groups faced was generated by the high level of dependence on the external environment (such as relying on good weather) for the completion of their tasks. Both types of uncertainty contributed to the phenomenon of interest in this study: the regular occurrence of surprise. Thus, attention to surprise was a common feature in both settings, and was an integral part of the work performed. 

Another characteristic that the film crews and the SWAT team had in common was a high level of interdependence among the individuals performing the work. The interdependence in SWAT teams and film crews was driven by two different elements of the tasks they accomplished: the size of the task and the complexity of the activities necessary to complete the task.  The scope of the work of the film crews and the SWAT team was larger than what a single individual could accomplish, and therefore the groups required collective action to accomplish their goals.  Moreover, the complexity of the tasks engendered specialization in the work and, as might be expected, these specialized elements required integration to allow for the successful completion of the entire project.  

A final similarity between these two work settings were the constraints on task execution created by time pressure.  For the film crews, any delay in the production schedule represented significant costs, due to the need to pay for staff and equipment to complete the film.  This led to significant efforts to eliminate delays and to reduce the overall production time.  Moreover, the short duration made it impossible to resolve shortages or problems by bringing in additional resources.  For the SWAT team the time pressure was in response to danger.  Executing missions quickly and in an error-free manner was thought to reduce the danger from suspects to officers, to bystanders, and to suspects themselves.  The need to act quickly constrained the options available to execute the mission. 
Differences.  Exploring the differences between the SWAT team and the film productions can help us develop a deeper understanding of how the process of bricolage was enacted distinctively across the settings.  These settings differed on three key dimensions.  First, the negative consequences of surprise were qualitatively different. For the film crew, the negative consequences of surprises usually entailed increased costs. This occurred most commonly from the need to redo a particular piece of the work (such as shooting a scene again or redoing a set) or a need to extend the production schedule due to unexpected delays. For the SWAT team, however, the consequences could be more severe. Because of the potential for harm from armed suspects and the weapons used by the team, such as firearms and other forms of force, there was always a high risk of physical harm to suspects, bystanders, or the officers themselves. 

A second difference between the film crews and the SWAT team was the continuity of membership. In the SWAT team, membership was stable and officers could always expect to work with the same individuals executing the same roles during missions. The long tenure of some officers on the team also reinforced the continuity within the team. By contrast, film crews were temporary organizations and membership changed from one project to the next. In addition, individual members sometimes changed roles across projects. 
A final difference between the two groups was in the way the work flow progressed in each group. For the SWAT team, missions were moments of high tension, uncertainty, and danger, and allowed for few pauses or lulls during execution. These missions, though, were of relatively short duration compared to periods between them devoted to rehearsal and group training. By contrast, in the film crews the task was organized as a single period where shooting would take place from beginning to end, oriented around shorter intervals of high activity to shoot individual scenes interspersed with transition periods where the crew members made changes to the set, equipment, and talent. 
Analytic approach.
We used a grounded theory approach (Strauss and Corbin 1990) to analyze how organizations routinely respond to surprises. Given that little is known about these response processes, an inductive approach is appropriate for this work (Edmondson and McManus 2007; Lee, 1999).  Our analysis was based on comparisons of responses to surprises both within and across the two settings. While there are no established guidelines for pooling ethnographic data sets, recent work (e.g., O’Mahony and Bechky 2006; Bechky 2007) has followed Barley’s (1996) prescription for comparative ethnographic analysis across settings. We followed the same model in this study, which we detail below. 

The analytical process began with each author conducting an emic analysis of the data.  This analysis captured the participants’ perspective of the situations they faced. In particular, both authors separately arrived at the conclusion that dealing with uncertainty and surprise was a major element of the work conducted in these settings, and that pooling data across these settings would allow for the development of a more robust model of how these types of organizations operate. Therefore, as a first step, we collected specific instances of surprises, responses, and resolutions in each of our settings.
In the next step, through a process of comparison and contrast, we developed more generalizable categories to use in our analysis.  During this step, we met often and exchanged data memos and commentaries, and cycled through the data, the emergent categories in our analysis, and the literature to develop categories to link our findings to more generalizable concepts (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  As one example, we found evidence in both settings that surprises seemed to be addressed by using materials already at hand. For instance, film crew members often talked about putting supplies “on hold,” while SWAT officers discussed having a “box of toys” available to respond to unexpected situations.  As we progressed in our analysis, we combined these examples and categorized them under a heading of “accumulating resources.” Turning to the literature, we discovered similarities between this category and explanations of innovation involving bricolage.  We analyzed our categories more deeply in comparison with this literature, discovering that bricolage in response to surprises in our settings seemed rooted in interpersonal interaction and the social context.  
This, in turn, led us to greater scrutiny of the processes underlying organizational bricolage.  By pursuing the commonalities and differences in the two settings, we were able to develop the emic categories from each setting into an etic, more generalizable model.  Using the constant comparative method (Glaser and Strauss 1967) we identified how members engaging in bricolage in these settings drew on sociocognitive resources – shared task knowledge and common expectations.  We wanted to understand how the resources enabling bricolage were developed, and therefore we examined the processes in each setting that led to common understandings across members.  For instance, the SWAT team provided cross-training to its members, while the film crews learned through a cross-project career progression.  While the specifics differed, we found a general underlying property: both were processes for developing shared task knowledge and common expectations by building cross-member expertise.  Using the same method of constant comparison, we found two additional processes across the settings:  explicitly reinforcing task activities and roughing out the work process.  Finally, we uncovered several organizational conditions constraining organizations’ engagement in bricolage.  
Findings
Both the SWAT team and film production crews are settings in which surprises are pervasive.  In our data, we identified many different surprises. In each case, a surprise was marked by a break in expectations for participants, which often related to how tasks unfolded in the work of the group. For example, a suspect whose attitude changed from confrontational to suicidal represented a surprise for the SWAT officers. In this case the suspect was less likely to become violent, reducing the danger to all present, and thus the SWAT officers lowered their aggressive stance and changed their positions around the location to capture the suspect.  On one film set, when crew members discovered that the wrong sides (daily scripts) were distributed to everyone, this break in expectations surprised them. In this case, the crew had to re-distribute the sides and make sure that the wrong ones were not used.  Other surprises caused more dramatic reactions. A key grip departed one film set to attend a funeral, leaving a critical position empty, and the crew had to scramble to find a replacement. During a mission a SWAT sniper shot at a suspect and missed, alerting him and raising the danger for everyone, forcing officers to quickly break into the house to arrest him.  Surprises appeared daily in observational field notes and were described in almost every interview; some additional examples of surprises in both settings are presented in Table 1.
  
The emergence of organizational bricolage in response to surprises 

In addition to the regular presence of surprises, we also noticed that both organizations displayed a similar pattern of behavior in response to a surprise. When a surprise occurred, members often initially responded by trying to do more of the same type of activity. If repeating or intensifying their activity proved unsuccessful in recovering from a surprise, the group would first attempt to minimally adjust its current activity, but if that failed would shift away from the original approach, and innovate and reorganize to address the surprise.  Importantly, the adjustment, innovation, and reorganization always took place within the context of the resources at hand, marking this activity as organizational bricolage.  

Organizational bricolage as a response to surprise addresses two critical dimensions of the work performed by the SWAT team and film crew.  One requirement is the need for continued action on the task.  Neither group could reasonably abandon its work due to a surprise, as the task demands continued as a surprise unfolded.  In addition, this approach addresses the temporal demands of the task, because by using resources that are already available, bricolage allowed participants to respond quickly, in the moment, to a surprise.  For these groups, dealing with surprise was a fact of life, and organizational bricolage helped them face these surprises quickly by adjusting their work using the resources embodied in the practices that they have at hand.

Practices of bricolage 
Organizational bricolage took three main forms in our data:  organization members jumped in and elaborated responses to surprises, shifted roles in situations where they could fill in for someone else, and updated their understanding and altered their actions.  We found that in response to individual surprises such as mistakes, organization members drew on their knowledge about the work to elaborate responses for one another.  Both film crew and SWAT members also used their expectations of the trajectory of events to shift roles in response to surprises. Finally, in some situations where a more substantial reorganization was required, members of these groups collectively updated their understanding and altered their actions to respond to a surprise. We provide additional examples for each of these activities in Table 2. 

Elaborating responses
In some instances of surprises, organization members took insufficient action or made mistakes in execution.  In these cases, our informants drew on their task knowledge and materials at hand to elaborate responses for one another.  This included correcting mistakes that individuals made, helping out, and offering ideas for how to respond to particular surprises. Elaborating responses maintained the flow of activity and prevented the escalation of consequences from inadequate action or mistakes.  
SWAT officers actively monitored each others’ actions during training and missions, helping and correcting one another. One area of concern for SWAT officers was the training and preparation of rookie members.  For example, Fred, a veteran officer, was shadowing Mike, a rookie member of the team, offering suggestions and providing information as a training day advanced. As the officers were suiting up to do up-close shooting, Mike reached into an equipment box and grabbed a helmet. Fred leaned in, grabbed a different one, and said “try this one, that one’s too big.” Knowing that a loose helmet would be an obstacle during up-close shooting, Fred elaborated the solution for Mike, who was unaware of the requirements for this activity.
Experienced officers were also concerned about the presence of rookies during missions. They commented on the “adrenaline rush” of their first missions, and how that rush could sometimes cause rookie officers to “forget their training.” For instance, dynamic entry was a tactic that SWAT officers practiced “to death.” During dynamic entry, officers alternated the direction they moved in, such that if the first officer in the stack moved right, the second officer moved left, the third right, and so on, to achieve maximum coverage of a location as quickly as possible. Brett, a junior officer, described a particular dynamic entry during which, “in the heat of the moment I was supposed to go left but started heading right, following the guy right in front of me.” As Brett began to move in the wrong direction, Steve, a more senior officer immediately behind him in the entry stack, grabbed him “by the collar” and “shoved” him in the correct direction.  Because Steve was familiar with how the routine for a dynamic entry was executed, he was able to correct Brett on the spot, preventing an imbalance in the coverage of the location. 

On film sets, when mistakes were made by someone in a particular role, other crew members did not hesitate to correct them or help them with ideas for how to fix them.  For instance, on one production, the location manager, Matt, corrected Cathy, the 2nd 2nd assistant director, as she tried to create a schedule of scenes to be shot on the following day. Matt came over to Cathy’s desk to look at the schedule for the next day, and read aloud, “Production in at 10:30, then Ken [the director] goes to pick the house.”  Cathy replied, “I put in an hour so that they can shoot it while we are moving into the studio.”  She then noted, “It would be nice if Ken were there while we were moving in to give us some directions about setting up.”  Matt, who had more experience organizing simultaneous filming in various locations, suggested, “Have other people loading into the studio.”   Cathy said, “Okay, so I’ll put 11-1 Ken gets exterior of house.”  Matt, losing patience with Cathy, directly corrected her mistaken assumption that the director needed to be there to film the exterior of the house: “Just say he approves it, he doesn’t need to actually be there, just send the camera and roll film.”  Matt averted Cathy’s mistake, which could have potentially delayed shooting at the studio:  the director did not need two hours to select the house and he could be back at the studio earlier than Cathy thought.  
During a scene involving animals on one production, the crew had trouble getting a snake to head toward the camera for the shot.  The animal handler had been using her standard techniques, such as scenting the path with a mouse, and had already tried keeping a mouse in view behind the plexiglass screen in front of the camera.  After several takes in which the snake headed off to the side, the property master placed some extra pillar candles (which were on the sides of the set providing ambience for the scene) in a row on the floor to guide the snake toward the camera, and they completed the shot.  In this example, the property master was able to use materials that were already available to elaborate a response to the surprising snake misbehavior that enabled production to continue.
The data showed that peers corrected one another most often in response to individual mistakes, and often prevented such surprises from escalating to more serious problems.  Organization members were also able to elaborate responses to surprises in cases where the actions already taken were insufficient or inadequate to deal with the surprise.  In these instances, our informants drew on their expectations about how the work should unfold, as well as the materials at hand, to anticipate potential implications and elaborate responses in the moment, before surprises could develop into problems that might involve more members of the organization.  

Role shifting
When surprises occurred, our informants sometimes drew on their task knowledge to adjust their own activities by substituting for someone else or performing some of the tasks in someone else’s role. On the SWAT team, for instance, Glenn described an example of role shifting during a mission where the team entered a location and found a couch in their path. This couch was a dangerous obstacle because, as Glenn put it, “someone could be on the other side, just waiting for us.” So instead of running to the right, around the couch, Glenn ran left, to a vantage point where he could “cover” the couch. John, whose role was to run left, immediately ran to the right around the couch while being covered by Glenn. In this instance, the ability to adjust to each others’ actions without explicit communication was made possible by the redundancy in task knowledge that the officers possessed.  Rodney described an instance of role shifting where the layout of the buildings unexpectedly blocked some of the views, such that the sharpshooters could not cover all of the angles on the location. Here, the team decided to use members of the “alley team,” who are usually in charge of controlling a perimeter and arresting “runners”, to help gather intelligence. Two members of the alley team were assigned to this task, and they climbed on roofs and complemented the observations and intelligence gathered by the sharpshooters.

Role shifting, rooted in commonly held task knowledge, was also a response to breaks in expectations on film sets.  One challenge for film crews is that they move regularly to new locations, and have to reorient themselves to find even the most basic necessities.  For instance, when one production moved to a new location, many of the crew could not find the bathrooms, because the location manager did not put the proper signs up.  After several crew members asked about the bathrooms, the production office coordinator, Erin, got frustrated and took matters into her own hands by creating and posting the bathroom signs herself.  In this case, Erin used her knowledge of what happens on new locations (and the location manager’s task requirements in that situation) to take on a task that belonged to the location manager.  

Role shifting occurred more formally in several cases in response to significant surprises, such as problems with key crew members who could not be on the set.  For instance, on one production, a camera operator for the 2nd unit was on call to operate an aerial camera requiring specialized skills.  Surprised when he did not arrive for work after he was called in, the executive producer and camera crew got together to discuss their options.  After determining everyone’s qualifications, the 1st camera operator of the B camera for the 1st  unit moved over to the 2nd  unit, as he knew how to operate the aerial camera, and the 2nd  operator of the B camera moved up to the first position.  The camera crew’s overlapping task knowledge enabled them to successfully shift roles and allowed shooting to continue that day.  

Updating understanding and altering action
Sometimes, as surprises escalated in these organizations, responses to them involved significant changes to the flow of work in both settings.  In order to respond, individuals updated their understanding of the situation facing the group, and subsequently altered their actions.  Because surprises interrupted the expected flow of the work, members re-oriented themselves to a new set of goals or objectives and restructured their activity to achieve them. 

On one film production, for instance, the grips spent half the day setting up a tow rig to pull a picture car to simulate a drive through the location.  But as they were pulling it up to the set, the tow rig broke.  After a flurry of activity and a discussion among the heads of the departments, they decided they could not shoot the planned scenes involving the picture car, and would need to change shots.  Informing the grip crew of the change, the key grip said into his walkie-talkie, “Okay, new deal, now the Technocrane is coming to me, and we are shooting scene 17” (a different scene than planned).  The Technocrane, a specialized piece of camera equipment, was already set up for several shots planned for the location later in the week and could quickly be repurposed to continue production.  The crew could therefore modify their sequence of activities to restructure their work process.  The discussion between the key crew members enabled them to update their understanding of what they expected to do next, and they communicated this to the crew, who moved quickly to change equipment and reorganize to respond to the surprise.

At other times, our informants reorganized without a discussion. After a SWAT sniper took a shot at a dangerous suspect and the bullet hit the doorframe, the situation became much more dangerous, because the suspect was alerted that the team was ready (and allowed) to kill him.  In this instance, the break-in team had to quickly reorganize and officers executed a dynamic entry without taking time for a conversation.  As John explained, “if shots get fired or if you start hearing negotiations going bad, it’s time to enter.  You’re going.  Time can be on your side, but when the split second is up, you’ve got to be moving.”  Here, the SWAT team updated their understanding in the moment, and chose a well-rehearsed routine as a means to alter their actions in response to this surprise.
Sociocognitive roots of organizational bricolage 

Our analysis of the three practices of organizational bricolage used to respond to surprises expands current conceptions of bricolage along two dimensions:  from individual to collective action and from material to sociocognitive resources.  Prior work incorporating the concept of bricolage into organizational theory has focused primarily on individual action; for instance, the actions of individual entrepreneurs who make do with the resources available in order to survive and grow their organizations (Baker and Nelson 2005).  However, we found that organizational bricolage in response to surprises is a collective endeavor.  When our informants engaged in elaborating responses, role shifting, or altering understanding and updating action, they did so through social interaction, often as a shared effort.
In addition, the literature has mostly focused on the use of material means or resources in bricolage to create new products or deliver new services (Baker and Nelson 2005, Ciborra 1996, Garud and Karnoe 2003), and our findings are consistent with this view.  In order to respond with changing action to surprises, both the film crews and the SWAT team accumulated a variety of physical resources – materials and people – for use in organizational bricolage.  Having additional people, for instance, supported role shifting in cases where extra manpower could help respond to surprise, such as when alley team members augmented the sniper intelligence gathering.  Similarly, when the tow rig for the picture car broke, the availability of alternative equipment such as the Technocrane enabled the film crew to restructure their activity.  

However, the process of responding to surprises suggests a more complex conception of bricolage than the ability to draw on a variety of material resources at hand, because in these settings responding to surprise relies heavily on interpersonal interaction to adjust the work process.  Thus, our conception of bricolage calls attention to both the social nature of bricolage as a way to move the work process forward and to bricolage’s roots in the group’s shared understanding of that work.  Rather than relying solely on material resources to “make do,” the people in our settings required shared understandings of the situation to enable action. 
Our analysis of our data uncovered two sociocognitive resources that groups relied on in their responses to surprises, shared task knowledge and common expectations.  Shared task knowledge is process knowledge, held by multiple group members, about how to complete activities or accomplish particular aspects of the task.  This shared task knowledge was indispensable for people to substitute for one another or otherwise complete one another’s activities.  For instance, the camera operators in the earlier example could shift roles to respond to the surprise of the missing operator because they had the shared task knowledge to reorganize the work around the skills of the individuals present.  Without shared task knowledge, coordination among individuals would become considerably more difficult and responding to surprises would require far more time and effort to achieve.
By common expectations, we mean an understanding of how events in the work flow follow one another.  These expectations, held by the members of the group, involve a shared understanding of how the set of activities or collective actions will lead to completion of the work.  To successfully respond to a surprise, members of the group rely on these shared expectations.  In the SWAT team, reducing the danger from suspects was always important.  Thus, the SWAT team above was able to quickly react to the missed shot by the sniper because they shared common expectations about the need to capture or otherwise stop the suspect once he had been alerted to the team’s intentions.  On a film set, crew members shared the expectation that they would try to complete as many shots as possible, given the contingencies faced on a given day.  Thus, when the tow rig broke, crew members were prepared to modify the sequence of shots to be completed, using their shared understanding of what scenes and equipment would be available to substitute. In both organizations, responses to surprises relied on members’ common expectations of the direction that the work needed to take in order to make progress, whether it meant rushing a suspect or switching the next scene to be filmed.  
Processes enabling organizational bricolage 
Because of the central role that sociocognitive resources play in enabling organizational bricolage, it is important to understand how such resources are developed by organizations.  We therefore move next to an examination of how shared task knowledge and common expectations were formed and sustained by patterns of interaction on film sets and in the SWAT team.  In both settings, we discovered similar processes:  these organizations built cross-member expertise, their members explicitly reinforced task activities, and they roughed out the work processes. Using the differences across the settings as a starting point, we will also point out how bricolage, as a response to surprises, is situated within a specific social and task context. (Additional examples of the processes supporting the development of shared task knowledge and common expectations are presented in Table 3.)  
Building cross-member expertise 

Both the SWAT team and the film crews had processes enabling members to develop familiarity with the work of others.  By building cross-member expertise, individuals could understand how the broader work process would proceed and how the group would achieve its collective objectives.  For the SWAT team, a process that built cross-member expertise was the explicit use of cross-training, which allowed every team member to learn how other officers performed their specialized work. For example, during a training session John, the officer in charge, noted how all officers on the team “are supposed to know everybody else’s job.” In this session, every officer on the team practiced on the shooting range using a sharpshooter rifle. This allowed officers to become familiar with several elements of a sharpshooter’s job.  Brett, a junior officer, remarked in an amazed tone “how clear” targets became in the snipers’ rifle scope. Brett then commented that it “made sense” that sharpshooters double as intelligence gatherers on missions. The objective of this cross-training, though, was not to make the officers experts in every role. John noted that the training in this session “doesn’t make them a marksman.” Instead, the objective was to have officers become familiar with the work of others, to have a grounding in the basic work processes of the specialized roles. As John continued, training built some knowledge about the role because now “officers know the sniper’s rule, the marksman’s rule of engagement.”  

In the case of film crews, cross-member expertise was built through the structure of careers, which progressed across multiple film projects. As individuals began their work in the film industry, they invariably started their careers as production assistants. The work of production assistants was not technically specialized or confined to a single area of work on the film set, such as costumes, lighting, or sound.  Rather, production assistants, while they could be assigned to a particular department, worked on tasks that gave them access to multiple departments.  Therefore, they became familiar not only with the specialized work of each department but also with some of the interdependencies between the work of different departments.  In addition, as individuals worked on different film projects, they often changed roles and departments across these projects.   This was particularly true early in crew members’ careers, before they established a strong reputation in a single area and were instead still discovering which departments they were most interested in and suited for.  
For instance, John, the sound mixer on one production, had hired Sam for a prior project because he came highly recommended by the director as a boom operator (the person who carries the microphone on the set to record the sound).  However, on the drive over to that location, John discovered that Sam had never operated a boom before.  Sam’s previous job with the director was in craft service (providing food and beverages).  Moreover, in the current production Sam was a grip. Therefore, in a span of about six months Sam had worked in the craft service, sound, and grip departments on different projects.  Through their exposure to the specialized roles of others while working as production assistants and while fulfilling different roles across projects, crew members built an understanding of the task knowledge and expectations for different roles. 
Explicitly reinforcing task activities
By explicitly reinforcing task activities, members of the SWAT team and the film crews created shared understandings of task knowledge.  Film crew members explicitly reinforced the appropriate task activities for each role, politely and enthusiastically guiding others in daily interaction.  Film crew members communicated appropriate task activities to one another from the moment they arrived on set, giving explicit instructions on how others should perform work.  For instance, while the first author was working as a production assistant in the electric department of one set, the gaffer, Stan, instructed her on how to create flickering firelight for one scene by rapidly adjusting the controls of several lights on the set.  Stan stood behind her off screen, and in between takes, he provided directions such as “make sure you use the full range [of the control]” and “try to vary the speed you’re moving it more.”  Understanding how to create lighting effects made the first author a more valuable member of the electric crew, because she was developing shared task knowledge that would allow her to substitute for other members of the team for certain tasks.  
Film locations were relatively close quarters in which much of the crew could see what others were doing at all times (Bechky 2006), and as a consequence the process of polite instruction was public.  The first author often observed crew members in different departments joking about performing a task properly or telling others how to perform their roles, as on one set where the sound mixer told an electrician how to route a cable around the edge of the room so that it did not interfere with his own equipment. Explicit reinforcement therefore served to broadcast task knowledge and develop shared expectations among everyone who was within earshot.  
In the SWAT team, explicitly reinforcing task activities took a different form. The work of the SWAT team prevented much conversation during missions, because missions could unfold at high speeds or because silence was important to avoid alerting suspects. Thus, instead of relying on reinforcing activities while doing the work, the SWAT team used both rehearsals and retrospective analysis.  
During training, officers engaged in rehearsals of some common activities to reinforce how they might unfold on missions.  Dynamic entries, which were executed quickly to capitalize on catching suspects unaware, were one such rehearsed activity.  Rehearsal for dynamic entries took place in a warehouse, where a simulated house was built by officers. This house had movable walls on hinges, and different types of furniture inside. During training, some officers acted as suspects and “[threw] in a twist” by changing the arrangements of the house, the number of suspects in the house, or the amount of resistance they put up, with each modification presenting a new challenge to the break-in team. As Mike noted, they “make small changes, to see the team adjust.” Mike continued, “In training you are always doing what-ifs. What if this happens? What if that happens?”  By rehearsing these scenarios together, the SWAT team built shared experiences, creating common expectations they could draw on when surprises occurred on missions. 

Retrospective analysis after missions and during training also helped develop shared task knowledge and common expectations.  As Ted described, “if it doesn’t work out, then we sit down and ‘Monday morning quarterback’ it, and you know ‘you could have done this, what you did worked out fine’, or maybe it didn’t.”  Part of the process of retrospective analysis involved discussing alternative courses of action in the face of surprises that occurred. “[W]e talk about ‘well you could have done this, you could have done that’ as a group.  And we all stand around and we talk about the scenarios after.”  In addition to examining the effectiveness of a given approach, retrospective analysis also helped the officers negotiate shared task knowledge and common expectations for the group: “as a group [we] come up with something comfortable that we all kind of agree on and go from there […] we sit down, and we actually talk about and communicate about it, until we get comfortable with it if we weren’t comfortable with the way it went down.”  Retrospective analysis of surprises served two purposes in the SWAT team: it allowed the team to reinforce a common interpretation of situations that occurred and it resulted in a common approach to future missions that could help members respond to unexpected events. 

Roughing out the work process
Finally, film crews and the SWAT team developed shared task knowledge and common expectations by roughing out the work process beforehand. In the SWAT team, drafting out the work took place during the planning in pre-mission briefing meetings.  For instance, in preparing to serve a search warrant in a suspected drug laboratory, Ted, the briefing officer, explicitly noted that the SWAT team had two goals, to secure the location by neutralizing the suspects and to get hold of the evidence in the location. Ted continued by indicating that once the location, suspects, and evidence were secured, the SWAT team would exit, leaving the continuation of the investigation to officers in the Vice squad. 

In addition to focusing on the goals for the team, during the briefing meeting the officer in charge provided a rough sketch of how execution was expected to proceed during the mission. For example, one meeting began with two senior officers briefing the team on the details of the plan. John, one of the team leaders, was the “alley boss,” in charge of eight officers that would secure the inner perimeter for the mission, preventing suspects from escaping. This involved assigning pairs of officers to cover particular exits on a diagram of the location on a whiteboard, in this case a back door and the front and back exits to an apartment complex. The second team leader, Tim, in charge of the break-in team, briefed all the officers on the entry activities, including coverage inside the location (again using a diagram on the board) and expected opposition by suspects. Tim also assigned individual officers on the break-in team of six officers to their position in the “stack,” that is, the order in which they would be entering the apartment. By roughing out the roles and activities in the briefing meeting, in the presence of the entire complement, the SWAT team developed some common expectations of what was to happen in the mission. This, in addition to shared knowledge of tasks, enabled them to engage in bricolage when faced with unexpected events on a mission.
In the case of film crews, the work process was roughed out beforehand through both scheduling and run-throughs of scenes.  In film productions, common expectations for how the work would unfold began with the shooting schedule, created by the production manager on the basis of the script and storyboards, with input from other department heads. Right before shooting started, the heads of all the production departments met to go over this schedule. These meetings set out the general expectations for how filming would progress, and coupled departments to the tasks associated with these expectations.  For instance, at a meeting on the first day of shooting on one production, many questions and comments were raised by the production designer, the art director, and the location manager, who had already scouted many of the locations and knew what they would need to prepare and dress the set at each place.  During production, common expectations for how work would unfold toward the completion of the project were shared with the crew through a daily schedule, which explained the locations, shooting order of the scenes, and crew necessary for each day.  This schedule was created nightly and distributed to all crew members on the set, in advance of the following day’s work.  Roughing out activities through meetings and schedules helped the people responsible for different activities develop common expectations for the project.  They could rely on these expectations to guide them in the event that something unexpected disrupted filming.
In both settings, processes that built cross-member expertise, explicitly reinforced task activities, and roughed out the work process enabled the development of shared task knowledge and common expectations.  SWAT team members’ cross-training and film crew members’ cross-project career progression facilitated the common understanding of tasks and roles.  SWAT team members explicitly reinforced task knowledge through rehearsals and retrospective analysis, while this reinforcement was created on film sets through continual polite teaching.  Roughing out the work process, in the form of pre-mission briefings for SWAT teams and schedules and walk-throughs on film sets, helped create common expectations of the work progress.  Together, these processes created the sociocognitive resources needed for organizational bricolage in response to surprises.
Constraints on organizational bricolage 

After examining similarities across our two settings, our analysis shifted to a final task, developing contrasts in the process of the film crews and the SWAT team. By considering the differences across our two settings, we were able to explore some of the distinctive characteristics of responses to surprise in each setting. Through this comparison, we were able to identify how bricolage, as a response to surprises, is situated within the specific social and task context of each setting. 
In examining the data from the two settings we identified several differences in the work that influenced responses to surprise. For example, as mentioned earlier, the severity of consequences from surprises was much greater in the SWAT team’s work than in the responses of film crews. As a result, SWAT team members often spoke of the risk of “freezing” when faced with a surprise, which could delay a reaction. To combat that emotional response, the SWAT team relied heavily on rehearsal and routine to galvanize members into action when surprise happened.  In contrast, film crews rarely encountered dangerous surprises, and they reacted to unexpected events by taking quick action without losing their aplomb.  Rather than routine and rehearsal, film crews depended on role swapping and drew mainly on the variety of the stock of materials and people to alter action and reorganize.  
Another difference we noted was a greater willingness in film crews to stop trying to respond to a particular surprise at the moment it occurred, and instead move on to something new. As one film crew member noted, “In this business, you don’t dwell on things, you move on. Mostly you see what is wrong, make a decision about whether it can be fixed, and if not, move on to the next thing.”  For example, when windy weather interfered with an aerial shot during filming, the crew simply decided to postpone those shots to another day. In contrast, the SWAT team never abandoned a mission before the situation was resolved. The ability to move on in the film setting but not in the SWAT team was contingent on the temporal organization of the work flow and the severity of the consequences of the work. In film productions, rearranging the activities within the production calendar was a feasible approach to temporary obstacles, whereas such temporal restructuring was not possible during a SWAT team mission, where officers had to persist until the mission was complete. Because the stakes were higher for the SWAT team than for the film crews, putting off responding to a particular surprise had greater consequences and could lead to additional problems, exacerbating the danger in the situation. 
We also noted differences in the way in which the coordination to engage in organizational bricolage took place across our settings. When responding to surprise, officers of the SWAT team were often able to update understanding and alter action with little or no explicit verbal communication. For instance, during a mission that was supposed to involve a dynamic entry that used explosives to blow a door off its hinges, the explosives officer checked the door handle and found it unlocked. Putting a finger to his lips, the team leader signaled to the break-in officers, and they quickly and quietly switched their approach and executed a stealth entry instead. Non-verbal changes in approach were more common in the SWAT team than on film sets, where members often engaged in active discussion of the unexpected event and possible solutions. The ability to coordinate bricolage activity quietly and quickly in the SWAT team was possible due to two characteristics of the work: the continuity of membership and the temporal organization of the work flow. In the SWAT team officers worked together for long periods, trained together, and could be more confident that they had common interpretations of events and common approaches to draw on.  In film productions, such common interpretations of unexpected events were built through discussion, because participants had not encountered them as a group before. Moreover, the work of the film crew allowed for periods of discussion before taking action. In contrast, the time pressure that officers on the SWAT team operated under favored quick communication in the moment of a mission, rather than lengthy deliberation.  
Discussion
In this paper, we have presented data from two organizations that regularly dealt with surprise.  The SWAT team and the film crews we studied operated in environments with substantial uncertainty, where organization members expected the unexpected. In addition, members completed complex and interdependent tasks while constrained by time pressures.  By showing how these organizations responded to surprise, we highlighted practices of organizational bricolage.  Bricolage was enabled by three processes: building cross-member expertise, explicitly reinforcing task activities, and roughing out the work process.  These processes continually recreated sociocognitive resources – shared task knowledge and common expectations – among organization members.  When faced with unexpected events, organization members drew on these resources and engaged in bricolage by elaborating responses, role shifting, and updating understanding and altering action. The complete model of how organizational bricolage is developed and deployed in response to surprises is presented in Figure 1.  In this discussion section, we consider how our investigation of organizational bricolage and surprise contributes to three areas in organizational studies:  the emerging literature on surprise and responses to surprise, the literature on bricolage, and the literature on organizations that are preoccupied with surprise.
Before we begin our discussion, it is important to point out that our data also revealed a few instances of surprises that were not addressed by these groups. In some cases, some work was never completed, such as a scene where a film crew could not coax a baby actor to cry out her line on cue and, after multiple attempts, the crew abandoned the effort and moved on to the next scene. In other cases, members did not respond to a surprise because they only became aware of it after it was too late to address it, such as when suspects got away from the SWAT team through unnoticed escape routes. Lastly, in some cases an unexpected event did not rise to the level where action was taken in response, such as when a shortage of walkie talkies was noticed and reported on a film set, but the production manager decided to continue production without finding additional equipment.  These instances, though, were exceptions to the more common and general approach of using bricolage in response to the unexpected and, while interesting, they constitute a small proportion of the unexpected events in our data.  
Responding to surprise 

Although the notion of surprise as part of organization life has received some attention in the past (e.g. Thompson 1967, Meyer 1982, Weick 1995, Weick and Sutcliffe 2001), a specific focus on surprise as a phenomenon of its own is still relatively new (Cunha et al 2006). And as the boundaries of organizations have become more porous and fluid than in the past, organizations may be subject to more surprises. Under these conditions, it becomes vital to understand how organizations respond to surprise. Our work contributes to this emerging literature by focusing on organizations where surprise regularly occurs and is treated as a normal part of the organizational context rather than as an aberration. 

Studying surprise in film crews and a SWAT team demonstrates the value of theorizing more systematically about the impact of surprise on operations and the process by which organizations respond to surprise. For example, our settings show that surprise does not always involve events that stop the flow of work.  In a few cases, unexpected events are not addressed.  Most often, organizational members overcome surprise to continue their work through organizational bricolage.  Treating surprises as ordinary occurrences shows how the most common approach to unexpected events, bricolage, is embedded in the normal work of the organization.
The embedded nature of surprise in the SWAT team and the film productions also highlights the challenge of understanding how these organizations handle surprises in a routine manner.  In her research, Tuchman (1973) noted that when newsrooms responded to unexpected events by integrating them into the day-to-day news flows of the organization, it was difficult to disentangle what was ordinary from what was exceptional.  Similarly, in the settings we studied, it was difficult to know whether some unexpected events were more surprising than others, because the overwhelming majority of surprises were treated in the same manner, through bricolage that allowed the work to continue.  For instance, the film crew took action when the bagels at the craft service table were reported to be “crappy” in the same manner that they reacted to a report of a handgun found in the honeywagon (the bathroom trailer), although to an outsider finding a handgun might seem like a more severe surprise and might seem worthy of a different response.  As a consequence of the routinization of responses, we had difficulty classifying the surprises we saw in our settings. Characteristics such as their severity, importance, and novelty were obscured by the very processes that made them routine.  In other words, the routine nature of the response framed the event in ways that reduced or eliminated what might be exceptional or unusual features of each occurrence. This suggests that exploring the concept of surprise, separate from the responses to it, will also require investigating organizations where surprises are treated in a non-routine manner. Such explorations would be appropriate to understand how organizational participants, for example, classify, prioritize, and understand unexpected events before responding to them. 
While recognizing that the settings we studied were somewhat unusual, we would suggest our findings are more generalizable than may appear. The routine nature of surprises in film crews and the SWAT team emphasized the constant need to “make do” in these settings. Although there are few mentions of using this process to respond to unexpected events in the literature, our suspicion is that “making do” in the face of unexpected events happens in many organizations. Given the constraints of time pressure and the need to continue the work in both of our settings, developing a routine process to search for resources at hand to craft a response was an adaptive approach for members of these groups, as it likely would be in other settings. Our empirical investigation contributes to the emerging literature on organizational surprise by showing how two types of organizations responded to unexpected events through bricolage, and our findings suggest that organizational bricolage is a powerful response to the ongoing demands from unexpected situations. 
Surprise and bricolage

By examining how organizational participants responded to surprise in a routine manner, our work also develops a new link between the literatures on surprise and bricolage. We extend previous work on bricolage to the organizational level and elaborate on the process and necessary supports for bricolage.  For example, like previous research on bricolage, the work we have presented here underscores the importance of resources that are at hand in the organization in the process of “making do.”  We have also shown how, as in other settings, the resources used to respond to surprise are accumulated as a part of the ongoing work of the organization. 
Our work makes two significant contributions that extend the organizational literature on bricolage. First, we firmly identify bricolage as a social phenomenon, rather than just an individual one.  Although researchers often reference the social context in which bricolage takes place, most often the emphasis is on the individual bricoleur.  In these explanations the social setting recedes into the background. Tales of bricoleurs usually focus on the originality and improvisation capabilities of the individuals who rely on their talent, expertise, and mental resources to innovate (Barrett 1998; Baker and Nelson 2005). Our examination suggests that such a view is, at best, incomplete. Instead, we suggest a perspective that focuses on organizational bricolage as a collective endeavor. Our data show that when groups of individuals working on an interdependent task face an unexpected situation, their collective effort to make do with what is at hand is a powerful tool to persevere in the execution of the task. 
In addition, our findings also emphasize a distinct process for collective bricolage, one based on sociocognitive resources. Previous authors have identified a variety of inputs for bricolage, such as organizational structures and forms (Ciborra 1996), materials and embedded individuals (Garud and Karnoe 2003), and “physical, social, or institutional” elements (Baker and Nelson 2005: 329). However, little attention has been paid to the shared understanding that individuals must have of these elements and of the situation to assemble the inputs through bricolage. The sociocognitive resources we identify in our settings, shared task knowledge and common expectations, are critical in this process. The identification of these two resources, and the manner in which they are developed and reinforced, extends our understanding of bricolage as an organizational activity. 
Our findings also suggest that work on bricolage would benefit from exploring additional organizational or social factors that enable it. Most bricolage research to date has focused on when and how it is used, on the individual bricoleurs, and on the direct resources (such as people and materials) that make it possible. This view leaves unexamined the contextual conditions in which bricolage takes place. The sociocognitive resources we have described here are a part of this context, as are the constraints of the work in each setting.  Investigation of other conditions favoring or constraining bricolage would strengthen our understanding of the process. 
Organizations preoccupied with surprise
A final area to which our findings contribute is the research that explains how organizations deal with surprise, primarily in the context of High Reliability Organizations, which have been described as preoccupied with surprise. In contrast to film crews and the SWAT team, HROs primarily attempt to prevent surprise. This difference in the way HROs try to address unexpected events is rooted in the severity of potential consequences for HROs: no matter how dreadful the turn of events for a SWAT team or a film crew, the potential consequences are unlikely to be as catastrophic as an accident in a nuclear power plant or on an aircraft carrier.  However, as Weick, Sutcliffe, and Obstfeld (1999) note, effective HROs do not simply try to prevent surprise. Instead, effective HROs engage in both preventive and reactive action to address surprise. Our findings inform this perspective on HROs and surprises by providing in-situ explanations of a process key to high-reliability, a commitment to resilience (Weick at al. 1999). 

The work we have presented highlights one of the ways in which resilience in the face of unusual events is achieved.  Like the responses to unexpected events in film crews and SWAT teams, resilience in HROs requires “coping with surprises in the moment” (Weick et al., 1999: 100). Although such reactive approaches to surprise are important in the development of theory around HROs, remarkably little documentation of the responses that are used to enact resilience has taken place.  Our work provides one example of how this resilience might be achieved, through organizational bricolage.  The use of bricolage to address surprises, for example, keeps unusual events from escalating into larger difficulties. This process is theoretically similar to those proposed for HROs, albeit with smaller consequences for failure. 

What examining organizational bricolage suggests, further, is that an important contributor to resilience is creativity under constrained circumstances.  Previous characterizations of HROs have not examined this possibility, because creativity is typically explored in contexts where it is central to the work, such as innovation or product design (Hargadon and Sutton 1997, Amabile 1995). However, considering non-material resources as inputs for creative responses to unexpected events provides a key to explain how a commitment to resilience may be enacted in constrained situations, where the only materials at hand may be those developed from previous experience, rather than those from slack resources. Here, a commitment to resilience could be part of a shared socio-cognitive understanding, related to performance goals, that allows individuals to align their activities to achieve those goes. This suggests that future study of HROs, investigating issues of creative responses under constrained environments, might uncover additional processes that are vital for resilience.

In addition, our findings suggest that the continuous accumulation of resources to deal with surprise through bricolage deserves added attention. In the SWAT team and film crews, responses to surprise through bricolage often resulted in learning to handle subsequent surprises, as they extended shared task knowledge and common expectations for members. This process of learning further contributes to the resilience of these settings, and might thus explain how HROs and other organizations develop attitudes towards resilient action over time. Together with recent literature on learning in teams (Edmondson, Dillon, and Rolloff 2008), our findings suggest that acknowledging and correcting errors after they occur, and not just preventing them, can be a critical element in learning environments that promote such resilient capabilities. 
More broadly, our work also suggests that our conceptions of reliability and robustness in organizations could also benefit from alternative perspectives.  Typically, when we consider reliability and robustness the outcome of interest is often returning the organization to normal operations. The SWAT team and film productions, however, do not always have an objective to return to their pre-surprise state. Rather, like HROs, their objective is simultaneously simpler and more complex: to continue the work. This suggests that our conceptions of robustness and reliability could be usefully expanded by examining different outcomes of interest for organizations. 

Conclusion
The findings of our work contribute to a broader understanding of organizations and organizing. In particular, the SWAT team and film crews are curious because of the high reliance members place on what is “at hand.” The use of these materials and people, and the ongoing reliance on them to address surprise, suggests a different way of organizing than we typically see described in the literature. As these organizations take purposeful action, they are not always focused on selecting choices that will achieve the best solution possible or that will provide the perfect solution to a problem. In other words, their standards for action are not the ones that previous literatures, such as the decision making literature, indicate. Instead of focusing on how different choices might or might not fulfill the requirements for the task, or how to find resources to implement those choices, individuals tie their actions to the resources that are immediately available. In this conception, intention shifts away from finding a “best” or even an “adequate” answer to an intention to “fix,” “deal with,” or “make do” when faced with a challenge. 
By taking a different approach, one of “making do” with available resources, these organizations illustrate how problems can be resolved more quickly, allowing the core work of the organization to continue without interruption.  This, in turn, suggests the question of where we find solutions to problems in organizations.  What is the relative merit of prospective approaches, such as taking time to develop an optimizing or satisficing choice, compared to real-time approaches like those illustrated here? Noticeably, in the SWAT team and film productions, solutions to problems emerged on the ground as the front-line workers responded to surprises, often without direction from managers.  Such a perspective not only complements our understanding of the activities of managers in organizations, but reflects more broadly on organizing itself. 
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Table 1. Surprises 

	Film Productions


	SWAT Team

	While shooting a scene where a cat was supposed to be fleeing from a car, the cat walked in the wrong direction over and over while the camera was rolling.
As the crew was filming a triumphant scene requiring bright sunshine, a cloud moved in overhead, blocking the sun. 
On one set, a severed head was supposed to fall out of a duct in the wall onto the floor. In rehearsal, the prop master was able to get it to hit its mark on the floor.  However, in filming, the first three times they shot it, the head got stuck on a shelf on the wall.  
Early one morning, the key crew members discovered that they had received the wrong version of the sides (daily scripts) from the production office.

A creative executive complained that she did not receive the storyboards the production office dropped off at her hotel, and the office crew could not find any extra copies of the storyboards.
The van bringing the trailer for the principal actor’s dressing room was due to arrive on the set at 6:30am but had not arrived at 8am, and the driver was not answering his cell phone. 

At midday, a principal actor came down with the flu and had to leave the set to go to the doctor.
A supplier went to pick up the pipe track from his storage shed and found that the shed had been demolished and everything was missing.

The weather on location was ideal for 28 days in a row, incredibly unusual for New York in April, which the crew had hoped for but did not expect.  

During a slaughter scene, a hot tub on the set overflowed when the actor fell into it during shooting, and the water shorted out the lights in the entire building. 

The grips spent half the day setting up a tow rig for a picture car. But as they were pulling it up to the set, the tow mechanism broke.
	In preparation for a drug warrant mission Tom, a rookie officer, put his vest on backwards as he was climbing into the van.

SWAT officers were trying to stealthily set up a perimeter around a suspect barricaded in a law office, but the suspect, peering out the window, saw the officers’ activity around him.

During a dynamic entry into a drug location, the first officer in the break-in stack rushed into the apartment and tripped on the raised threshold of the door. The second officer tripped on him, and fell on top. 

During a hostage situation, a suspect who was initially combative and aggressive toward the police turned despondent and suicidal. 

The team set up a perimeter around a convenience store after being called in to respond to a botched holdup, expecting a long mission. Instead, the suspect gave up as soon as he saw the officers take up positions.

During a drug raid, officers broke down a door and found that the suspects had modified the layout of the apartment. “You expect a hallway, and there’s a wall.”

A hostage situation dragged on for twelve hours while the team maintained positions on black tar roofs in one-hundred degree heat. 

While the team surrounded a location with a barricaded person inside, the suspect’s wife ran in to be by his side. The suspect then took her hostage. 

After a call went out to the team to execute a search warrant, several officers were missing at the location because they did not receive the message on their pagers.

A SWAT sniper shot at a suspect but hit the frame of the screen door as it was closing and missed the suspect.

 


Table 2.  Organizational bricolage in response to surprises.

	
	Film
	SWAT

	Elaborating responses
	Sam, the sound mixer, said to Jaime, the second assistant camera operator, “I’ve been meaning to ask you: Could you try to do marker every time?  They’ve been asking me about it (during the playbacks).” 
The assistant production officer, Anne, had to cancel an additional grip whom she put on hold.  She was worried about whether he was a member of the union, and whether he would have to be paid.  The 2nd 2nd assistant director, Cathy, asked, “Well, is he booked or on hold?  There’s a big difference, because if you told him he’s booked we’ll have to pay him. What exactly did you say?”  Anne couldn’t remember, and Cathy said, “Just call him, if you don’t remember saying book, you probably didn’t.”

The location manager had to pay off city sanitation workers to remove the trash from the location set when the trash haulers did not show up as expected.  He did not have petty cash from the production to do so, and complained to the unit production manager.  The unit production manager contacted the production accountant, who provided the proper form for the location manager to request petty cash and reimbursements for these expenses.

	During one stakeout, the snipers climbed into position on roofs adjoining the suspect’s location. Ted noticed that the field of vision of a second sniper was blocked by a “false wall,” which the second sniper could not see. Ted told the second sniper to move “to the right 20 yards.” 

As the team was loading into the van that is to take the team to a break-in location, Brent noticed that John’s bootlace was undone. Brent told John, who made a joke and tied his lace up before loading up. 

Preparing for a mission, officers were selecting a steel hook to pull a steel front door off its hinges at a crack house using the armored personnel carrier.  One officer noted that, given the limited clearance around the door, the team should use the hook with the shorter profile.  

	Role shifting
	When one production moved to a new location, many crew members came to the production office looking for the bathroom.  The assistant production office coordinator, Anne, asked the location manager, who told her the bathrooms are in the RVs.  Erin, the production office coordinator told Anne, “Okay, well the location manager needs to tell everyone and make signs.”  However, later Erin made the signs herself and Anne helped her hang them up.   

On one set, the 2nd 2nd assistant director was new to her role, and did not have experience doing the scene scheduling, which was one of her tasks.  The location manager took over for the first part of the production, scheduling the scenes and teaching her how to do it.  
A couple of crew members on one production complained about their commercial shoot at a reservoir the prior weekend, where one of them worked as both the craft services person and a set production assistant, and the other was the chauffeur and the assistant production office coordinator.  A third crew member worked as the entire Art Department, as well as scenic.  As one of them described, “They just looked at him one afternoon and said, ‘We need you to manufacture pond scum right now’.”  Another crew member ended up moving from boom operator to property assistant.
	When breaking into a location, the team could find that there were more suspects than expected in the location. In this case, the lead officers would change their primary role from trying to reach the furthest corner of the location to covering areas and suspects as they advanced. This allowed officers further back in the stack to change their mission as well, and they took the lead in covering every part of the location.
During a barricaded person situation, the snipers found that they did not have complete coverage of all the possible exit routes for the suspect. They requested that a member of the outer perimeter join them on one of the rooftops to complement their observations. 
During one mission described by John, the team found itself short officers on the break-in team, because the location required guarding and maintaining “a very large and very flat outer perimeter,” drawing officers away from the break-in team. As a consequence, two of the snipers “filled-in” to complement the break-in team. 


	Updating understanding and altering action
	One morning, a lead actor with scheduled scenes for the afternoon came down with the flu and needed to be taken to the doctor.  The producer then suggested picking up the big Steadicam shot of the area, which did not require the principal actors, so they would not have to go back to that location with the Steadicam later on.

When a high wind developed, the aerial effects crew could not do their planned shots requiring the camera to ascend and descend on the side of a skyscraper. The unit production manager, Chris, and the aerial effects coordinator, Damian, talked about how to respond to this surprise.  Chris asked, “Are you concerned about the building?” “No,” responded Damian “I’m worried about sideloading my truss.”  Chris suggested, “I just got another weather forecast from Jack, he doesn’t use Metro (a different weather service). Metro had said it’d be cloudy today, and it is sunny.  His forecast says less wind tomorrow.  But the problem is today.”  Damian pointed out, “I think that we have to think about alternatives, and the last scenario is that we could put it off...  I’m not going to do something unsafe.  If it is howling tomorrow and we can’t work, we’ll go help the grips at the other location, and keep hoping we can come back.” Chris reminded him, “What’s sad is that we don’t know what the weather’ll be like then either… These are all money shots.  I think we will make the decision in the morning tomorrow.”  “It won’t be the final decision, I just want alternatives,” reiterated Damian. “Let’s hope it dies down.”

When the first author arrived on set in the morning, Martin, the video assistant, told her that they were trying to decide how to do the next shot. “Yesterday they had [the actors] running in the opposite direction on the stairs, and I had my cables set up for it.  When I got in at 8:30, they had changed direction, and I had to move them all.  I guess it keeps you on your toes!”  


	During a hostage mission, a local TV station broadcasted “live,” and the suspects, watching TV, could see exactly where the SWAT team was positioned. The team then changed its approach to the location and the mission, to regain the element of surprise. 

The SWAT team found itself adjusting to unexpected situations by switching from a planned “stealth” or quiet entry to a “dynamic” or fast entry, and vice versa. An officer described a situation where the plan called for a stealth entry in “one of these smaller, older apartment complexes that have wooden floors, [with] wooden decking. As you walk in down there, ‘trump, trump’, [you] start making noise […] and you are going to wake people up.” A loud approach could alert suspects to the presence of police, and it would be difficult to recover the element of surprise that might have been lost.  As the officer continued, “so as soon as you hear that, you know, you probably need to speed up a little a bit. Go ahead and hit it.” On another occasion, as the team was about to use explosives to blow up a door, Pat checked the door handle, found it open, and the team switched to a stealth entry right away.
One medic noted, “As long as it is tactical, it’s PD [police department], when it becomes medical then it’s ours.  You know, we’re going to treat the patient, and we’re going to, as far as a motor transport, ‘will it be by ground or by air?’  You know, that’s our call to make.  We’re gonna go with them, everything else takes a back seat to that, you know, human life comes first.  And that’s ok, I can make that call, or any one of us (medics).”



Table 3.  Processes to develop shared task knowledge and common expectations.

	
	Film productions
	SWAT

	Building cross-member expertise
	An office production coordinator told the first author that in this position, “If I want to produce, I am on that track.  If instead, I want to be an AD, I am also on that track.  You get a lot of exposure as a production coordinator, so you can do a bunch of things.  Look at Sherri, the head of the wardrobe department, she used to do it, for example.”  
A new office production assistant, talking about how she got her position, said “I started at a commercial production house. Then I went to this party and met the UPM of this set, she interviewed me and hired me for the office.  I’m not sure I like the office stuff, this is my first time doing it, I prefer to be on the set.”  
A production assistant interested in becoming an electrician talked about how she gained experience:  “I got hired as a PA.  Then, on the third day, I started bugging the ‘right people.’  I bugged Bill, the genny operator, “Is there anything I can do for you?  And I wrapped a cable, he thought it would take me 45 minutes but I came right back. Then he asked if I could gel lights, I said yes, so I did that.  That’s how I got assigned to the electrics this week. ” 

	After officers attended specialized schools, they presented what they had learned to the other officers during training. “We exchange everything we learn” and “anything that we can go to a school and learn, a better idea or whatever, we try to bring it back and we kind of adopt the idea.” The trainer noted that his job was to “try to hit the highlights.” After attending a non-lethal tools school, one explained to the group that “you don’t use flash bangs when children are present, because they are dangerous.” 

When officers trained, an important component was cross-training, to become familiar with all the jobs that were done on the SWAT team. “[Officers] are supposed to know everybody else’s job.” A paramedic noted that even though he would probably never shoot anyone, it’s good to know “how to put the safety on a gun, at least.”

Doug, a rookie officer preparing to go to basic SWAT school, described what he expected to learn by saying “I guess it’s a bunch of the simple stuff… How to do a dynamic entry, which I’ve already done here with the guys… But you do a hundred of them… And weapons, some of the weapons that I can’t use yet, and how to work with specialists, like hostage negotiators…”



	Explicitly reinforcing task activities
	One sunny morning on the set, the craft services person, Sandy, was asked to go buy sunscreen, and she left the set and went to a store to get it. While she was out, the weather warmed up, and the cast and crew started drinking all the water and they ran out of cold drinks by the set. The production office coordinator, Erin, loaded up a cooler from what they had in the office and the first author carried it to the set.  When Sandy returned to the location, Erin explained to her that she wasn’t supposed to leave the set. “You need to pass it off on someone else to leave, and stay with the craft services stuff.”  Later, when Sandy was down on the set instead of at the table, Erin reiterated her explanation of the craft services role:  “It is standard on all shoots for craft service to always be available, it is part of the job.  Don’t worry about it, but try to have one of you around.  Even if it means just coming back to check, as long as you do it every 5 minutes.”
The key grip, Phil, wanted a muslin set up near the camera.  Two grips asked:  “Where’s it going to go, we’ll bring the stands over there.”  When Phil said to put it to the left of camera, the grips set up two big stands on the left side of the crane, and two other grips brought the frame over.  The four grips tied the muslin to one side of the frame, after they put it on the stands.  Watching them, Phil suggested, “It is a two man job now, the other two guys should be getting sandbags.” Two grips ran off to get the sandbags, while the other two wrapped the muslin over the other side of the frame, bringing it back around.  Phil, pointing to the original edge, said, “You’ve gotta tie this edge first, otherwise it can get dicey.”  The two grips brought the sandbags in a rolling basket, and used them to weigh down the frame.  When they were finished, the key grip looked at the frame, which was kind of lopsided, and asked, “Who made a mess of this frame? Ralph, you pull down on that end, let’s even it out.  Now, tighten the knuckles (knobs at corners of frame).”
The unit production manager asked over the walkie-talkie:  “Anyone have eyes on Richard (the cinematographer)?”  When no one responded, she explained to the production assistants, somewhat annoyed, “The proper response is to say, ‘Looking,’ and actually go look.”
	Training is designed to expose officers to a variety of situations, and introduce some of the uncertainty of real missions into the training, such as the behavior of suspects. Ted mentioned that “in our training we try to not do the same thing every time, by using real people as suspects as opposed to sticking a board up with a target on it.  And basically letting whoever is playing the suspect just act on their own free will.  Well, they are gonna react very much the same way as a real suspect, unpredictable.  You don’t know what they are gonna do.” 

John told the second author about how he had a junior officer listen to a tape recording of their prior mission (made for evidentiary and liability reasons). When he played the tape, the junior officer responded with “Hey, who was that? Who was that screaming?” After John played it again, the junior officer said “Well, I guess that’s me.” John then reflected, “And I can work with [him] and I can say, ‘you know, you would give better commands if you would not scream. People could hear what you are saying better, and your suspects will react to what you are doing and do what you were saying a lot quicker.’ You know… He didn’t like it. But he realized what he’s doing. So next time, he is more cognizant of it.” 

In briefing meetings, plans are laid out and sometimes modified, but the process always involved reinforcement of the final plan. As a senior officer described, “Once we’ve planned the raid and the sequence of events, everybody is asked ‘is this ok with you?’, ‘does this work or do you have another idea?’, and sometimes an officer will say, ‘well what if we did it this way and didn’t do it that way?’  And if that’s a better idea, if it’s more feasible, then we do it.” 
 

	Roughing out the work process
	As one production moved into its second week, the UPM reported to the VP of production at the studio, “We had a better day yesterday, they’re having nightly meetings, little skull sessions to decide what the first shot will be. So that way when we come in the morning, we don’t have the disaster like Monday with the director coming in and looking around for 1 ½ hours thinking about where to put the camera.”  

Prior to shooting, productions not only scout out locations but also have discussions with heads of departments and suppliers to make sure they have the right equipment on hand to shoot a scene.  For instance, a complicated scene in Central Park was the subject of many impromptu discussions on the set of Talk to the Animals.  One discussion was about whether to use 120 or 80 foot condors.  The UPM told the aerial effects coordinator “We went through it with the [supplier] last week and the 120s have too heavy a load and are too big.” “We can spread the load,” replied the aerial effects coordinator, “and I’m sure we have clearance on the pathway. I went over it already with [the park representative], who says he’s okay with it, as long as I’m sure.  The UPM is skeptical, and the aerial effects coordinator repeats his explanation a couple of times.  The location manager came by and agreed with the aerial effects coordinator, that the park representative was okay with it.  The UPM said, “Okay, but I want to be sure it’ll fit on the path.” They get a tape measure and we go over to the exact location, where they measure the clearance on the path.  This was followed by a long technical discussion about the measuring, spreading the load, and how the equipment was going to be set up.

On one film set, the crew rehearsed a scene where a severed head falls to the ground out of a duct in a wall.  “Rehearsal,” the 1st AD called, and the crew moved into the living room.  The production designer went behind the wall, and they demonstrated using a flashlight how the head would fall out of the duct, followed by the actors running from the room.

	An officer in charge describes planning a drug raid, saying “if we have a raid and everybody is sitting in here and we draw it up on the board, and we pick line-ups as to who is going where.”  

A team leader said “you have your marksman, they know that if we are on a barricaded person what their job is going to be. […] And then you have your entry team, who is a group or four to six people and they know what their job is, and so you tell them make you team, form you order, and get ready to go.  And all those people know what their responsibilities are, and usually you’ll assign one person whoever is senior or if you have an assistant team leader.  And you’ll tell him, ‘ok this is yours, set it up, I want you ready to go in a certain amount of time.’  Now everybody know what our timelines are, and everybody knows their job, so that’s the good thing about is as a team leader, you can give them their job and they’ll do it.  And when they can go out there, you know, you know when you’ve done a good one and your people are training pretty well when you get out there and you tell them what to do, and they don’t come back and ask you a lot of questions on how to do it.  That’s when you know you’ve done your job and things are working.”

During a training day at the fire department’s site, the team rehearsed rappelling down the outside wall of a four story building. Ted, the trainer in charge, explained that in rappelling down the wall “you want to make sure the ropes don’t cross over each other, and that everyone ends up in the right place before you start going in the window. You don’t want to end up with a bunch of guys on top of each other, tangled in the ropes…”
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Figure 1: How organizational bricolage is developed and deployed to respond to surprises.
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� In our settings, we found that surprises were not always related to negative events, that is, they did not always represent unexpected problems or difficulties. Instead, both groups also faced surprises that might be labeled “opportunities,” such as the presence of very good weather for an unusually extended period in the case of the film crew or a suspect who surrendered immediately, without complications, in the case of the SWAT team. 
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