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ABSTRACT:
This research examines the manifestation of collaborative relationships among
technological individuals involved in innovation across corporate alliances on
scale. Collaboration “on scale” refers to the necessity for global companies to
work together to innovate, thus developing ways of cooperating across multiple
alliances. ‘Organizations’ do not do this – it is the individuals who work for them
that do. However, traditional research defaults to a corporate culture focus on
innovation processes and tools, with the result that little is known about how
individuals representing their companies collaborate with individuals in
numerous other companies in order to achieve innovation.
The research therefore looks through the lens of the individual with the aims of
(i) understanding how individuals relate and collaborate with others in a range
of companies; (ii) finding ways of improving those relationships, and (iii),
actively bridging the gap between academia and business so that the learning
from this project can be applied in practice.
A qualitative, interview based methodology is used to identify individual
attributes and gain an understanding of their impact on collaborative
relationships. Five main themes are discovered that explain the individual
behavioral influences that stimulate or hinder collaborative relationships in

i

innovation practice. They are Make it Personal, Value Relationships, Champion
the Cause, Offer Tribute, and Trust Your Intuition.
The conclusions call for leaders to develop a deeper focus on individuals
contributing to collaboration, strengthen relationships, integrate collaboration
and innovation, improve intuitional skills, and re-examine measures and
rewards. Academically, this research proposes new theory related to influencing
variables in collaborative relationships. A bridge between academic theory and
business practice is established firstly through developing a writing style
designed to bridge that gap, and secondly through use of a practical rubric
framework and self-assessment package to enable individuals to learn how to
instill these findings in their collaborative relationships and get more out of
innovation results. The report highlights areas and suggestions for future
research study.
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1 CHAPTER ONE: Introduction
“Passion is in all great searches and is necessary to all creative endeavors”
W. Eugene Smith.

I am a practitioner researcher, that is a senior technology leader who is
carrying out academically validated research, and one of my main aims in
writing this thesis is to bridge the gulf between academia and management. I do
this using a writing style developed to appeal to both audiences. For example,
titles of books, articles, and papers are given in full to provide greater
accessibility to the material and inform both an academic and a practitioner
readership.
Further, much academic research is based on interpreting what
organizations are doing in a particular area, so the writing aims to bring current
thinking in organizations together with current thinking in academia. Industry is
often ahead of academia in exploring the topic of this thesis, that is, the pursuit
of understanding of behavioral influences on collaborative innovation, therefore
this study will draw not only on academic sources but also on internal company
documents, blogs, white papers, and conference presentations where these
may contribute more than the academic literature might do.
This first chapter introduces this research project that explores the
behavioral influences of individuals in collaborative innovation relationships
across organizations. It begins with the motivation for this study through a
description of the current state of research and business practice to highlight
some of the dimensions of collaboration and innovation that have been
considered to date. The central purpose and aims of the research are
established from the unique perspective of how the behaviors of individuals
manifest in relationships for collaborative innovation across organizations.

1

This chapter discusses a gap in knowledge that exists in current
academic literature and business practices, and this thesis aims to illuminate
areas where this research may contribute new ideas to fill this knowledge gap.
The main research question, discussed in this chapter, brings focus and
a sense of urgency to understanding innovation in business practice. In
addition, this chapter contains reflections on the integrative theories that guide
this research and so informs the reader about the ideologies and perspectives
considered in framing the study. The structure of the thesis is also outlined.
The key sections of this Introduction chapter include:
Motivation for this Study
Innovation Antibodies
Context for Collaboration and Innovation
Collaboration
Innovation
Collaboration AND Innovation

Search for Answers
Human Collaborators for Innovation
Central Purpose and Aims
Main Research Question
Structure of the Thesis
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1.1

Motivation for this Study
“Once something is a passion, the motivation is there” Michael Schumacher.

My curiosity, thoughts, ideas, and discussions for this research topic into
collaborative innovation relationship behaviors were ignited many years ago.
One of my most important accountabilities as a senior leader in business
technology roles at Royal Dutch Shell has been to manage and deliver
innovation projects. In what started as a professional career obligation, my
passion for the topic of this research has been fueled to an even greater extent
through personal pursuits and my own desire to understand more.
The writers of A Benchmark Study of Strategic Commitment to
Innovation, Cottam, Ensor, and Band (2001), identified that innovation is the
primary enabler for organizations to thrive, grow, and remain competitive in their
industry, and is essential for generating long-term stability, shareholder returns,
and sustainable success (p.88). Professional colleagues, and myself are
innately aware of this importance. However, as the authors (2001) cautioned,
even when businesses accept the significance of innovation for staying at the
cutting edge of their industry, there is no guarantee of success (p.88).
The privilege of my role at Shell empowered me to put technological
strategies and structures in place to develop and deploy initiatives, sponsor
ideas, and promote forums and events, all in the name of innovation. Other
executives, who shared similar experiences, concurred that innovation topics
are pushed to the top of virtually every corporate agenda (Andrew and Sirkin,
2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008). Ahmed (1998) observed that nearly every
company discussed innovation, and the importance of “doing innovation” (p.30).
Colvin (2010) mentioned that to survive in today’s world of commercialization
and commoditization, organizations must innovate and create new and different
things (p.146). Business conditions demand it, and senior leaders say they
must have more of it (Davis and Moe, 1997; Cook, 1998; Doyle, 1999).
However, as innovation pioneer Chesbrough (2006a) observed, “our ideas of
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innovation have gone stale” … organizations must learn to be “innovative in the
area of innovation itself” (2006a: ix).
Indeed, few new ideas came into the innovation funnel at Shell, and our
results were even less impressive. No one seemed to agree on what innovation
really meant in the company, for the company, or for our customers and
shareholders. We talked about being open to innovation, but did not know how
to get to commercialization with the consequence that innovation successes
were random and infrequent. As any company wanting to be successful in
today’s business knows, a good new idea only adds value when you make it
commercial (Hagel and Seely-Brown, 2005; Dahlander and Wallin, 2006).
We campaigned internally at Shell to create a sense of excitement and to
try to get people innovating, though our efforts were met with little success. We
devised a corporate plan to use external brand communications with an aim to
change the mindset from outside in about the importance of innovation to Shell,
and hoped that it would stimulate better results. When things did not work out,
we reorganized team structures (again) and said the organizational culture
needed to change.
My experiences in Shell were not unlike what other technology
companies encountered: despite all the talk and attempts to “do innovation,” not
many companies were successful (Ahmed, 1998; Cottam, Ensor, and Band,
2001; Chesbrough, 2003; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth,
2009). In Leading Innovation: Insights From the Real World, Perrin and Blauth
(2009) observed that innovation results expected from organizations remained
elusive. Notwithstanding the significant body of literature amassed on the
standard issues of innovation and the groundswell of accumulated wisdom,
academia and industry practice lacked integration (Amabile, 1998a,b;
Chesbrough, 2003; Denyer and Neely, 2004; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila,
2008; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a). There were no definitive answers to
explain how people could collaborate successfully to deliver innovation results
in business practice (Andrew and Sirkin, 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008;
Colvin, 2010).
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1.1.1 Innovation Antibodies

“Great innovators, like the relationships surrounding them are roses that bloom after long
and careful cultivation” (Colvin, 2010: 151).

Moore (1996) observed that human beings are unlike any other species
in the way we “transform our environments to meet our immediate needs”
(p.276). At Shell, we spent many years developing the antibodies that would
later reject innovation. We recruited brilliant people for what they know and
therefore had many “knowers,” but few wonderers or creators. We had vision,
strategies, goals, and targets to drive innovation, but did not know how to
measure for it, how to incentivize people to do it, or how to recognize them for
achieving it. Alpha managers and strong business units created a dominant
versus subordinate culture of relationships where not all voices could be heard.
Our strengths became our adversaries, and the inclusion piece was missing.
Being “open” in innovation is essential to quickly solve technology
challenges and create value for global communities (Chesbrough, 2003,
2006a,b,c; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008;
Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth, 2009). At Shell, we were open
to innovation but our thinking was closed. Listening skills, and being prepared to
accept that others may have a better idea than mine may have generated good
dialogue and unlocked great answers, but people did not dare to ask the
questions. Potentially great ideas were stopped even before they got started.
Our inward focus closed doors to the outside world. Some data supported our
approach, since an empirical study of Dutch firms by van der Meer (2007) found
that although open innovation is often accepted (p.201), many larger innovative
firms reverted to closed innovation “when things really started to matter” (Greer
and Lei, 2012: 73).
Too many risk filters in the organization led to the advancement of risk
avoidance. In years prior, Shell people personally felt the benefit of their
achievements, but over time, such recognitions dissipated and people lost
touch with the desire and ability to share, grow, replicate, and transfer
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knowledge and ideas. Innovation brewed in strongly networked subcommunities but was heavily bound by red tape that prevented ideas from
surfacing. There was no common mental model and peer alignment was not
well orchestrated across the businesses.
Business entrepreneur Moore (1996) suggested, that when “capabilities
outrun our abilities to understand them,” it is time to find new ways to do things
and change the path we are on (p.277). In an attempt to eliminate distractions
and accelerate innovation progress, we developed a new vision at Shell to
overcome the issues and called it “ESSA”: Eliminate, Simplify, Standardize, and
Automate. But this had nothing to do with innovation or individuals, and the
focus on standardization reduced our ability to innovate even further. According
to Moore (1996), our minds are limited by our inability to “see the big picture”
and truly understand the consequences of our actions (p.276) until such time
that we have acted upon them. We later realized, the “I” had been removed
from our vision altogether, and along with it, the focus was gone on Innovation
and the Individuals who make it all happen.
As I participated in this journey, I frequently wondered whether different
approaches could help us get more value out of our collaborative relationships
to achieve better innovation results for our business. Such gaps in
understanding raised the question about whether enough was being done to
increase the capacity for innovation success (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Dixon,
2000; Motzek, 2007).
Despite our “people focus,” we did not seem to be connected to
individuals. Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) found that business practices around
the globe focused mainly on organizational innovation, and tended not to pay
much attention to the motivations, needs, and skills of individual innovators
(p.14). While I observed people working side by side, I noticed they were not
collaborating together. I wondered how we could integrate people and partners
and technologies even better to get more value out of our collaborative
innovation practices.
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1.1.2 Context for Collaboration and Innovation

“We are the facilitators of our own creative evolution” Bill Hicks.

1.1.2.1 Collaboration

The term ‘collaboration’ was first known in use in 1871, and comes from
the late Latin collaboratus, past participle of collaborare meaning ‘to labor
together’ a derivative from Latin com- + laborare ‘to labor’ (Merriam Webster
Encyclopedia Britannica). Current day, collaboration in business is defined as
“working with others to do a task and to achieve shared goals” (Collins English
Dictionary, 2012).
The Association for Information and Image Management (AIIM), a global
community of information professionals, suggested that collaboration is “a
working practice that enables individuals to work together to achieve a common
purpose and business benefit” (Online article). The AIIM community defined two
forms of collaboration: those of synchronous real-time interactions such as
meetings among individuals, and asynchronous time-shifted interactions, such
as the purposeful uploading of documents to shared workspaces.
In Exploring the Dynamics of Collaboration in Inter-Organizational
Settings, author Marinez-Moyano (2006) observed that collaboration is “a
recursive process where two or more or organizations work together to realize
shared goals” (p.83). Unlike cooperative efforts that encompass the simple
intersection of common objectives, the act of collaborating reaches further to a
much deeper level of engagement and “collective determination, to achieve an
identical objective by sharing knowledge, learning, and building consensus”
(Marinez-Moyano, 2006: 84).
Lecturer Spence (2006) at Oregon State University similarly mentioned
that collaboration in business relies on leadership, knowledge sharing, and
openness, and where two or more people or groups – who may or may not
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have any previous association or relationship with one another – work
cooperatively to achieve a common goal.
Considering the dictionary definitions and what academicians have said,
in my experience as a senior technology leader, collaboration between
individuals required the need to listen, share thoughts and ideas, and be open
to learn or discover something new. A successful collaboration was recognized
by the ability for a group of individuals to bring a range of diverse inputs in order
to solve business problems altogether in a way that might not otherwise been
possible when working alone.
The circulation of an internal briefing document on the topic of improving
collaboration at Royal Dutch Shell (RDS, 2012) encouraged leaders to leverage
structured methods to examine communications, behaviors, and personal traits
of the individuals in their teams. In response to this objective to try to
collaborate better internally, leaders strived to develop forms, charts, rubrics,
graphs, and other tools with the purposeful aim to document and measure
behaviors in order to improve the performance and success of teams involved
in collaborative problem solving. Goals were aligned and they knew “what to
do,” however despite their determination, these leaders lacked the human
insights and behavioral know-how to create a successful culture of
collaboration. Although the textbook definitions make collaboration appear easy
to accomplish, experience at Royal Dutch Shell suggests just the opposite,
hence the motivation for this study to examine this in more depth.

1.1.2.2 Innovation

The word ‘Innovation’ stems from the Latin innovatus, past participle of
innovare, from in- + novus, meaning ‘new’ and its first known use was in 1548
(Merriam Webster Encyclopedia Britannica). Current day, perhaps the most
elusive issue surrounding collaborative innovation is that of a single definition to
align global understanding on the topic (Ahmed, 1998; Chesbrough, 2003,
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2006a,b; Andrew and Sirkin, 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and
Blauth, 2009; Colvin, 2010).
Academicians and business technology leaders appear keen to declare
their stake in defining the phenomenon of this emerging topic, but attempts at
definition seem to follow an evolutionary journey that re-started in this era with
‘innovation’ (Schumpeter, 1911), and then continued with a redefining from
‘closed innovation’ (Ahmed, 1998; Cottam, Ensor, and Band, 2001; Perrin and
Blauth, 2009), to ‘open innovation’ (Chesbrough, 2003, 2006a,b), and finally
‘collaborative innovation’ (Amabile, 1998a,b; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila,
2008; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a).
As early as 1911, Schumpeter, an Austrian economist and pioneer in
innovation management, declared innovation to be “that which adds value to a
business enterprise in one of several areas: in the form of new products, new
combination of processes, new organizational models, or new product areas.”
Decades later, Cumming (1998), a British industry innovation specialist and
author on innovation management, offered a revised version defining innovation
as “the first successful application of a product or process” (p.22).
In 2006, industry innovationists Kelley and Littman introduced an
enterprise viewpoint when they referenced a definition of innovation developed
by the 3M Company in Ten Faces of Innovation, “new ideas – plus action or
implementation – which result in an improvement, a gain, or a profit” (p.6).
Kelley and Littman’s (2006) research and product development into innovative
design embraced a culture and process of continuous innovation to bring new
products and services quickly to market, such as the Apple mouse, Polaroid's IZone camera, and the Palm V (Kelley and Littman, 2006). Despite memorable
peaks of innovation successes from past decades, attempts to redefine
innovation have not evolved the meaning greatly since Schumpeter’s (1911)
earlier version.
More recently, alongside the ongoing attempts to define the meaning of
innovation, there is a debate on why the need to innovate is so important.
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According to thoughts posted on an industry blog run by technology firm IBM
(2008), academicians and industry leaders alike are “scrambling to be the first
to get to the next big thing." Other proponents believe that in addition to high
profile successes, innovation is also about continual incremental changes that
improve the value of a product or service for the customer (Fredberg, Elmquist,
and Ollila, 2008; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008). Propelling the issue forward is
the advent of social media that connects people and information on an
exponential basis to enable far greater – and faster – knowledge sharing and
make innovation ideas even more widely visible and accessible. These viral
engagements have ignited the debate and anticipation leading to extensive
global concurrence on the need to increase technological innovation results.
More critical voices include Skarzynski and Gibson (2008) who observed
the rising problem of the over-use of the word ‘innovation’ that has turned it into
a buzzword or bumper sticker, the “management theme du jour” (p.4). They
argue that although every manager has a sense of duty to use the word in
company discussions, the “reverential rhetoric” (Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008)
disguises a lack of knowledge, understanding, and the skills required to turn the
talk into “hard-nosed, revenue-growing reality” (p.4). Many see this as a matter
of concern: in an ever-increasing global economy, successful technological
innovation

is

fundamental

for

generating

“long-term

stability,

growth,

shareholder returns, and sustainable performance” (Cottam, Ensor, and Band,
2001: 88), and it is essential for organizations to stay on the cutting edge of the
competition in their respective industries (Davis and Moe, 1997; Cook, 1998;
Doyle, 1999).
Royal Dutch Shell (RDS, 2011) promoted innovation as new thinking that
adds new value. An internal document explained further:
“Innovation is no longer being seen just as a differentiator but as a crucial
element of business success. The scope of innovation is no longer just
about technologies and products but includes the processes by which
companies run and the ways in which staff perform their daily work. All
innovation should add value to Shell, our customers, and our partners by
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making things simpler, faster, cleaner or more efficient in everything we
do from the reservoir to the road” (RDS, 2011).
Industry researchers Perrin and Blauth (2009) investigated innovation at
Toshiba information systems and cited an executive who believed “innovation is
certainly the most important word in the vocabulary” (p.1). However,
academician Ahmed (1998) observed that “virtually all companies talk about
innovation, and the importance of ‘doing’ innovation; many actually try to ‘do it’,
and only a few actually succeed in doing it” (p.30). While the ambition is clear
for technological firms such as IBM, Toshiba, Apple, and Royal Dutch Shell to
be successful front-runners in innovation, experience suggests that the actual
realization of these outcomes is not easy, hence the motivation for this study to
examine this in more depth.

1.1.2.3 Collaboration AND Innovation

This research draws upon an essence of the definitions of collaboration
and innovation found in the literature and as experienced in industry, and
emphasizes the importance of bringing the terms together to create new
meaning. In this thesis, the term collaborative innovation is used to refer to
“collective new thinking among individuals that informs business practice in
order to bring new value and deliver improved results.”
Authors Smith, Dickson, and Smith (1991) addressed the importance of
leveraging collaboration for innovation in their article There are Two Sides to
Every Story: Innovation and Collaboration Within Networks of Large and Small
Firms. The authors (1991) observed that inter-firm collaboration for innovation is
essential as it equips international companies to respond to rapidly changing
economic and technological imperatives, particularly when companies embrace
cooperation over control (p.457).
According to Dodgson and Rothwell (1994), the complexity and
uncertainty of innovation “requires a combination of inputs from a multiplicity of
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sources” (p.285), and leaders can manage the relationships with these external
organizations by forming collaborations. In Technological Collaboration and
Innovation, authors Dodgson and Rothwell (1994) observed that collaboration
between multiple alliances enabled companies to establish shared objectives
and allowed for the exchange of research findings or technological knowledge
(p.286). The outcome of such collaboration is that all partners can “obtain
mutual

benefits

together,

which

they

could

not

otherwise

achieve

independently” (p.287).
Since much technological knowledge is company specific, Mowrey
(1988) observed that collaboration for innovation offered flexibility and
efficiencies by providing closer linkages between different firms, which in turn
encouraged the effective transfer of technology. In The Future for Technological
Collaboration, Dodgson (1992) mentioned that the identification of synergies
between companies’ differing technological competences allowed the partners
to share the cost and risk of innovation, develop and produce more widely
applicable products and services to their customers, and expand market reach
for those alliances involved in the collaboration (p.463).
Authors Grandstrand, Hakansson, and Sjolander (1992) of Technology
Management and International Business observed that the increased
internationalization of technology meant that companies should strategically
leverage collaboration for innovation in order to diversify their technological
portfolio. Soete (1991) elaborated upon this point further in Technology in a
Changing World, in that the acceleration of strategic corporate globalization
required firms to collaborate in order to access and “exert influence over the
multinational sources of, and markets for, technology and innovation” (p.280).
Dodgson and Rothwell (1994) observed that collaboration for innovation
provided “possibilities to learn about new and future technologies, and of the
ways those technologies affected the existing business” (p.280). The authors
(1994) noted that companies “often enter collaborations on the basis not of
what technologies they currently possess, but of what they are capable of
producing in the future” (p.291). Beyond the technological learning, Dodgson
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and Rothwell (1994) mentioned that collaboration for innovation also taught
companies “new ways of doing things organizationally and managerially, and
ultimately, could alter the nature of the business” (p.280).
Perhaps one of the most important features of the collaborative process
for innovation is the nature of the relationship between people. Dodgson and
Rothwell (1994) found that the “exchange of often valuable technological
knowledge, and the need for effective, honest, and open communications, was
predicated on the existence of high-trust relationships” (p.285). Let us now
therefore continue to the next page and explore the Search for Answers, where
the imperative to seek ways to unite and integrate innovation and collaboration
between people across multiple alliances is illuminated further.
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1.1.3 Search for Answers

“Innovation is neither linear nor technological, it is societal – a phenomenon that arrives
from the intersection between individuals, intuition, and invention” Sam Palmisano, IBM
ex-CEO, 2010.

Scholars agree, the need to increase the speed of research, deliver
projects, and be collaborative for innovation is more critical now than ever
before (Chesbrough, 2003; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Fredberg, Elmquist, and
Ollila, 2008; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth, 2009). The
traditional corporate push of products and solutions into the marketplace has
shifted to customer demand and pull, and as one Burberry executive noted,
society has gotten ahead of companies. Industry is searching for answers
around how to innovate collaboratively with others, however academic research
is lagging behind companies. The close connections and ties that Shell have
long shared with our university partners have been lost in recent years, which
may be partially attributed to academia’s sluggish response and our industry’s
need to find answers.
Shell belongs to an industry that has a great track record of partnership,
technology, and of application to build on to help find solutions to global
challenges. We acknowledged, the sooner and the better our organization would
learn to complement our internal workforce talent by collaborating with the
outside world, we would gain access to other superior knowledge and networks,
stimulate further thinking, create a greater momentum for innovation, and more
rapidly commercialize our knowledge (Perrin and Blauth, 2009; RDS, 2010).
For lack of practical innovation models or business templates, we started
to pilot our own ideas at Shell. We turned our focus outwards and attended
conferences to understand how other companies addressed the challenges. In
Elements of Innovative Cultures, Dombrowski et al. (2007) forewarned that
replicating what worked well in one organization does not always work in
another, because the characteristics of innovative individuals who make
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innovation happen, are distinctly different from those of non-innovative
individuals (p.190). The more people I encountered and engaged on the topic of
collaborative behaviors for innovation, the more curious I became to want to
explore the differentiating characteristics of innovative people.
We examined innovation success stories and case studies from Proctor
& Gamble, Philips, IBM, Cisco, Intel, HP, Nokia, Siemens, ABB, and General
Electric, to name a few, to learn how other technological organizations had
chosen to innovate. Based on industry clues, we searched deeper for white
papers on topics that included risks and rewards, collaboration with external
partners, and open innovation.
We launched new projects to practice and learn how to collaborate with
external alliances and sought new ways for Shell to step out of a model where
we accepted we could not do it all on our own anymore. We recognized that
many very clever people work around the globe, however they do not all work
for us.
The observable shift in questions asked in business and academia no
longer pertained to why innovation was so important (Fredberg, Elmquist, and
Ollila, 2008). In Managing Open Innovation - Present Findings and Future
Directions, Swedish researchers (2008) identified that the focus was now on
“how innovation processes can be managed” across multiple alliances and
personalities (p.5). Marchand, a Professor at the IMD Business School in
Switzerland, referred to the necessity to team up, work together, and cooperate
across multiple global alliances, as collaborating on scale.
Shell and our alliance partners sought to gain access to external people,
ideas, research, cultures, and new perspectives through “active partnering”
(Chesbrough, 2003; Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Dahlander and Wallin, 2006;
Ancona and Bresman, 2007) in order to power our technology engines forward.
We recognized, the needed output of solutions would accelerate rapidly only
through the sharing of knowledge and resources (Hagel and Seely-Brown,
2005; Dahlander and Wallin, 2006); executives agreed, almost nothing could be
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achieved anymore by just one firm’s knowledge or expertise (Perrin and Blauth,
2009; RDS, 2010).
It became clear that no one company, no one part of the industry would
succeed in integrating all the parts by acting alone (Chesbrough, 2003,
2006a,b,c; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008). That was especially difficult
however, when more people got involved (Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Ancona and
Bresman, 2007; Perrin and Blauth, 2009; RDS, 2010).
At Shell, we struggled to do innovation in collaboration with our alliances,
as we did not have the skills or mechanisms in place to work the people
processes with others. Greer and Lei (2012) predicted the growth of external
alliance relationships among firms would “transform the nature of competition
and cooperation” (p.63). The involvement of external alliances – some of which
were the competition – made things more complicated: more time and effort
was required to align people, ambitions, and goals; alliances had to share
resources, risks, and authority; and each participant had less control.
Moore (1996) found that the barrier to realizing innovation successes
was in the “inability to command multiple collaborations” across a range of
various alliances who must learn to become closely connected components of a
greater process of co-development (p.61). Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a)
research exposed the reality that innovation programs often failed to deliver the
expected results, and collaborative innovation with multiple alliances, even less
still.
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1.1.4 Human Collaborators for Innovation

“Organizations could get even more from their innovation investments in talent
management if they focused on collaboration – a critical component of employees’
effectiveness and value generation” (Schweer et al., 2012: 35).

The current emphasis placed on innovation requires people. Industry
research conducted by Gartner (2011) reported that open innovation
capabilities are proliferated through a much closer collaboration, which
sharpens the focus on the human effort involved in innovation. A divide has
been created between what leaders in companies are saying is needed and the
absence of tangible academic research that can be applied in business
practice.
Subsequent to the close-out of a three day long IBM sponsored (2008)
InnovationJam© web event, the interactive site continued to attract 82,749
registered users engaged in 28,762 active chat sessions in which participants
shared and debated the issue of how to collaborate across companies and
develop the right relationships in order to get more value out of innovation in
their organizations (InnovationJam, 2008).
The observable shift in discussion was to the humans involved in
innovation (Vrakking and Cozijnsen, 1993; Gupta and Singhal, 1993; Ring and
Van de Ven, 1994), and how people relate and collaborate with one another in
order to achieve innovation results (Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008;
Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Colvin, 2010). The “how” comes through the
interaction of understanding human relationship behaviors and how they inform
collaborative innovation practices.
In

Developmental

Processes

of

Cooperative

Interorganizational

Relationships, Ring and Van de Ven (1994) observed that external alliance
partnerships, or interorganizational relationships, are influenced by the different
characteristics of individuals involved in the partnership and how they “model
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their behaviors” (p.92). At Shell, we have seen that significant progress can be
made through partnerships focused on improving the technologies that we
already have in place, but that will not be enough. We will also need larger
scale, long-term collaboration, and a better understanding of our partnerships
across a whole range of industry providers to develop the technologies, the
rules, and the frameworks, if we are to meet the challenges of the future.
However, current research on collaborative innovation requires major
introspection on the business processes, leadership and managerial levers,
organizational culture, and commercialization activities. Little is known about the
individuals’ perspective: the thoughts, motives, needs, beliefs, and attitudes of
the people involved in collaborative relationships. Patterson and Kerrin (2009a)
found

that

traditional

management

literature

fails

to

provide

specific

recommendations, practical models, or useful selection criteria for business
practitioners on how to promote successful collaborative relationships for
innovative working across multi-alliance partnerships (p.12). Ring and Van de
Ven (1994) suggested this is because the outmoded views of classical economic
theory and literature “do not recognize the behaviors of the individuals” (p.91).
Fleming and Harter (2013) found that leaders needed to understand the
irrational ways of human nature if they were to “make sense of how employees
and customers behave” (p.1). Workplace discussions around sensitive subjects
such as behaviors, motivation, morale, and emotions have remained mostly
taboo, and it is not commonplace for corporations to bring humanity to the
surface. Our realization has dawned at Shell that people need to sense they are
being treated as individuals: we need to tap into what interests them and create
a safe environment where people feel good. In The Next Discipline - Applying
Behavioral Economics to Drive Growth and Profitability, Fleming and Harter
(2013) identified that the secret to increase growth and success in global
businesses is to grasp the “powerful role human nature plays in the workplace
and marketplace” (p.4).
Colleagues and subordinates often confront me on the need to provide
answers to collaborative innovation challenges: just tell us how to do this stuff
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and we will follow the formula. Cottam, Ensor, and Band (2001) observed that
senior managers may “lack the behaviors and skills to foster, develop, or
implement” collaborative innovation (p.88). Christensen, Kaufman, and Shih
(2008) explained that it is exceedingly difficult for leaders to put successful
collaborative approaches into practice without the knowledge, tools, and a clear
understanding of what behaviors and skills are needed, consequently
“challenging smart hardworking managers in well-run companies to innovate
successfully” (p.98).
Fleming and Harter (2013) suggested that one way to achieve success in
collaborative innovation with multiple alliances is for “leaders to accept and work
with human nature rather than against it” (p.5). There may not be a one-size-fits
all formula, but there are many ingredients and we need to know which
ingredients are important. Our approach at Shell was to create “Five Behaviors”
to align our workforce along the same expected principles for driving innovation:
Speed, Delivery, Commercial Mindset, External Focus, and Know the
Customer.
Few researchers have explored within the walls of an organization
(Prajogo, 2006) or looked in depth at the participants involved in the process of
collaboration where innovation happens (Anderson and West, 1998; Anderson,
De Dreu, and Nijstad, 2004; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008; Nooteboom
and Stam, 2008). However, in the course of my doctoral study program, the
opportunity to conduct an elective management review (Antoine, 2011) allowed
the exploration of innovation projects with selected industry alliances to
investigate what went well, not so well, and why. Through my elective
management review (Antoine, 2011), the major theme of trust emerged as the
pivotal behavioral issue within collaborative alliances that either discouraged
innovation to the point that something went wrong or stimulated successful
innovation results.
This led to identifying the comparative case study and thematic analysis
approach as important tools to help better understand the underlying issues,
consider new ways to bring collaborative behaviors and innovation together,
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and illuminate some promising new insights, worthy of additional exploration in
future studies. As Cole (2011) reported in Information Technology: A New Era
of Collaboration, the consequence of not being able to effectively manage
collaborative relationships that stimulate innovation, and orient that innovation
towards commercialization and growth will leave firms “at a severe
disadvantage” (p.2).
The results of my elective management study (Antoine, 2011) revealed
significant disparity in terms of our corporate vision of the Five Behaviors to
drive innovation at Shell and the behaviors that individuals actually found most
meaningful. Key behaviors such as trust, and others including beliefs, values,
sharing, recognizing, rewarding, involving, demanding, competing, and
controlling emerged as the most important attributes for building collaborative
relationships expressed by participants in our innovation projects. Our Five
“Behaviors” at Shell (Speed, Delivery, Commercial Mindset, External Focus,
and Know the Customer) were not just misguided; they were killing our ability to
develop and nourish the collaborative relationships that would deliver
successful innovation results with our alliance partners.
Colvin (2010) identified that as technology becomes more quickly
commoditized and dispersed in the near future, new economic value will “arise
instead from the powers of the right brain – creativity, imagination, empathy, and
aesthetics” (p.148). The secret may be to unlock the unspoken cues and
senses, as they possess insight into an individual’s thoughts, behaviors, and
attitudes towards others based on a combination of inputs that include their
experience, knowledge, and intuition.
My past research provided a promising direction for areas for further
exploration. Taking the qualitative thematic analysis approach that had
previously proved fruitful, I designed this doctoral research project with the aim
of understanding more about the behaviors that influence collaborative
relationships and find ways to put them into practice, for the sake of improving
our innovation results.
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1.2

Central Purpose and Aims
“Innovation does not come in a lightning bolt that strikes - it grows. The greatest
innovators have spent many years in intensive preparation before making any kind of
creative breakthrough” (Colvin, 2010: 151).

The central purpose of this study is to examine and understand more
about

the

individual

human

behaviors

that

manifest

in

collaborative

relationships for industrial innovation across corporate technology alliances on
scale, where on scale was described by Marchand, a Professor at the IMD
Business School in Switzerland as the necessity for individuals to team up, work
together, and cooperate across multiple external organizations.
When an individual is the nexus between several, vast, and sometimescompeting corporations striving to collaborate on scale, the issue of
understanding human behaviors within the innovation context is often
overlooked due to the increased complexities and difficulties that are attributed
to dealing simultaneously with multiple others in the collaboration.
This study aims to take the unique perspective of looking through the
lens of the individual, rather than the typical “corporate culture” default view that
tended to focus on company processes, IP (intellectual property), or procedures
as the traditional customs and practices that prescribed how to innovate.
The qualitative research approach incorporates integrated theory and
thematic methods of analysis and discussion. The research findings aim to
identify new thoughts and ideas, contribute to the development of academic
theory, and integrate these with a practical framework as a proposed
mechanism to help broaden the understanding of behavioral influences on
human collaborative innovation across technological business practices on
scale.
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To accomplish the central purpose and aims, this research will:

i) Investigate the current research context including academic and
technological management material including academic theory, business
models, and practical frameworks that discuss the influence of individual
behaviors on collaborative innovation relationships and illuminate any
gaps in our understanding;
ii) use qualitative research to examine individual behaviors and attributes
within collaborative innovation relationships;
iii) identify how individuals’ behaviors stimulate or hinder collaborative
relationships when innovating with technological alliances on scale;
iv) develop new theory and propose possible ways to bridge this theory
to business practice; and
v) identify potential fields of uncharted study for future enquiry.
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1.3

Main Research Question
The main research question guiding this inquiry:

HOW DO BEHAVIORAL TRAITS AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL EXPLAIN A
MANIFESTATION IN RELATIONSHIPS THAT STIMULATE OR HINDER
COLLABORATIVE INNOVATION ON SCALE?

The following five framing questions will guide the research, and provide
directionality throughout the data collection and analysis process:
1: How do behaviors at the individual level impact our ability to innovate
in collaboration?
2: How do individuals vary their behaviors according to closed or open
collaborative innovation conditions?
3: How do individual’s motivations and need for recognition vary from
person to person in relation to collaborating for innovation?
4: How do social and behavioral frameworks guide individuals to make
better partnering decisions on collaborative innovation projects?
5: How can collaborative behaviors and skills be learned by individuals in
order to bring out the fuller value of innovation in organizations?

The next section provides a high level overview of the main thesis
chapters, principally noting the unique contributions they offer to the field.
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1.4

Structure of the Thesis

Following this Introduction, Chapter Two provides the theoretical and
academic grounding and an overview and thematic evaluation of the current
state of knowledge, practices, and models around behavioral influences on
collaborative innovation.
Chapter Three outlines the research methodology and design and
focuses on how the main purpose of this research will be achieved.
Chapter Four discusses the data analysis methods and processing. The
thematic data analysis and resulting theoretical mapping are illustrated and
explained in this chapter.
Chapter Five examines and discusses the discovery of the main themes
arising from the data analysis.
The significance of the key findings and the development of academic
theories and practical business models are discussed in Chapter Six. Within this
chapter, the contribution of theory to academia and the essential link that
transfers this learning to business knowledge and technological practice for
industrial innovationists are proposed.
Concluding remarks in Chapter Seven proffer suggestions for potentially
important future directions for research and discuss the boundaries of this
research study.
Following the main body of the paper, the appendices include a
Biographical Sketch, Q&A with the Author, References and Complete
Bibliography, and other relevant information. Let us now turn the page to the
next chapter and peruse the literary context that frames this study.
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2 CHAPTER TWO: Context for this Study
“In literature as in love, we are astonished at what is chosen by others”
André Maurois.

This review of academic and industry literature discusses the current
state of knowledge about individual behavioral influences on collaborative
innovation in technology. It highlights the gaps in knowledge that this research
aims to fill while also offering a new perspective and allowing fresh ideas to
emerge.
Such a literary review may never be complete, as it would be impractical
and impossible to provide a review of all scholarly literature available on the
topic, therefore the ultimate goal of this review is to offer sufficient information to
illuminate the context for this study into behavioral influences of individuals
working collaboratively in industrial innovation.
One of the main aims as a practitioner researcher is to bridge the gulf
between academia and management. This review of literature is presented
through a writing style developed to appeal to both.
Full reference titles of books, articles, and papers are used with the aim
to make this chapter accessible to academicians and managers and inform the
audience mutually. Since industry is often ahead of academia in its pursuit of
understanding about behavioral influences on collaborative innovation in
technology, the context of this study draws additionally upon internal company
documents, blogs, white papers, and conference presentations where these
contribute more than the academic literature might do.
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The main sections of this chapter are:
Grounding for this Research
Theoretical Grounding
Academic Conversation
Thematic Review of the Literature
Overview of Current Notable Authors
Business Management
Closed Innovation
Open Innovation
Collaborative Innovation Single Partner
Collaborative Innovation On Scale
Evolution of Open Innovation to Collaborative Innovation
Shift from Organizational Innovation to Individual Innovators
Collaborative Innovators in the Business Network
Models for Collaborative Innovation Individuals
Human Behaviors
Trust
Motivation
Behavioral Economics
Social & Emotional Intelligence
Personality & Cognitive Style
Intuition
Empathy & Altruism
Behavioral Economics in Collaborative Innovation

Reflection on the Literature
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2.1

Grounding for this Research
“A theory must be tempered with reality” Jawaharial Nehru.

Two important facets of knowledge ground this research study: the
theoretical perspective and the position within academic conversation. These
aspects are described in following sections.
2.1.1 Theoretical Grounding
Integrative theory influenced by the critical realist approach provides the
ontological position for this research. The qualitative, thematic approach
undertaken explores the behaviors of individuals and the influence those
behaviors have on collaborative innovation relationships in technology.
Considering the complexities of human involvement, integrated theory is
necessary to understand and explain phenomena such as behavioral
influences, attitudes, and motivations in terms of how they impact collaborative
relationships and industrial innovation outcomes. Greer and Lei (2012) found
that the integrative use of multiple theories is superior to single theories,
especially in the search for “explanations of behavioral involvement” (p.76).
Zhou and Shalley (2008) critically mentioned that the multitudes of singular
theories and lack of integration into business application is amplified through
the difficulty in defining the phenomenon of human influences on innovation and
how our understanding of them can inform technological business practice.
These arguments around lack of integration illuminate a fundamental gap in
academic research that this study aims to pursue in depth.
There are several examples from traditional economic and management
theories that influence the understanding of this study. Sako (1992) used trust
to describe social exchange theory through the business risk of confidence in
the predictability of expectations and goodwill in another. Transaction cost
economics theory (Ojanen and Hallikas, 2009; Greer and Lei, 2012) involved
27

loyalty and performance in collaborative relationships as well as decisions
about engaging in innovation activities outside the firm. However, in isolation,
these perspectives alone do not explain how goodwill, loyalty, or engagements
were established or pursued by individuals in the collaboration. The limitations
of singular theory is pronounced by the complexities of human involvement and
is a motivation for this research to explore and develop more relevant and
integrative theories that may be leveraged in business practice (Ojanen and
Hallikas, 2009; Greer and Lei, 2012).
Social capital theory illuminates a strong divide between corporatist and
individualist ideals. Etgar’s (2008) theory is premised on individual involvement
and motivation whereas Ojanen and Hallikas (2009) focused on corporatist
ideals and proposed that individual motivation was less relevant. This is not to
suggest that the pendulum must swing in favor of one or the other. Balance and
integration in business technological practice are important: were leaders to
solely embrace Ojanen and Hallikas’ (2009) corporatist ideals, they would have
minimal guidance as to the social and psychological considerations that
motivate individuals’ interactions; to wholly apply Etgar’s (2008) social
involvement theory, a business leader may be ignoring the managerial and
organizational processes necessary to support their technological business
activities. Considering the importance for the need for balance and integration,
it is therefore surprising that few academicians have studied the human
contribution to collaborative innovation in technology at depth.
Fleming (2013) found that behavioral economics concepts complements
traditional economic theory by acknowledging a focus on human nature. The
human perspective offered through an understanding of behavioral economics
concepts can provide business leaders with new insights and ideas beyond a
view on costs, processes, governance, management, and legal factors to
solutions they may not have considered before (p.4). However, few other
researchers have pursued this line of thought as it pertained to industrial
innovationists, leaving this area of understanding still vastly under-explored;
hence the motivation for this study to examine this in more depth.
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Baert (2005) suggested that critical realists interpret the world based on
the knowledge that exists around them (p.90). Each person’s reality and view
differs in respect to how they experience the world. Ring and Van de Ven
(1994) found that as we negotiate with one another through languages, ideas,
and the individual expression of our attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs,
“relationships will emerge, evolve, grow, and dissolve over time as a
consequence of our individual activities” (p.95). These fundamental theoretical
perspectives illuminate the importance of people and relationships in
technological innovation practices. There is a void in the knowledge base as it
pertains to the influence of human nature in the collaborative relationships of
industrial innovationists, and the theoretical grounding of this research
reinforces the need to think differently about the complexities of the human
contribution and integrative elements where collaborative innovation in
technology is involved.
Guided by critical realism (see also Chapter Three: Research
Methodology and Design), my research illuminates the unique perspective of
the view through the lens of the individual working in industrial innovation
technology. Drawing on important integrative elements of the aforementioned
theories, the epistemology of this research is granted by an interaction between
individual knowledge, beliefs, motivations, and personal truths, and looks into
the underlying causes of the real problems individuals face.
2.1.2 Academic Conversation
This integrative empirical study aims to bring ideas together from a range
of disciplines, nevertheless the basis of this research contributes to the
academic conversation and readership related to industrial collaborative
innovation, and introduces the importance of the human dimension within
industrial collaborative innovation. In particular, this thesis builds on the
contribution of Patterson and Kerrin (2009a), Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008),
and Amabile (1998a,b).
Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) research, that began with a corporatist
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view of company alliances and their impact on individuals, reached a turning
point when they embraced the individualist view and explored the individual
differences of innovationists within firms. Their study of behavioral factors
focused on motivation, openness to ideas, helping others, and problem solving
skills, and they found that individuals’ behaviors could be predicted and
measured. The development of Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) Innovation
Potential Indicator (IPI), offered small companies within the United Kingdom a
pioneering assessment approach to help individuals identify their potential to
innovate within their own firms.
The focus on individuals’ behaviors for innovation was expanded through
the research of Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008), who recognized additional
drivers such as helping behaviors, individual initiative, and cooperation based
activities, and that complementary traits needed to come together across teams
within the firm. Bettencourt and Ulwick’s (2008) research built on the work of
Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) around the ‘human side’ of innovation, however
the scope remained limited to an internal focus on individuals in teams within a
single firm.
In the initial stages of her research, Amabile (1998a,b) began with a
focus on individual creativity and evolved to explore the dynamics of team
creativity. As such, for an extensive period, Amabile’s (1998a,b) work
concentrated on team dynamics more so than on individuals’ attributes. Only
recently, Amabile paired up with Kramer (2011) to examine the perceptions,
emotions, and motivation levels of individuals working in small teams, and to
identify how these human elements affected team performance. Amabile and
Kramer (2011) developed the Progress Theory, which described that when
individuals learn to continually take small forward steps on meaningful projects,
they are more creative, productive, and have better engaged relationships,
which in turn, stimulated positive work performance.
Together, these authors’ works offer a cumulative development of a
theory of industrial collaborative innovation, however empirical outputs taper off
when it comes to understanding the integrative complexities of human
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involvement when collaborating on scale for successful technological
innovation, and highlighted an area for this research study that had not been
pursued in depth before.
The academic contribution of my research to an academic and
practitioner conversation, aims to venture beyond the outputs of these
researchers to explore the interaction of individuals’ thoughts, beliefs, hopes,
personal truths, and interpretations of the technological contexts that formed
their knowledge of the interconnected world where they live and work. My
research endeavors to get to the heart of these worldly human essences to
understand and respect the value of individual behavioral influences and sense
the unique meaning they proffer to collaborative innovationists working across
multiples of industrial alliances in technology.
My work therefore contradicts classical management and economy
theory that regards staff and managers as nothing more than cogs in an
organizational machine. The focus of this research study on the human
involvement in multi-corporate industrial collaborative innovation also goes a
level beyond the Progress Theory (Amabile and Kramer, 2011), and will aim to
show the perspective of leaders, managers, and technologists within multialliance contexts as individuals, with motivations, needs, ideas, and intuitions.
The next sections explore the context of what is already known about
innovative collaboration on scale. It will be shown that although technology
companies aspire to collaborate and innovate, they are often unsuccessful.
Little is known about the how the individuals involved in multi-corporate
alliances for collaborative innovation might influence the outcome of
collaborative innovation results, and therefore this thesis sets out to fill some of
those gaps in knowledge.
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2.2

Thematic Review of the Literature
The theoretical grounding for this study will be used when exploring the

individual behaviors involved in collaborative innovation. The following sections
will examine what is already known about the topic of this study, and what is not
known. The initial search for literature involved a broad thematic investigation
encompassing a search in titles, keywords, and abstracts of journal articles,
empirical studies, and publications. Search terms included “open / collaborative
innovation,” “risk sharing,” “collaboration,” “partners / suppliers / customers +
collaboration / innovation,” “innovation technology,” “IT innovation,” “corporate
collaboration,” “quality and trust + collaboration / innovation,” “behaviors +
innovation,” “motivation + innovation,” “rewards + innovation,” and “recognition
+ collaboration.” This yielded thousands of results spanning eighty years of
research and management thought. Many focused on health, medical services,
and the political sciences so these were eliminated from the search.
This time-consuming filtering narrowed the search to topic specific
contributions to collaborative innovation in “corporations,” “companies,” and
“firms” in technological industries, and a manual identification of articles that
appeared to be relevant for this study was also undertaken.
A focus on publications listed in the Academic Journal Quality Guide
from the Association of Business Schools (ABS) gave assurance with respect to
the quality and validity of the selected publications. An alphabetical summary of
the primary academic journal publications, as well as research reports and
industry white paper sources that contributed to the literary knowledge
development for this research study, is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Journal publications, research reports, and industry white papers
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The same terms mentioned above were additionally used in an Internet
search for published books, public consultancy reports, industry white papers,
company resources, conference presentations, columns, and working papers
available through online sources. This broader investigation and review
facilitated understanding of the current state of knowledge in academia and
business. The search restricted the review of sources discussing or mentioning
innovation

processes,

procedures,

company

culture,

commercialization,

strategy, IP, finance, tools, and systems in general terms; these were excluded
during the filtering process.
Having described how the literature search was undertaken, the following
sections will now discuss what the fruits of that search revealed about the
collaborative innovation context, beginning with an overview of current notable
authors.
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2.3

Overview of Current Notable Authors and Topics
Researchers and business practitioners have long examined the

challenges of innovation with large brushstrokes and in general terms (Davis
and Moe, 1997; Ahmed, 1998; Doyle, 1999; Cottam, Ensor, and Band, 2001)
and they appear to agree that something more is needed to stimulate
collaboration and bring out the fuller value of innovation (Chesbrough, 2006a,b;
Perrin and Blauth, 2009). Currently, the topic of innovation is one of the top
three items discussed in every corporate agenda (Chesbrough, 2003; Andrew
and Sirkin, 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth, 2009;
Colvin, 2010). Yet answers on how to make it happen are still being sought
(Andrew and Sirkin, 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth,
2009; Colvin, 2010).
Literature is abundant where it pertains to individual behaviors in
industrial innovation, in collaboration, and in multi-alliance (on scale) partner
networks as independent topics. However, as technological corporations form
networks across alliances and move from an internal focus to that of an
external, multi-alliance engagement, they lose sight of the individuals involved,
and managers lack the know-how needed to activate the necessary behaviors
in practice that stimulate positive collaborative innovation results.
This section explores the current context of knowledge around
behavioral influences of technological innovationists involved in collaborative
relationships as they evolve (Figure 2) from business management to closed
innovation and open innovation environments, to collaborative innovation with
single partners, and finally, collaborative innovation on scale.

Figure 2: Evolution of technology innovationists’ engagement

35

In regards to the focus of this study, collaborative innovation, it is notable
that although publications on “innovation” date back dozens of years (Davis and
Moe, 1997; Ahmed, 1998; Andrew and Sirkin, 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson,
2008; Perrin and Blauth, 2009; Colvin, 2010), the majority of writings that focus
specifically on the imperative for collaborative innovation appear largely in the
past decade. For example, Harvard Business Review printed an average of two
articles per year in 2001, but by 2007, its readers received multiple articles each
month on topics related to the need for collaborative innovation in business.
There is much literature currently available (Fredberg, Elmquist, and
Ollila, 2008; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin and Blauth, 2009), but
scholars have recognized an absence of integrated theories that can be
translated into business technology practice when it comes to understanding
how collaboration and innovation operate in and across multiples of
organizations (Amabile, 1998a,b; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008;
Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a).
Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) argued that the lack of integration of
academic findings is due to the complexity in defining and understanding the
“phenomenon of innovation” and how this knowledge can inform business
practice (p.8). Denyer and Neely suggested (2004) that the fundamental
problem stems from the issue that innovation literature is still too “vast and
fragmented.”
While it would be nearly impossible to document all authors on
innovation topics, it is a few notable academic and business authorities that
dominate the literature on integrative collaborative innovation and behavioral
topics, and who have shaped knowledge on this topic. The research and ideas
from these notable authors is discussed in this chapter.
Figure 3 offers a visual representation of authors found in the existing
literature topics. The search findings are organized and labeled green according
to instances mentioning company culture, organizational behaviors, and
individual behaviors on the left axis, and cross-referenced to match a focus
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area of business management practices, closed innovation, open innovation,
collaborative innovation single partner, or collaborative innovation on scale,
along the top. The fields marked red represent the specific research focus area
of this study, and signify the extent of academic material currently missing from
the base of knowledge.

Figure 3: Visual overview of the focus areas of notable authors

Following is a brief discussion of the journey through key author
contributions that lend thoughts, concepts, and theories to each of the topics
that helped shaped the knowledge – and highlighted the gaps – into
understanding

behavioral

influences

in

collaborative

relationships

for

technological innovationists on scale. Figures 4, 5, and 6 at the end of the
section represent a summary of the discussion.
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2.3.1 Business Management

The orientation of material as it pertains to traditional business
management practices illuminates the balance of focus between company
culture and organizational behaviors, and a noticeable increase in recent years
to consider individual behaviors. To a large extent, the theme of trust dominated
company culture (Sako, 1992; McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer, 1998;
Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla, 1998; Inkpen and Currall, 2004), which
led to a focus on the influence of trust on relationship building with other
organizations (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994), and the development of
organizational models and social processes to help people learn how to get
along better with others and sustain good working relationships (Jankowicz,
2005; Madhok, 2006; Guillen and Florent-Treacy, 2011).
The focus on individual behaviors in traditional business management
practice brought a wave of material in the areas of social and emotional
intelligence (Salovey and Mayer, 1990; Goleman, 1996, 2001, 2006, 2008),
intuition (Klein, 2002), motivation (Pink, 2009), behavioral economics (Adami
and Hintze, 2013), personality indicators (Luse, McElroy, and Townsend, et al.,
2013), and collaboration skills (Fleming and Harter, 2013). There is a need for
critical review of these important concepts and how they might contribute to
improving relationships in collaborative innovation practices, however this link
has not yet been established in the literature.
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2.3.2 Closed Innovation

The definition of closed innovation (Ahmed, 1998; Cottam, Ensor, and
Band, 2001; Perrin and Blauth, 2009) supported the findings in literature that
highlighted a specific focus on company culture (Vrakking and Cozijnsen, 1993;
Gupta and Singhal, 1993; Ahmed, 1998; Denyer & Neely, 2004; Kelley and
Littman, 2006; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Tidd and
Bessant, 2009; Perrin and Blauth, 2009) and organizational behaviors (Kirton,
1976; Jackson, 1977; Christensen, 1997; Christensen and Raynor, 2003;
Christensen, Kaufman, and Shih, 2008; Cottam, Ensor, and Band, 2001;
George and Zhou, 2001; Zhou and Shalley, 2008; Cole, 2011).
A sense of dissatisfaction and an anxious search for answers appeared
to pervade the literature in closed innovation practices, which might be
attributed to the neglect of attention paid to individual participants and the lack
of sustainable business results.
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2.3.3 Open Innovation

The turning point in the literature for individuals contributing to innovation
appeared at the introduction of open innovation. Chesbrough (2003; 2006a,b,c;
2009), perhaps the most published author in recent times, brought the definition
and discussion on open innovation topics to the forefront in organizations.
Chesbrough’s (2003) pioneering research focused on managing technology and
innovation, and he was named one of the top 50 technology and business
leaders by Scientific American (2003) in recognition of his research into
industrial innovation. The outcome of Chesbrough’s (2003) research, published
in Open Innovation, explored new paradigms for integrating and managing open
innovation research and development in organizations.
Case studies among firms (Prajogo, 2006) indicated an increase of
improved business results through open practices of innovation, and
organizations, governments, and local communities were quick to adopt new
approaches and incorporate them into business practice (Anderson and West,
1998; Anderson, De Dreu, and Nijstad, 2004; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila,
2008; Nooteboom and Stam, 2008). Organizations started to take more notice
of the individuals involved in innovation practices (Scott and Bruce, 1994), the
importance of sharing knowledge (Dixon, 2000), and the need to keep people
motivated by recognizing their efforts (Motzek, 2007).
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2.3.4 Collaborative Innovation Single Partner

Along with open innovation, came the realization that working with an
external partner meant the need to understand each other’s company culture
and values (Wagner, 2009). Many organizations found that other company
cultures were not the same as their own (Janssen, Van De Vliert, and West,
2004), but there was a certain need to get to know the people that operated
outside the firm (Ohr, 2012) and find ways to collaborate with them.
The focus on the individual accelerated (Amabile, 1998a,b) along with
the need to identify which individuals were best equipped to innovate
(Patterson, Kerrin, and Gatto-Roissard, 2008; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a;
Patterson et al., 2009b). Amabile (1998a,b), and Patterson and Kerrin (2008,
2009a,b) advanced the thinking around collaborative innovation as seen
through their pivotal contributions into behavioral influences from the individual
perspective (Amabile, Creativity and Innovation, 1998) and the influence of
corporate culture on individuals (Patterson and Kerrin, Innovation Potential
Indicator, 2008).
Amabile’s (1998a) research originally focused on the psychological
factors of individual creativity but developed to include team creativity and
organizational innovation. Amabile (1998a,b) published her research, theory,
and ideas for stimulating innovation in A Model of Creativity and Innovation in
Organizations (1998a) and How to Kill Creativity (1998b), and presented her
findings to groups in industry, government, and education with the aim of
bringing new knowledge to business practice.
Creative individuals were deemed most prone for innovation (Amabile,
1998a,b; Sternberg, Grigorenko, and Singer, 2004) and people were given tools
to assess their innovation potential (Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Thornhill,
2006; Terziovski, 2007).
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Patterson, Kerrin, and Gatto-Roissard’s (2008) research investigated a
variety of industrial company alliances and public sector organizations in the
fields of assessment, selection, and innovation behaviors, and documented the
findings in their book Characteristics & Behaviours of Innovative People in
Organisations (2008). The author’s influential empirical research examined the
behavioral attributes of innovative individuals; this led to the development of the
Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI) model for use in business practice.
Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) later published Innovation for the
Recovery: Enhancing Innovative Working Practices that discussed individual
personality differences, shared knowledge around high stakes selection,
innovation, and change in organizations, and proposed ways for organizations
to improve business practices. The author’s argued for the necessity of
innovation in organizations as a means to proactively create new growth
opportunities and deter recession. They reported that firms could “strategize for
incremental process innovation” as an effective approach to managing
initiatives with fewer resources (p.4) and found an important role for managers,
corporate policymakers, and governments to plan, implement, support, and
promote successful innovative working practices (p.14).
In Everyday Innovation: How to Enhance Innovative Working in
Employees and Organisations (Patterson et al., 2009b), the authors argued that
“motivation, openness to ideas, and original problem solving” are the most
important individual behaviors and attributes that facilitate innovation in firms
(p.12). The author’s found there is no “one-size-fits-all” solution, but unique
behavioral attributes can be identified, measured, and developed through a
personalized approach. Additional behavioral attributes such as helping others,
personal

initiative,

and

cooperation

emerged

in

profile

assessments

(Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008; Bettencourt and Bettencourt, 2011; Barge-Gil,
2010), and other scholars affirmed that behavioral attributes for innovation
could be measured and developed (Ojanen and Hallikas, 2009; Patterson et al.,
2009b; Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013).
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2.3.5 Collaborative Innovation On Scale

Simultaneously, demand accelerated in business practice to extend the
innovation reach to include multiple alliance participation (Greer and Lei, 2012),
which generated the creation of business networks and ecosystems (Iansiti and
Levien, 2004; West and Gallagher, 2006; Gloor, 2006). However, managers
found they lacked the control, alignment, and skills to provide direction to
multiple external counterparts (Dahlander and Wallin, 2006; Ancona and
Bresman, 2007; Ojanen and Hallikas, 2009; Koen, 2010).
Present day, organizations face considerable challenge to innovate
collaboratively across multiple alliances (Prahalad and Krishnan, 2008; Mortara,
Napp, Slacik, and Minshall, 2009) and researchers have concluded that
something more needs to happen. However, how this is going to happen is the
question that still remains unanswered, and the empirical basis and integration
of knowledge is missing.
This academic review of notable author contributions and topics – in
particular, those of Patterson and Kerrin (2009a), Amabile (1998a,b), and
Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008) – illuminates the lack of an integrative
understanding of the influence of individuals’ behaviors within multi-partner
alliances for innovation and collaboration on scale. This important integrative
understanding remains vastly under-explored and leaves a void in the
knowledge base for both academicians and practitioners.
The tables on the following pages represent a visual summary of the
discussion across topics of current notable authors. Note in particular, the stark
absence of author contributions found in literature for individual behaviors in
collaborative industrial innovation on scale as seen in Figure 4. My research
aims to address this gap in knowledge by pursuing a deeper understanding in
this area, by taking a contribution to the academic body of knowledge to the
next level, and by equipping managers involved in multi-alliance relationships
with the know-how to increase the success of innovation outcomes.
43

Figure 4: Author contributions in literature on individual behaviors

44

Figure 5: Author contributions in literature on organizational behaviors
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Figure 6: Author contributions in literature on company culture
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The

following

three

sections

illuminate

the

increasing

human

complexities found in existing academic literature for individuals participating in
collaborative innovation with technological alliances on scale. The areas of
discussion include the evolution of open innovation to collaborative innovation
(Section 2.4), the shift of organizational innovation to individual innovators
(Section 2.5), and the necessity of new approaches for collaborative industrial
innovationists in the business technology network (Section 2.6).
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2.4

Evolution of Open Innovation to Collaborative Innovation
“Unity is strength … when there is teamwork and collaboration, wonderful things can be
achieved” Mattie Stepanek.

Chesbrough (2003) famously contributed to the innovation discussion
when he first introduced the concept of open innovation. His book Open
Innovation – The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting from Technology
(2003) challenged business leaders to consider that while they had hired the
best and the brightest from the industry into their R&D and Technology
departments, they should still look externally for knowledge, since “not all smart
people work in-house” (Chesbrough, 2003).
Businesses responded. At Royal Dutch Shell (2010), leaders reinforced
the understanding that Shell would not be successful on a go-it-alone strategy
that focused solely on internal employees. Open innovation was essential to
solving technological challenges and to commercialize knowledge. Through an
‘active partnering’ strategy, access would be gained to external people, ideas,
research cultures, and new perspectives. Yet, new challenges surfaced through
open innovation as “the involvement of external partners makes it even more
complicated than closed innovation” (RDS speech, 2010).
Swedish researchers Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila (2008) at Chalmers
University of Technology conducted a landmark research and development
project for VINNOVA, and published their findings in Managing Open Innovation
- Present Findings and Future Directions. Their study, a review of current
literature into open innovation issues (2008), found there is a limited availability
of academic publications and theoretical development, and a large focus on
practitioner case studies, which suggested the need for more empirical
contributions (p.45).
Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila (2008) identified two central issues that
distinguished the human side from the organizational side of open innovation
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(p.46) and argued that open innovation not only increases potential creativity of
organizational processes, but that it also increases the complexity in managing
the process due to the increased involvement of multiple participants (p.47).
Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila (2008) identified that companies are starting to
recognize the importance of simultaneously balancing the interfaces between
the human side of collaboration with “core in-house competencies” and the
“right” external partners, with the organizational side of evolving technological
processes and platforms (p.12).
Motzek (2007), German scientist and author of Motivation in Open
Innovation, pioneered a link between management and behavioral sciences that
identified the factors that motivate organizations to want to engage in open
innovation (p.12). Motzek’s (2007) research explored the drivers and
motivational profiles of user innovators who contributed to the creation of new
manufacturing products in an effort to understand and improve the nature of
cooperation. Motzek (2007) associated social motives in a person’s code of
conduct such as the value they place on time, for example, how efficiently a
task was accomplished or how much time they spent doing it, and the need of
recognition for their effort; and found both motivational dimensions of time and
recognition to be “rather similar to the general knowledge on motivation factors
for entrepreneurs” (p.12).
The need to accelerate open innovation has organizations currently
engaged in a flurry of various activities from the development of theoretical
considerations (Kirton, 1976; Jackson, 1977; Scott and Bruce, 1994;
Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin and Blauth, 2009)
and inquiries into the fundamentals of innovation in academic literature
(Chesbrough, 2003; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Perrin and Blauth, 2009), to the
publications of institutional white papers (Toshiba, 2009; Royal Dutch Shell,
2010, 2011), new governmental policies (VINNOVA, 2008), and a myriad of
consulting firms tendering to improve innovation results across industries (IBM
Services, 2008; Logica Consulting, 2009, 2010, 2012; Management Innovation
exchange, 2013).
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Despite all these efforts however, businesses still fall short of achieving
their innovation goals (Chesbrough, 2003; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Fredberg,
Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth,
2009).
Acknowledging the myriad of literature available to readers on the topic
of innovation and the many clever minds discussing the issues globally,
certainly there must be answers to how to achieve innovation results in
business? Dombrowski et al. (2007) argued that successful innovations “rarely
happen by chance” (p.190), and continuous and sustainable innovation
successes “happen even less” (p.190). In Elements of Innovative Cultures,
Dombrowski et al. (2007) argued, “innovativeness requires a systematic,
disciplined approach supported by collaborative individuals” (p.190).
The focus on collaborators is seen also in the work of Fredberg,
Elmquist, and Ollila (2008) who developed a simple theory of the alternatives
for closed and open innovation that considered the number of “collaborating
actors” involved (p.28). The importance for open innovation of recognizing the
need for mass collaboration that involves multiples of “collaborating actors”
outside the organization is emphasized in the literature, as depicted graphically
in Figure 7 (Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008: 28).

Figure 2 A model of open innovation alternatives
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Figure 7: Illustrative figure for the Theory of Open Innovation Alternatives

Looking at the traditional form of R&D in the bottom left corner of Fel!
Hittar inte referenskälla., the situation50is characterized by a low number of
collaborating parties. Innovation primarily takes place within the walls of
the firm. As the innovation process moves outwards, and includes a greater
number of collaborating parties, the complexity of the process increases

Scientists (Chesbrough, 2003; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Fredberg,
Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008; Skarzynski and Gibson, 2008; Perrin and Blauth,
2009) agree that innovation is essential to solve global technological challenges
and overcome business obstacles. Interestingly however, organizations are
continuing to pick up the pace and grasp the concepts of openness and
collaboration, and are gradually getting ahead of academia. They are arguing
that they can no longer be successful using a go-it-alone strategy (RDS speech,
2010). A Toshiba executive concurred, “There is almost nothing you could
achieve just by your own knowledge or expertise, since everyone owns
innovation” (Perrin and Blauth, 2009: 5). But they are finding little guidance in
what appears to be a relatively immature field of existing academic literature on
collaborative innovation with multiple alliances, and the human behaviors that
influence these practices.
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2.5

Shift from Organizational Innovation to Individual Innovators
“True wisdom comes to each of us when we realize how little we understand about life,
ourselves, and the world around us” Socrates.

The dominant focus in publications on innovation topics to date
emphasizes organizational culture, processes, tools, and technology (Fredberg,
Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008), which is reasonable since technology is seen to
enable cooperation and collaboration between several participants, especially
across multiple alliances (p.23). The downside to this focus on organizational
innovation is that it negates the paying of proper attention to individual
innovation skills (Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a: 8). Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila
(2008) agreed that the challenge indeed lies beyond the need to update and
integrate technology systems but rather to transform “processes, values,
people, and culture” (p.18).
The growing recognition of the human factor involved in making
innovation happen is complicating matters further. Scholars have argued that
people are the most important asset in an innovative company, not products
(Vrakking and Cozijnsen, 1993; Gupta and Singhal, 1993; Ring and Van de
Ven, 1994). Industry researchers Kelley and Littman (2006) forwardly
acknowledged the ‘human’ in their organization’s language when they defined
innovation as “People creating value through the implementation of new ideas”
(p.6).
Attention to the influence of an individual’s behaviors for achieving
innovation results is still mostly confined to discussions around a closed
innovation organizational environment (Ahmed, 1998; Cottam, Ensor, and
Band, 2001; Perrin and Blauth, 2009; Greer and Lei, 2012). Even within this
context, there are clear limitations in the literature (Bettencourt and Ulwick,
2008; Perrin and Blauth, 2009; Greer and Lei, 2012) and an absence of critique
inhibits in-depth examination (Patterson, 2008, 2009a) so that there is little
evidence in regard to the stimulating or hindering factors of behavioral
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influences on collaborative innovation.
As a result, Greer and Lei (2012) found that organizations faced
difficulties in selecting the “most knowledgeable or innovative” business partner
relationships since they lacked the criteria to determine the best match to their
own needs. Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008) observed that the ability to identify
“organizational citizenship behaviors” among partner alliances was immature
and the criteria for selecting business relationships needed further exploration.
In The Customer-Centered Innovation Map, Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008)
found that understanding primary behaviors such as “helping others” and
“personal initiative” could bring organizations one-step closer to the ability to
identify and select individual innovators (p.112).
The innovation potential in all humans is assumed in the knowledge,
skills, and abilities of the individuals working collaboratively in industry and
academic organizations, though many individuals lack the proper skills (Ring
and Van de Ven, 1994) and are ill prepared to handle the new concepts (Gupta
and Singhal, 1993). They are given unclear roles, goals, and objectives (Koen,
2010), dispersed virtual teams (West and Gallagher, 2006), and are confronted
by differentiating organizational behaviors (Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Dahlander
and Wallin, 2006), unaligned expectations (Madhok, 2006), and goals dissimilar
to their external counterparts (Patterson, 2008).
The solution for most organizations is to look to leaders to provide
stability, fix problems, increase motivation, and enhance collaborative skills: all
necessary for achieving successful innovation results. In The Next Discipline Applying Behavioral Economics to Drive Growth and Profitability (2013),
Fleming and Harter explored what sort of leadership is necessary in open
innovation technology communities, and found that leaders must contribute
strong technical skills in order to be socially accepted and able to encourage
and engage the community in collaborative projects. Patterson (2009b)
identified a key finding from the European Innobarometer Survey (2001)
conducted in the UK and Europe that suggested:
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“Support from leaders and the organizational culture they work in may
influence or hinder an individual’s motivation, social development, and
ability to build effective collaborative relationships in order to drive and
implement successful innovation. The consequence of preventing this
development and under-nourishing the opportunity to mobilize the human
resources is one of the most significant barriers to innovation” (Patterson,
p.7).
Academic literature lacks critical analysis of the leadership skills or
behaviors necessary in collaborative innovation (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994;
Gupta and Singhal, 1993; Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008; Patterson,
2009b). The forerunners in this area are those who are flexible enough to adopt
and integrate all components of external sourcing into their internal company
policies and procedures (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) and replace the ‘not
invented here’ mentality with the ‘invented anywhere’, with anyone, approach
(Fredberg, Elmquist, and Ollila, 2008: 18; Fleming and Harter, 2013).
Ring and Van de Ven’s (1994) research into inter-organizational
relationships broadened the understanding of the ongoing developmental
processes that explained how collaborative relationships emerge, evolve, and
dissolve over time (p.112). Studies at the individual level of analysis (Ring and
Van de Ven, 1994) found that a balance needs to be maintained between what
the role requires of an individual and the behavioral characteristics the
individual brings to the engagements (both “formally and informally”); together,
these attributes provide stability in the collaborative relationship (p.112).
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2.6

Collaborative Innovators in the Business Network
Growing out of the need for more external sourcing, the open business

network, or ecosystem (Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Dahlander and Wallin, 2006;
Ancona and Bresman, 2007) is being increasingly recognized for sparking a
“significant evolution” in the way firms operate with external alliances and in
redefining the leader’s role (Iansiti and Levien, 2004: 4). Fredberg, Elmquist,
and Ollila (2008) argued that ecosystems could lead firms to achieve successful
continuous innovations through a two-fold strategy that enables them to both
“capitalize on existing knowledge and resources” and “find new technologies
and markets” (p.18). Chesbrough (2006a) recognized the importance of what
he referred to as “co-development partnerships” in open innovation models and
noted that the shift from traditional outsourcing strategies to that of open
innovation is achieved when external partners are “no longer seen as suppliers,
but as peers” (p.54).
However, managers quickly come to realize that the oversight of people
in the business ecosystem network is challenging because the resources are
“not directly ‘owned’ by their own firms” (Iansiti and Levien, 2004: 4). Dahlander
and Wallin (2006) observed that due to the lack of ownership or managerial
control of these external resources, managers lack guidance on how to best
utilize people, influence the direction of the business network, or create roles
that complement the people in their internal teams (p.1247).
Chesbrough (2006a) highlighted that the proper utilization of resources in
the business network will lead to the creation of new business models, lower
R&D costs, increased innovation opportunities, and the discovery of new
channels to market (p.56). To achieve the creation of this collaboration,
Chesbrough (2006a) argued the need for “considerable alignment among
alliances” in order to define common business goals and understand and
categorize each other’s capabilities (p.56). However, a study of Dutch
organizations conducted by innovation entrepreneur Van der Meer (2007),
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found that many firms lacked an articulated business model, meaning they
faced challenges to communicate their own company goals or identify
complementary resources, which in turn limited their range of flexibility to seek
innovation and extend objectives beyond their general domain.
Furthering the complexity of selecting individuals for collaborative
innovation from external business networks and barring familiar biases, leaders
have been left empty-handed on the selection criteria and protocols for
identifying and managing resources. Ancona and Bresman’s (2007) research
into how successful teams operate highlighted the importance of managing both
inside and outside a team’s boundary. Co-authors on X-Teams: How to Build
Teams That Lead, Innovate, and Succeed, Ancona and Bresman (2007)
introduced the concept of X-Teams as a vehicle for driving innovation within
large organizations.
Iansiti and Levien (2004) published The Keystone Advantage: What The
New Dynamics of Business Ecosystems Mean for Strategy, Innovation, and
Sustainability (2004), and contributed a framework that leverages the collective
competencies of one’s entire network for competitive advantage. Their
combined research and practical experience with industry led these authors to
argue that one company’s success depends on the success of all its alliances.
Hagel and Seely-Brown (2005) argued the need for new management
approaches such as establishing team goals, well-defined interfaces, action
points, performance feedback, and long-term incentives in order to create a
collaborative environment where external participants can collaboratively
innovate. In their book Productive Fiction: How Difficult Business Partnerships
Can Accelerate Innovation (2005), Hagel and Seely-Brown urged executives to
firstly, fundamentally re-think business strategy to include the sources of
strategic advantage and new approaches to developing business strategy, and
secondly, adapt management techniques required to build collaboration for
innovation.
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One question that remains unanswered, is whether these new
approaches are enough to influence a variety and multitude of external
participants “to collaborate, create, and share knowledge, learn from each
other, and build on each other’s contributions” (Hagel and Seely-Brown, 2005)
in order to deliver the necessary innovation results required in business
technology practice today. The second is: how are these approaches to be
implemented and sustained?
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2.7

Models for Collaborative Innovation Individuals
Academic surveys of institutions and governments across the UK and

European region have revealed trends to address the lack of innovation skills
and knowledge for individuals within organizations through special campaigns,
education programs, models, and frameworks (Kirton, 1976; Jackson, 1977;
Scott and Bruce, 1994; Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a;
Perrin and Blauth, 2009). Perrin and Blauth (2009) argued that everyone has a
role in innovation: it is an “all hands – all hearts – all minds” effort (p.5).
But the challenge is that offered programs and courses have failed to
bring attention to the diverse behaviors and skills necessary for individual
innovators (Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin and Blauth, 2009) or to
understand how behaviors relate to partner relationship management (Ring and
Van de Ven, 1994), management practices, or the broader organizational
context for collaborative innovation (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Chesbrough,
2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin and Blauth, 2009). Research
shows that such ‘innovation programs’ rarely achieve the desired results,
(Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a) especially where the
innovation requires collaboration with multiple partners (Iansiti and Levien,
2004; Ancona and Bresman, 2007).
Despite the lack of knowledge, skills, and understanding, many
professionals and academicians still quest to deliver improved innovation
results and they continue to struggle to find ways of doing it. Perrin and Blauth
(2009) found that despite the urgent demand for more innovation to happen,
“the results these challenging times call for remain elusive” (p.1).
Important to the process of research and this study project, is the ability
to advance knowledge, share findings, and seek ways to bridge learning and
practice in order to make improvements in business results (Maxwell, 2004;
Chesbrough, 2006a; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a).
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Business leaders often turn to models, tools, and frameworks to give
guidance to the functional process of daily activities within the firm (Jankowicz,
2005; Bell, 2007; Cole, 2011). Jankowicz (2005) explained that a model’s
primary purpose is to help organize and structure data illustratively in a clear
and final form of visual expression or graphical display (p.243). Bell (2007)
argued that multitudes of “tools for framing” are available for managers based
on previous experiences and learning from predecessors (p.545). For
collaboration with multiple players in a business network, Cole (2011) found that
a centrally managed framework aids in creating a common language and single
reference model for all participants (p.6).
Chesbrough (2003) observed, the two functions of a business model are
to create value and capture value, and he argued the need for firms to “adapt
their business models to open innovation, as it is a way of generating additional
value” (p.3). However, few contributions exist with respect to individual
behavioral models in the field of collaborative innovation (Scott and Bruce,
1994; Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin and Blauth,
2009).
Organizations have developed their own theories, concepts, and
practices into how to innovate collaboratively, but research suggests that what
works well in one type of business may not work at all in another (Dombrowski
et al., 2007; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a). An industry survey (McKinsey
Consulting Group, 2008) found that the omission of profiling individual
innovation prevents most organizations from successfully measuring innovation
performance effectively. Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) argued that most firms
still over-rely on the use of innovation metrics to determine an increase in
revenue, results of new product sales, and customer engagement, though they
miss out on the ability to measure one’s individual contribution to innovative
working or capture the individual behaviors that influence the outcome of
sustained innovation performance (p.36).
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Authors Dombrowski et al. on Elements of Innovative Cultures (2007)
asserted that the characteristics of innovative working differ and are
distinguishable from non-innovative working (p.190). To understand what
distinguishes one success from another is to acknowledge the human factor
involved in making innovation happen. Ring and Van de Ven (1994) cautioned
one should not under-estimate “the complexities involved in devising legitimate
measures” of an individual’s approach to innovative working relationships
(p.112) and Amabile (1988) observed that certain behaviors and characteristics
are “more effective or desirable” for the success of collaborative innovation
(p.144).
Currently, a limited number of scientifically developed models or tools are
available based on empirical data that assess individual personality behaviors
and traits related to innovation. Examples include Kirton’s Adaption Innovation
Inventory (KAI, 1976), a qualitative based inventory model constructed to
distinguish adaptors (who do things better) from innovators (who do things
differently) in a firm; and Jackson’s Personality Inventory tool (1977), used to
identify both creativity and innovation in individuals.
Scott and Bruce’s Individual Innovation Behavior model (1994)
considered individual innovative behavior as the outcome of four interacting
components: individual problem-solving style, leadership, work group relations,
and climate. Scott and Bruce (1994) found that a manager’s expectation of an
individual’s role both directly and indirectly influenced the individual’s
perceptions of the climate for innovation, and impacted innovative behavior and
performance.
Patterson’s development of the Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI)
identified innovation potential at the individual level and determined that there is
a possibility to measure for it within an organization. Her findings encouraged
widespread adaption of the IPI by firms across the UK and around Europe.
Patterson’s IPI integrated four components: motivation to change, challenging
behaviors and intellect, adaption and personality, and consistency of work style.
In Innovation for the Recovery: Enhancing Innovative Working Practices,
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Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) presented a scoring mechanism in the IPI that
measured the potential and tendency of innovative working in individuals
(2009a: 22), and provided a model for firms to better understand the behaviors
and

characteristics

of

individuals

that

stimulate

or

inhibit

innovation

performance (p.26). Figure 8 shows an example of the Innovation Potential
Indicator.

Figure 8: Patterson’s Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI)

In Everyday Innovation: How to Enhance Innovative Working in
Employees and Organisations, Patterson et al. (2009b) proposed a selfassessment questionnaire approach to guide individuals to examine the
perceptions of the ways of working in a collaborative innovation team, offer
insights to help individuals understand the issues more clearly, and create and
deliver workable solutions (p.36).

61

Combined with the Innovation Potential Indicator (IPI), Patterson’s (2008,
2009a,b) valuable research into behavioral tendencies for individuals working in
innovation provides powerful evidence on the opportunity to measure individual
behaviors and tendencies for innovation (Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013). Patterson’s
IPI model and research (2008, 2009a,b) illustrated the importance of selfassessment tools and their practical application in business towards defining
individual behavioral measurements in innovation practices (Thornhill, 2006;
Terziovski, 2007; Yesil and Sozbilir, 2013).
Current individual behavioral models indicate an interest in academia to
explore ways to bridge findings into business innovation practices. There are
some clear limitations in the material. To a large extent, existing models are
restricted to traditional business practices, organizational behaviors, or
innovation with a single partner, often within a similar industry, geography, or
community. Empirical theories therefore lack the understanding, scalability,
integration, and applicability when it comes to dealing with multiple alliances in
global collaborative innovation practices.
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2.8

Human Behaviors
“Human behavior flows from three main sources: desire, emotion, and knowledge” Plato.

The intention of this research study is not to become expert in the vast
disciplines of behavioral sciences, organizational behaviors, sociology, or
psychology, however it is important to gain enough relevant insights from
certain aspects of these fields in order to potentially shed new light on the topic
of behavioral influences on collaborative innovation in technological practices
on scale.
Based on insights that emerged from prior reading, another literature
search was undertaken. This search and the subsequent review suggested that
the themes that currently represent an integrated view of individual behaviors
and collaborative innovation relationships in firms include trust, motivation, and
behavioral economics. These are now briefly discussed.
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2.8.1 Trust

The important theme of trust is a foundational element in any social or
organizational relationship (Sako, 1992; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994;
Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla, 1998). Academic and management
literature emphasize the sharing of knowledge, openness, communication, and
the relationship between trust and control in the organization (Ring and Van de
Ven, 1994; McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer, 2003).
Sako (1992) conducted case study research into the influence of trust in
inter-firm buyer-supplier contractual relationships in the electronics industry in
Britain and Japan, and found three major types of trust that she described as
“contractual trust, competence trust, and goodwill trust” (p.18). She examined
the influences and dynamics that trust created in relational contracting
situations and found that the type of agreement, expectation of one another,
and the predictability of behavior established between firms influenced the
condition of the relationship.
In Price, Quality and Trust: Inter-firm Relations in Britain and Japan,
Sako (1992) examined employee relationship issues through the stimulating
and hindering influences of trust in corporate strategy, business IT systems,
innovation, and human resource management units in the organization. She
argued that trust is a “state of mind” (p.44) and requires clear understanding of
the tasks and division of labor, strategic intent, and decisions based on an
outlook of sustainability, and not those taken on passing impulse.
In A Formal Model of Trust Based on Outcomes, Bhattacharya,
Devinney, and Pillutla (1998) observed the organizational impact of trust
between companies throughout the lifecycle of relationships and found that the
meaning of trust lacked clear definition, consistency of interpretation, and
integration. The authors (1998) argued that employee morale and trust is
improved when clear organizational values are established and all individuals
are equally oriented to uphold the same obligations.
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Ring and Van de Ven (1994) examined how relationships transform over
time due to the influencing factors of trust and the further implications on
business results (including innovation outcomes), and published their findings in
Developmental Processes of Cooperative Inter-organizational Relationships.
The authors (1994) coined the term Inter Organizational Relationships (IORs)
and explained that IORs entail cooperative “transaction-specific investments”
based on jointly negotiated and agreed formal, legal, and informal socialpsychological processes. Ring and Van de Ven (1994) argued the importance
of creating efficient and equitable outcomes and solutions to problems at the
outset of the deal, prior to problems arising in the relationship, as a way to
resolve conflicts when they do occur.
Similar to critique from Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla (1998),
scholars McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer (1998) argued that while diverse
research on organizational trust has advanced considerably, literature still fails
to provide an integrated understanding of the organization and coordination of
work as it is moderated by trust. In Trust as an Organizing Principle, McEvily,
Perrone and Zaheer (1998) proposed that trust should be used as a moderating
principle in order to advance the integration of trust literature and organizational
practice through the emergence of new theories into how trust affects the
organization and coordination of work.
In Does Trust Matter?, McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer (2003) examined
the role of trust in an inter-organizational relationship on an innovation project
through the observation of the impact and outcome of trust at the individual
level of performance. The authors (2003) found that an agreement of trust
established between working team members, and not one that is determined
through authoritative controls, is fundamental to the team’s success. McEvily,
Perrone and Zaheer (2003) argued that this form of team-established trust
reassures members of the quality and validity of their transactions within the
team, and eases the efforts required in the exchange of information.
Inkpen and Currall (2004) explored the relationship between trust and
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control in joint ventures and how these variables impact joint venture
processes. In The Coevolution of Trust, Control and Learning in Joint Ventures,
Inkpen and Currall (2004) developed a framework to represent the evolution of
a relationship when joint venture partners gain an understanding of each other
and learn to act on adjusting the collaborative process. They argued that the
variable of trust, along with collaborative aims, establishes a climate that
influences partner interactions and decisions about the nature of controls.
Research conducted into international joint ventures (Madhok, 2006)
determined the neglect of social processes as cause for failed relationships.
Using the context of joint ventures, Madhok (2006) argued the need for a
cooperative approach towards inter-organizational collaborative relationships
based on trust, and examined the variables of tolerance and multinational
ownership. In Revisiting Multinational Firms’ Tolerance for Joint Ventures: A
Trust Based Approach, Madhok concluded there is a need to focus on creating
deeper and richer relationship dynamics in place of ownership approaches in
joint ventures.
Koen’s (2010) case study research published in Phenom: A Case of
Collaborative Innovation, examined the impact on trust of alignment issues
between multiple alliances in collaborative innovation projects. Koen’s (2010)
findings suggested that in order to reinforce trust and enable successful
collaborative relationships for innovation, firms might need to focus on
strengthening alignment on risk-reward agreements, common goals and
objectives, and the outcomes they seek to achieve.
The articles on trust provide an important foundation for understanding
the significance of trust on relationships in traditional business management
practices. There is a need to further examine the influences, conditions, and
impacts of trust and how it transfers and contributes to the manifestation of
relationships in collaborative innovation practices with multiple alliances.
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2.8.2 Motivation

There is only limited research available on behavioral drivers and
motivating factors for individuals as they relate to collaborative innovation (Scott
and Bruce, 1994; Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a; Perrin
and Blauth, 2009; Pink, 2009), which is surprising considering that the root of all
innovations stems from human ideas (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994; Scott and
Bruce, 1994; Chesbrough, 2006a,b; Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a), and it is
people who “develop, carry, react to, and modify ideas” which makes it
essential to understand what enables or motivates individual innovative
behavior (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994: 112). Current research into autonomy
(acting with choice) and its influence on well-being (West and Gallagher, 2006;
Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008; Goleman, 2008; Pink, 2009) focuses on the
drivers and motivation for individuals to contribute and generate results in
business practices, including innovation.
Business innovation entrepreneur, Pink (2009) conducted scientific
research into human motivation and examined the mismatch between “what
science knows and what business does” concerning human motivation and its
impact on business performance outcomes. In Drive: The Surprising Truth
About What Motivates Us, Pink (2009) argued that people are motivated by
autonomy as a means to improve their life. Pink’s (2009) research correlated
the powerful effect of autonomy on motivational attitudes and individual
performance (p.90). This rouses the interest to further explore linkages among
autonomy and other motivational behaviors, and their influence on collaborative
innovation relationships.
Researchers West and Gallagher (2006) co-authored Open Innovation:
The Paradox of Firm Investment in Open Source Software (2006) in which they
explored the challenges of open innovation as learned from lessons on open
source software and the concept of motivation. They argued the need to
consider the value of virtual teams as a means to enable collaborative
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innovation between firms and expand knowledge around open innovation
cultures across organizations (p.322).
West and Gallagher (2006) found that firms struggle with three main
components: i) finding creative ways to leverage internal innovation; ii) bringing
external innovation to internal development; and iii) motivating external
participants to continuously supply external innovations, especially when the
competition stand to gain from the efforts. These findings led the authors (2006)
to the identification of four main strategies for firms to engage in open
innovation, including Pooled R&D - transforming an internal culture to have a
more outward focus; Spinouts - external release of technology and financial
contribution to its commercialization; Selling complements - utilizing already
successful innovation products/solutions for further commoditization gains; and
Donated complements - selling internal technologies to users for further
modification and improvement (p.22).
Suggestions for future research include the need to further explore the
drivers of motivation for individuals working in virtual teams (West and
Gallagher, 2006; Pink, 2009) and the influence this environment has on the
culture of collaborative innovation (Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008; Goleman,
2008).
Much more knowledge can be gained around the behavioral and
motivational drivers for participants in collaborative innovation. A key question is
to understand how individuals are stimulated, motivated, and driven to
collaborate with multiple others outside their own organization? Also, how does
the willingness to share knowledge influence the collaborative relationship even when it is with the competition; and what motivates individuals to jointly
accept successes, risks, and failures? Finally, are individuals intrinsically or
extrinsically motivated (Pink, 2009) when it comes to collaborative innovation?
There is a need to critically examine these issues further in order to expand the
body of collaborative innovation knowledge and develop the underlying
empirical theories for use in business practices.

68

2.8.3 Behavioral Economics

Slow in its inception, social science researchers are now increasingly
expanding integrative studies into behavioral economics topics that include
social intelligence, emotional intelligence (Salovey and Mayer 1990; Goleman,
1996, 2001, 2006, 2008), personality, cognitive style (Bettencourt and Ulwick,
2008), intuition (Klein, 2002), empathy, and altruism (Adami and Hintze, 2013)
in the workplace.
Behavioral economics broadly explores the effects of social, cognitive,
and emotional factors that drive public choice (Salovey and Mayer 1990), how
the economic decisions of individuals are made (Goleman, 1996; Greer and Lei,
2012), and the consequences for market prices, returns, and resource
management (Goleman, 2001, 2006, 2008; Klein, 2002; Bettencourt and
Ulwick, 2008; Adami and Hintze, 2013).
Little research is available that integrates the influence and outcomes of
behavioral

economics in

relation

to

collaborative

innovation

business

technology practices (Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008; Patterson, 2008, 2009a,b;
Greer and Lei, 2012).

2.8.3.1 Social & Emotional Intelligence

Early on, American psychologist Edward Thorndike (1874-1949)
described the concept of Social Intelligence as the ability to get along with other
people. Salovey and Mayer (1990) introduced Emotional Intelligence as a
subset of social intelligence concerning the involvement of monitoring one’s
feelings and emotions, the ability to distinguish them from others, and
incorporating them into one’s thinking and decisions.
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Goleman (1996) simplified the definition of emotional intelligence as the
ability to perceive, control, and evaluate emotions of one’s self and of others. In
Emotional Intelligence: Why It Can Matter More Than IQ, Goleman’s (1996)
research into the human brain and behavioral sciences found that emotional
intelligence deals with a range of “interpersonal interactions” encountered with
others, which influence our feelings, thinking, emotions, and physical condition
(p.4). In Leadership and Intelligence, Goleman (2001) furthered the integration
between research and business practice by examining individual attributes
including “self-awareness, emotional control, self-motivation, empathy, and
interpersonal effectiveness” and associating them with the leadership values
necessary to create and sustain strong relationships (p.20).
Goleman’s (2006, 2008) research fostered further integration between
academicians and business practitioners through the role emotional intelligence
played in performance excellence. Goleman’s (2006) empirical findings in
Social Intelligence: The New Science of Human Relationships (2006)
suggested that individual skills including self-awareness and empathy
determine one’s success just as much as IQ does (p.36). Goleman’s (2008)
article Social Intelligence and the Biology of Leadership argued that social
intelligence is an important skill for any leader to possess, and it can be taught.

2.8.3.2 Personality & Cognitive Style

Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008) examined the impact and outcomes on life
satisfaction, well-being, community satisfaction, and physical health and in The
Customer-Centered Innovation Map, they argued there are positive and negative
consequences of social identities. In Innovating On The Cheap Bettencourt and
Bettencourt (2011) explored meditation and mindfulness for social relationships
and found potential benefits in developing these skills in business practices.
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2.8.3.3 Intuition

Klein (2002) argued that among social intelligence attributes, intuition
can be learned through the process of “honing of experiences into recognizable
patterns” to be applied later on (p.236). Goleman (2001) suggested that
intuitions, or gut-reactions, are not just “momentary whims” but rather mental
calculations based on a “quick-but-careful review” of previous experiences
(p.64). Klein (2002) conducted ethnographic research into naturalistic decisionmaking and found that laboratory theories were insufficient to describe decisionmaking with certainty. In Intuition at Work: Why Developing Your Gut Instincts
Will Make You Better at What You Do, Klein (2002) argued that individuals use
intuition to interpret and translate experiences into decisions they later act upon
(p.112).

2.8.3.4 Empathy & Altruism

Goleman’s (2008) brain research identified a link between empathy and
collaboration and found that inwardly-focused and “self-absorbed” individuals
destroy their ability to empathize with others; when an individual can turn their
attention outwardly towards others, their ability to collaborate increases and
performance improves (p.54). Adami and Hintze’s (2013) field research on The
Prisoners Dilemma game theory corroborated Goleman’s (2008) empathy
argument with the finding that “selfish traits do not support collaboration” (Adami
and Hintze, 2013: 4).
Contrary to previously established theories on selfishness (Hamilton,
1964; Williams, 1966; Dawkins, 1976) which suggested it was preferable to put
yourself first (the ‘mean and selfish’ theory), scientists now believe that while
being mean and selfish can give an advantage in the short term, it will bring
forward rapid extinction (Adami and Hintze, 2013: 4). Adami and Hintze (2013)
found that the best examples of progress and advancement in societies are the
ones where people got together, communicated with one another, and acted in
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unison (p.7). Collaboration is necessary for evolution and survival (Adami and
Hintze, 2013).

2.8.3.5 Behavioral Economics in Collaborative Innovation Relationships

Greer and Lei (2012) conducted an important review of available
research into customer influences on innovation, strategy, management,
marketing, and information technology practices. In Collaborative Innovation
with Customers: A Review of the Literature and Suggestions for Future
Research, Greer and Lei (2012) noted the significant impact of behavioral
influences on how firms engage in collaborative innovation with individual and
business customers, and developed a conceptual framework to provide
direction on future study.
The author’s proposed framework (Greer and Lei, 2012) offered a
synthesis of three existing business models: collaborative innovation with
customers, or the CIC model (Ojanen and Hallikas, 2009), the consumer coproduction model (Etgar, 2008), and the co-creation of value model (Payne,
Storbacka, and Frow, 2008). The synthesized conceptual framework (2012)
offered an all-encompassing representation of five major themes for
collaborative innovation: i) Driving and restraining forces: technology changes,
expertise, depth of knowledge, strategy, structure, networks, cultural views, time
availability, presence or absence of trust and empathy; ii) Feasibility: costs,
benefits, processes and integration; iii) Implementation: collaborative potential,
knowledge transfer, and user design; iv) Further development: mutual learning
and innovation processes; and v) Measurement and feedback (p.67).
Despite the range and breadth of themes in Greer and Lei’s (2012)
conceptual framework, explanations around individual behaviors in collaborative
innovation relationships remain fairly shallow.

72

Greer and Lei (2012) found there to be a lack of available integrated
studies on human economic behaviors that inform business performance for
individual’s participating in collaborative innovation and urged researchers to
continue to explore these phenomena. The authors (2012) recommended future
research should focus on disrupting technologies and the pace of change, the
impact of collaboration on in-house innovators, collaborating with the
competition, IP protection, and selection of the right partners (p.78).
There appears to be a growing interest in research to look into the
individual collaborative influences on innovation relationships in technological
practices, however significant refinement and sharpened focus is necessary. To
a large extent, the knowledge lacks the depth of inquiry, integration, and
investigation required to get beneath the surface of individual behavioral
influences on collaborative innovation. Specifically, a focus on the individual
behavioral influences known in traditional business management and closed
innovation practices, for example: trust, motivation, intuition, empathy,
recognition, creativity, cooperation, openness, social and emotional intelligence,
and behavioral economics, could be critically examined for their strengths and
weaknesses and how they contribute to the manifestation of relationships that
stimulate or hinder collaborative industrial innovation results.
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2.9

Reflection on the Literature
In this thesis, the term collaborative innovation is used to refer to

“collective new thinking among individuals that informs business practice in
order to bring new value and deliver improved results.” Existing literature falls
short of providing an understanding into the influence and impact of individuals’
behavioral influences when involved in multi-corporate relationships for
collaborative innovation in technological practices.
There is a void in the knowledge base as it pertains to the influence of
human nature in the collaborative relationships of industrial innovationists, and
where we would expect to find information on the criteria for partner relationship
selections, relevant empirical theories and business models, and practical and
applicable recommendations for industrial innovationists on how to stimulate
effective collaborative relationships across technological alliances on scale.
This research aims to examine these areas and contribute new thought to the
body of academic knowledge.
A wealth of knowledge exists in traditional business management
practices and a range of innovative approaches, however it remains fragmented
and lacks integration with industrial innovation approaches, particularly where
these require collaboration with multiple alliances. Prior research highlights
potential synergies between collaborative innovation with single partners,
behavioral studies, and classic management theories, and presents the
important opportunity for further exploration, understanding, and integration of
knowledge. However, scholars and practitioners will need to think differently
about the human contribution where collaborative innovation in technology is
involved.
While the tradition and practice of open innovation appears to be
generally accepted, academicians and business practitioners could align and
integrate knowledge around individuals’ behavioral influences and impacts in
order to apply new approaches to collaborative innovation practices in
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technology. The findings in this research paper aim to illuminate the importance
of people and relationships in technological innovation practices in order to
address this gap. Accordingly, this empirical research explores the human
contribution to collaborative innovation in technology at depth, contributes new
theories to the academic base of knowledge, and proffers ways for industrial
innovationists to transfer those theories to application in business technology
practice where multiple alliances are involved in collaboration.
Chapter Three addresses the research methodology and design applied
in this study.

75

3 CHAPTER THREE: Research Methodology and Design
“I believe in innovation and that the way you get innovation is you fund research and you
learn the basic facts” Bill Gates.

The central purpose of this study is to examine and understand more
about the individual human behavioral characteristics that manifest in
collaborative relationships for innovation across alliances on scale in corporate
organizations. This research methodology and design chapter will focus on how
the main purpose of this research will be achieved.
One of the main aims as a practitioner researcher is to bridge the gulf
between academia and management. This research methodology and design
chapter, typically a very academic oriented chapter, is presented in a writing
style developed to appeal to both academic and management audiences.
Greater accessibility for managers is given by specifying the full titles of books
and articles, and by illuminating the discipline that the authors come from.
The first section, Appropriateness, describes the strategy and approach
utilized to ensure the dependability of the research design and methods. The
second section, Instrumentation, discusses the tools and materials used during
the course of this study. Interview Setting and Participants outlines the
consideration process and selection criteria of participants, and the manner and
location for gathering the data.
Section four, Ethical Considerations and Procedures, addresses the
methods applied to ensure ethical conduct throughout this study. Section five
discusses the criteria for Trustworthiness. The final section is a reflective review
of the research methodology and design applied in the course of this study.
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The main contents are as follows:
Appropriateness
Critical Realism
Causality
Retroduction
Instrumentation
Interview Setting and Participants
Ethical Considerations and Procedures
Ethical Procedures
Trustworthiness
Reflection on the Research Methodology and Design
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3.1

Appropriateness

The need to innovate in collaboration with individuals and organizations
on scale is a global imperative. This research study aims to contribute new
ideas, theories, and frameworks to the fields of Management and the Social
Sciences by looking at collaborative innovation through the lens of the individual
in order to understand the impact their own behaviors have on innovation
practices across multiple alliance relationships in corporate organizations. The
research leverages qualitative methods to develop a theory and then bridges
that theory to business practice through the development of a conceptual
framework to propose how behavioral traits at the individual level explain a
manifestation in relationships that stimulate or hinder collaborative innovation.
The primary approach in this study is to listen to research participants’ express
their views on individual’s behaviors when working to innovate in collaboration
on scale.
Researchers in the social sciences are driven by the need to identify
what lies beyond the surface of an issue and explore it in-depth by examining
the language and communications that are used and get to the heart of the
issues. This manner of research is best supported through a qualitative
approach. Yin (2009), a qualitative researcher and pioneer of explanation
theory stated, “an empirical inquiry investigates a contemporary phenomenon in
depth and within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p.18). Qualitative
researchers recognize that these phenomena are complex in nature, they
change all the time, and are unique interpretations for every individual based on
how they experience the world. In Doing Your Research Project (2005), Bell
argued the appropriateness of qualitative design for the social researcher as “it
provides an opportunity for one aspect of a problem to be studied in some
depth” (p.10).
In Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook of New Methods (1984),
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Miles and Huberman emphasized the aim of qualitative research for
understanding “local, contextualized causality” to identify connections between
individual variables and develop models that explain those connections beyond
what generalizations can offer. Miles and Huberman (1984) claimed that
qualitative field research is “far better” than solely quantified approaches at
developing explanations of local causality - the actual events and processes
that lead to specific outcomes (p.132).
In Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative Methods in Research (2010),
Taylor asserted that quantitative research methods are insufficient to fully
address the complex issues in the behavioral or physical sciences. Data
gathering techniques do not enable the researchers to go beyond the surface
level of participant responses and cannot be completely or objectively
controlled. Taylor (2010) argued, “Qualitative research methods are important
and can most successfully evaluate the full range of human behavior” (p.92).
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3.1.1 Critical Realism

The epistemology of this empirical inquiry is granted by individual
knowledge, beliefs, and truths, and looks into the underlying causes of the real
problems individuals face. Critical Realism therefore guides the ontology of this
research. The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (2010) defined Critical Realism as
the ‘philosophy of perception’ in which some of our sense-data (minddependent objects whose properties and existence are known directly to us in
perception) can and do accurately represent external objects, properties, and
events, while other of our sense-data do not. Critical realism highlights a minddependent view of the world that looks to understand (and come to an
understanding of) the mind-independent world (2010).
Philosopher Bhaskar (1975) developed foundational theories in critical
realism that were later introduced to the social sciences by scholars Archer
(1998) and Sayer (2000). In A Realist Theory of Science (1975), Bhaskar
argued that there is a “real, existing, causal world that is independent of our
knowledge of it.” Bhaskar’s (1975) research into realism suggested that our
access to the world is limited and is constantly being evaluated through our
perceptions and theories of what it is, therefore making our knowledge critical
and relative to our understanding of it.
Archer’s (2007) theoretical position on critical realism argued that social
phenomena can be empirically accounted for and causally interlinked over time.
In her current publication Making Our Way through the World: Human
Reflexivity and Social Mobility (2007), she defended the importance of critical
realism social theory in order to develop theories about the relationships that
emerge between social phenomena and causal autonomy (Archer, 2007).
Baert (2005) argued that due to the existence of knowledge, critical
realists believe we “infer” what the world must be like (p.90). No two individuals
experience the world in exactly the same way however they can “mediate with
one another” (Baert, 2005) and relationships will manifest through languages,
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behaviors, and forms of expression. This needs to be explored in order to learn
more about how individuals share and communicate ideas and how their
behaviors influence and impact them. Archer and Bhaskar (et al.) co-authored
Critical Realism: Essential Readings (1998) in which they argued that critical
realism broadly accepts a variety of knowledge types and objects (including
“physical, social, and conceptual”). Each knowledge type and object has
“different ontological and epistemological characteristics” and therefore “require
a range of different research methods and methodologies” to access them
(Archer and Bhaskar et al., 1998).
The ontological critical realism position for this research requires a study
of how ideas are formed, and this is done through a series of semi-structured
qualitative interviews (see Appendix 5). The method of interviewing was based
on a ‘question tree’ structure that guided the direction of inquiry and enabled the
researcher to probe deeply. Unlike the limitations of a survey or questionnaire
(Maxwell, 2004), the qualitative interview protocol offered a route of social
inquiry through which ideas and thoughts could be divulged and elaborated
upon in as much detail as the participants were willing to reveal.
Informed consent was obtained prior to the commencement of the
interviews and data collection. An example of the Informed Consent Form may
be found in Appendix 3 of this thesis. The aim of conducting semi-structured
interviews was to allow the participants to respond openly to a tree-structure of
questions guided by the main and sub research questions, and to ensure that
the research followed a path led by the data being produced. The interviews
were audio recorded and the researcher also took hand written notes during the
interview. To address any possible misrepresentations of the data being
collected and to establish a trusted engagement during the process, permission
was requested of the participants to stay connected to the research throughout
the lifecycle of the study, and to review and provide feedback on their individual
contributions.
Maxwell, author of two current Sage publications: Using Qualitative
Methods for Causal Explanation (2004) and A Realist Approach for Qualitative
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Research (2011), employed a realist philosophical perspective in qualitative
research that argued for critically applying realist ontology for how one
conceptualizes meaning and culture, causation, and diversity. Maxwell (2004)
reasoned that a field researcher’s interest is often in understanding what is
happening in the context of their study in order to advance their theoretical
knowledge, and ultimately, because they want to contribute to its improvement.
To achieve either of these interests, Maxwell (2004) argued the need for
researchers to identify the occurrence of causal processes in the setting of their
study and develop causal explanations that support and enable valid outcomes
(p.260).
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3.1.2 Causality

The theoretical approach of critical realism incorporates the principle of
causal mechanisms or causal powers. Co-authors Bennett and Elman
published Case Study Methods in the International Relations Subfield (2007) in
which they argued the need to deploy qualitative realist methods in order to
ascertain “whether causal mechanisms exist” and to identify the connections
and conditions by which they operate (p.170). Causation, often also known as a
“realist” (Sayer, 1992; Maxwell, 2011, 2012), or “generative” (Bennett and
Elman, 2007), or “process” approach (Bhaskar, 1992; Ekström, 1992; Bennett
and Elman, 2007) may often best address causally complex situations using
multiple inferential views.
Scandinavian sociologist Ekström (1992) observed causal analysis as
the “sequence of processes that generate the objects, events, conditions, and
actions we seek to explain” (p.115). Ekström’s (1992) critical realism research
into causal explanation of social action explained the ontological premise that a
causal relationship between X and Y exists only through a credible hypothesis
that describes the underlying causal mechanism that connects the occurrence
of X to Y. In other words, if there is no possible explanation of the mechanism
that connects X and Y, then a relationship does not exist between X and Y
(Ekström, 1992).
Sayer (1992) argued that little is known about the causal mechanisms
and connections involved between the intentions of a person and the actions
they take (p.102). Even more interesting, would be to understand the conditions
and sequences of the thinking process (Sayer, 1992: 107). The simple
knowledge that X is followed by Y is generally not enough: we want to
“understand the continuous process” by which Y emerged from X, if it did
(p.107).
Maxwell’s (2012) research into the concept of causation argued that
qualitative research methods are important to identify causal relationships and
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develop causal explanations in the social sciences. The discussion is somewhat
controversial due to perceived incompatibilities (Sayer, 1992; Maxwell, 2012)
with an interpretivist or constructivist approach or that of science-based
(positivist) research. In Maxwell’s recent article, The Importance of Qualitative
Research for Causal Explanation in Education (2012), he defended the practice
of “theory-in-use” approaches that enable qualitative researchers to make
credible causal claims through an in-depth understanding of meanings, events,
processes, and contexts (Maxwell, 2012).
Contemporary philosophers Dupré and Cartwright (1988) asserted that
causal mechanisms are real and are valid approaches in social science
investigation. Co-authors on Probability and Causality: Why Hume and
Indeterminism Don't Mix, Dupré and Cartwright (1988) explained, “things and
events have causal capacities: in virtue of the properties they possess, they
have the power to bring about other events or states” (p.527). The authors
(1988) argued that causal relations cannot be derived from associative facts
among data, as they require sound mid-level qualitative theories of the causal
powers and properties that influence a set of real causal connections, social
entities, and events.

Political and International Relations scientist Kurki (2008) conducted
research into world political processes such as globalization, which are
immersed in complex concepts of causes and conditions. In her publication
Causation in International Relations: Reclaiming Causal Analysis (2008), Kurki
defended the idea and legitimacy of causal mechanisms and causal analysis
theory based on the notion of causation in the social sciences, and urged other
researchers to consider multi-causal method applications in future academic
practices.
Late sociologist Sørensen (1998) contributed alternative theories around
social and economic inequality and the unequal distribution of opportunities and
social resources. Through causal analysis, Sørensen (1998) showed that
inequalities manifest when individuals and groups limit access to jobs,
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education, and other opportunities. In Social Mechanisms: An Analytical
Approach to Social Theory (1998), Sørensen’s causal realist position defended,
“Sociological ideas are best focused on specifying the mechanisms by which
change is brought about in social processes” (p.264).

Sayer (2000) extended the philosophy and methodology of critical
realism as a philosophy “of and for the social sciences.” In two foundational
books, Method in Social Science: A Realist Approach (1992) and Realism and
Social Science (2000), Sayer advocated that traditionally empirical theoretical
techniques in the social sciences cannot show real causal relationships, and
that existence of causally effective, albeit often unobservable, social structures
produce the successful occurrence of social events and interactions. Sayer’s
(2000) research closely observed Bhaskar’s (1979) description of the real world
as one that is generated by complex, dynamic interactions where “particular
structures (mechanisms, events, and experiences) give rise to certain effective
causal powers, tendencies, or ways of acting” (Bhaskar, 1979: 170). Bhaskar
(1979) referred to these interactions as causal mechanisms.
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3.1.3 Retroduction

Critical realist researchers explore social mechanisms through the
scientific methodology of retroduction. In his research, Bhaskar (1979)
described retroduction as a process where proposed theoretical mechanisms, if
they did exist, would generate or cause the social phenomenon to occur. The
causal social mechanisms may be non-material and non-observable and when
interacted could have the potential to generate the occurrence of events. The
retroduction as it applies to critical realist scientific methodology is the move
instead from the description of material phenomenon to retroduce explanatory
causal mechanisms of social structures (Bhaskar, 1979).
Easton (2009) asserted that critical realists recognize retroduction as the
key epistemological process. In his recent paper Critical Realism in Case Study
Research (2009), Easton described critical realism as a “coherent, rigorous, and
novel philosophical position” in that it offers helpful relational suggestions as
identified by powers of causal mechanisms and retroduction, and leads
researchers through the process of theoretical development (p.118).
Steiner-Maccia

(1962)

offered

similar

thoughts

that

suggested

retroduction is the logical process by which a point of view can be used as a
contribution to devise another theory. In her 1962 publication Models and the
Meaning of ‘Retroduction’, Steiner-Maccia described retroduction as a process
of moving backward, since we move backward from one theory to devise
another perspective or theory, a process she called devising theory (SteinerMaccia, 1962).
In Philosophy of the Social Sciences (2005), Baert explained that
researchers use retroduction to identify and describe new phenomena they
encounter by comparing it to the phenomena they are already familiar with.
Throughout this process, the researcher’s goal is to “uncover social
mechanisms, structures, and powers underneath the instantly observable
surface level” (Baert, 2005: 94). Baert’s (2005) research interrogated the
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positive and negative social feedback mechanisms present in the cultural
innovation characteristics of an environment that influence the selection of
those cultural attributes.
Sayer’s (1992) research into causal mechanisms similarly argued that
researchers may often be familiar with the mechanism being retroduced based
on other like occurrences or observations, however in some cases, the
“mechanisms may be hypothesized” (p.107). As the critical realism paradigm
holds as well, given the same data, another researcher may choose to interpret
them differently.
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3.2

Instrumentation
The primary instrument used to collect data in this study is one-to-one

interviews, therefore making the researcher the main “instrument” of data
collection. The interview questions arose out of a review of the literature that
highlighted areas of interest and gaps in academic knowledge. The primary
research question was not directly asked of the participants, however a treestructure of sub-questions was developed to help guide the interviews (see
Appendix 5). The interview protocol ensured that each participant was asked
the same major questions. The researcher’s primary and secondary
supervisors, an academic board, and the University ethics committee had
vetted the interview questions.
An additional data instrument was the researcher’s own Reflective
Learning Journal whose purpose was as a tool to record the researcher’s own
thoughts, reflections, and experiences throughout the project. In his book
Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches
(2007), Creswell argued the necessity for researchers to create and maintain a
reflexivity journal. Creswell (2007) asserted that the reflexivity journal allows the
researcher to be acknowledged as the main instrument for collecting and
analyzing data as it provides a forum to describe the evolution of their work
(p.179).
The authors of Regimes of Trustworthiness in Qualitative Research: The
Rigors of Reciprocity (2001) argued that a reflexive approach in qualitative
critical research clarifies how the “researcher’s own experiences, values, and
positions of privilege have influenced their research interests” in terms of
representing the choices for conducting their research and how their findings
were presented (Harrison, MacGibbon, and Morton, 2001: 325). In his earlier
version of Research Design: Qualitative & Quantitative Approaches (1994),
Creswell mentioned that the “biases, values, and judgments of the researchers
need to be explicitly acknowledged” in interpretive qualitative research so they
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can be reflected upon in the final written data presentation (p. 147).
The reflexive journal was not a tool for “confessions” or “passing
responsibility to others” (Bolton, 2005: 5); it presented the researcher an
opportunity to “examine personal experiences, take responsibility for actions
and values, share responsibility for the social situations, and explore one’s own
values and ethical code” (Bolton, 2005: 6). Locke, author of Proposals that
Work: A Guide for Planning Dissertations and Grant Proposals (1987)
reinforced the powerful importance of openness in qualitative research, and
highlighted this as a fundamental expectation by and of one’s peers.
Qualitative researcher Ortlipp published Keeping and Using Reflective
Journals in the Qualitative Research Process (2008), in which she accounted
her experience of keeping a reflective journal for the purpose of creating
transparency in the research process. Saldaña authored The Coding Manual for
Qualitative Researchers (2009), in which he described the reflexivity process as
“documenting close reflections of potential findings and implications of the
research study, which can be useful for transparently describing emergent
patterns, themes, and concepts” (p.36).
Ortlipp’s (2008) paper outlined the aims of engaging in reflexive process,
and for the purpose of this research study do include: (i) serving as a record of
the researcher’s own perceptions and observations of the experiences
throughout this study, (ii) enabling the researcher to reflect on important
information about relevant moments and incidents that arose during the study,
(iii) acting as a triangulation strategy with other methodologies, and (iv)
stimulating and guiding the data collection process along the subsequent
interviewing process (p.702).
Secondary materials such as public company reports and conference
white papers were obtained as further data. Figure 9, and in particular the rightmost column of the chart, describes the instrumentation utilized in the protocol
of this research design.
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Figure 9: Instrumentation utilized in the research design protocol
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3.3

Interview Setting and Participants
With respect to the spirit of collaborative innovation and sharing of ideas,

a particularly important opportunity for sourcing potential participants to this
research project emerged during the planning for an annual Shell Technology
EcoSystem Summit partner event. Individuals who would attend this event were
identified as potential key contributors due to their involvement in collaborative
innovation activities with multiple corporate technology organizations, and the
consideration that their physical presence at the event would ease participation
in the interviewing process. The Shell EcoSystem is a unique grouping of
eleven specially selected, contracted, and procured external Shell technology
and consultancy partners who work closely with Shell and the other alliances
within the EcoSystem to identify, develop, and implement Technology solutions
for Shell’s internal stakeholders and external customers through collaborative
innovation projects. From the eleven participating EcoSystem partner firms
registered, forty-five senior individuals confirmed their presence at the event.
For this qualitative study, the approximate target of twenty to thirty
interview participants was identified as a sufficient sample size that would yield
the necessary data to capture the behaviors, attitudes, perceptions, and
phenomenon of participants’ experiences. The number of interested participants
ultimately determined the target group size rather than a pre-determined fixed
or mandated target.
The researcher conducted limited sensing on the topic by speaking with
the senior leaders in the Shell EcoSystem to get a feeling for their initial
perceptions, and the feedback indicated a high level of curiosity about the
behavioral approaches of individuals in multi-partner collaborative relationships
and great interest in finding new ways to improve innovation results. This
preliminary solicitation of feedback from potential participants was an important
strategy to gain support, build excitement, receive feedback, and identify validity
threats. In Maxwell’s (2004) study into field methods, he argued that this
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particular sort of feedback helps the researcher check their own biases and
assumptions, and allows a review of any flaws in logic, design, or methods.
Late scientist Guba is known for expanding the vision of academic
inquiry in education to include qualitative research techniques and methods,
and he partnered with Lincoln to coin the phrase member checks. In their book
Naturalistic Inquiry (1985), Lincoln and Guba argued that member checks in
qualitative research is the process of requesting systematic feedback to solicit
responses to one’s data from the people being studied, and serves as a check
on perspectives and meanings by providing alternative interpretations of the
events and processes being observed.
An initial teleconference with potential participants, followed by
scheduling face-to-face or telephone interviews, resulted in the final sample
size of 23 participants from 19 different technological firms, a number with the
potential to ensure a point of saturation would be reached where no new data
could be discovered. If this point were not reached, further participants would
be sought.
The sample consisted of 20 male and 3 female participants, each of
whom is an experienced senior representative within a range of the top
performing, largest revenue generating Fortune Global 500 companies in
Technology and Information Technology, Consultancy, Services, Sales,
Marketing, and Human Resources Management. The participants were
technologists, engineers, and consultants, and their functions were represented
as Senior Project Manager, Business Development Manager, Senior IT
Manager, Project Director, Commercial Lead, Senior Executive, Account
Manager, Partner Executive, Project Sponsor, and Technology Director.
Participant nationalities represented American, British, Irish, Scottish, Dutch,
German, Swedish, Indian, and Malaysian individuals.
The list of participants and interview timeline is found in Figure 10 below,
and the names of participants have been changed to protect their identity.
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Figure 10: Interview participants

Preliminary research identified no other studies that incorporated
qualitative critical realist methods when exploring individual’s behaviors to
innovate collaboratively with technological alliances on scale, suggesting that
this study would not duplicate research that has already been done.
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3.4

Ethical Considerations and Procedures

“Man has a natural aptitude for virtue; but the perfection of virtue must be acquired by
man by means of some kind of training” Saint Thomas Aquinas.

Formal ethics approval for this research (Application E.192) was granted
by the Humanities, Social, and Health Sciences Research Ethics Panel at the
University of Bradford on November 11, 2011. A copy of this approval notice
may be found in Appendix 2 of this thesis.
According to the University of Bradford (2013), “the most important,
accepted ethical issues today involve: Voluntary Participation, Informed
Consent, Privacy, Anonymity, Confidentiality, No Harm, and Responsible
Dissemination of Data and Results.” These criteria are discussed in the
following Methods and Procedures section where the steps taken to ensure
compliance to these issues are addressed.
In addition to these considerations, and above all, throughout the course
of this research study project, I asked myself:

How would I want to be treated?
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3.4.1 Ethical Procedures

The fieldwork design was carried out with colleagues within the
professional organization where the researcher worked, and potential ethical
issues around politics, sensitivity, confidentiality, and anonymity needed to be
treated with regard and respect. The researchers familiarity of the environment
enabled informal ease of access to participants and internal information, and
granted the researcher management permission to collect necessary company
documents and data (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002: 71).
An informed consent form was designed for participants to review and
sign as testimony to the integrity of this research project (see Appendix 3). Prior
to each interview, the researcher requested the signed consent form in return
from the participant and briefly reviewed the meaning of their consent verbally
with them to ensure the participant had a clear understanding of what they had
signed up for, including the opportunity to withdraw. The participant was
therefore empowered to decline further participation or ask that records be
destroyed.
The participant received a returned copy of their signed form to maintain
in their own records. The researcher’s contact details were provided on the
consent form and participants were invited to make contact on their own
initiative as needed. One request to the participants, as a part of the member
check process (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), was the permission to maintain an
open line of contact with the researcher following the interview as appropriate,
to allow opportunity for further clarity or to verify the understanding of a
particular response accurately, to answer any questions or receive feedback
that the participant may have had following the interview, and/or to ask further
participation in future stages of the project, for instance, for the participant to
review the emerging framework and solicit feedback on its usefulness and
validity.
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With respect to participants’ confidentiality and the anonymity of personal
data, the informed consent form specified that no individuals would be identified
by their actual given name in any written documentation. With the exception of
the researcher’s own employer, Royal Dutch Shell, all names and titles of
individuals and company names have been changed. Additionally, the informed
consent form requested the participant’s permission to audio record the
interview. The digital audio recording is stored on the audio recorder and a copy
is backed up on the researcher’s own private computer. The participants were
empowered to contact the researcher at any time up until submission of the
written thesis, to request the recording be destroyed (deleted) and for their data
not to be used.
Each interview was scheduled to last approximately sixty minutes.
Participants received an individual briefing document outlining the purpose and
aim of the study along with the questions that would be posed during the
interview. All interviews were conducted in English. No special arrangements
were made for participants for whom English was not a first language because
the participants are international business leaders who conduct business on a
daily basis in English.
There was no promise that any of the participants, or the companies they
represent, would receive any benefit or preference from participating in the
study and there was no guarantee of the outcome of the results. Equally, there
was no foreseen disadvantage for those not included in the study. Individuals
were of their own free will to decide whether they would participate or not in the
sharing of their knowledge and experiences with the researcher. No financial or
in-kind payments were offered to participants.
One month prior to arriving at the event, all registered participants were
contacted by email and phone to discuss the possibility of their being
interviewed. The goal was to achieve an agreement with approximately half of
the registered participants, or between 20 and 30 individuals, to participate in
the research study. The corporate partners within the Shell Technology
EcoSystem are managed through a relationship management team of account
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managers. The researcher was invited by each of the account managers to join
a teleconference with the respective potential participants to share an overview
of the research to be conducted and to invite the participants to take part.
Participants who expressed interest received the informed consent form
by email or post and thereafter confirmed their participation in the study by i)
reading, signing, and returning the form and ii) by scheduling an appointment
for the interview during the EcoSystem Summit event in The Hague, The
Netherlands. In addition, other individuals with relevant experience from a range
of industries and universities were approached to explore their participation.
Twelve of the 23 interviews were conducted in person in conference
rooms at the Shell International Headquarter office in The Hague, during the
partner EcoSystem Summit. Four further interviews were conducted while on
business travel to the Shell Houston location, and 3 were done face-to-face at
the Shell London office. Four interviews were conducted via teleconference.
Several participants came prepared with pre-written notes to which they
referred during the interview. Interviews were recorded and hand-written notes
were made. But first, at the start of each interview, the ethics protocol was
reviewed. Howard and Korver (2008) argued that potential ethical problems and
commitments can be minimized by offering a quality request that requires the
‘requester’ [researcher] and the ‘promisor’ [interviewee] to align on a shared
understanding of the research situation (p.142). The authors of Ethics for the
Real World (Howard and Korver, 2008) explained that the ‘requester’ and
‘promisor’ clearly establish and agree that the promisor has the “knowledge,
skills, resources, and time” to fulfill his/her obligations. The mutual commitment
includes the conditions of satisfaction, in terms of length of time and accepting
completion of the engagement (Howard and Korver, 2008: 142). Once this recommitment was granted again, the interviews commenced.
Researchers need to be particularly aware of organizational and political
issues that can potentially influence data collection and analysis. Three possible
conflicts were identified and monitored closely throughout the research project:
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i) ensuring the free and willing involvement of participants without undue
organizational or personal pressure to participate, or not; ii) contamination of
thought in the event participants would ‘compare notes’ with other participants
prior to being interviewed and iii) the absolute need for confidentiality due to the
desire to speak freely without concern for political consequence or retribution.
Qualitative researcher Bloor, author of Notes on Member Validation in
Contemporary Field Research (1983) cautioned, “members’ reactions are not
immaculately produced but rather are shaped and constrained by the
circumstances of their production” (p.172). Bloor (1983) identified that the
issues of lack of members’ interest, differences of perspective from the
researchers’ position, influence due to the relationship between the member
and researcher, ulterior purposes, and other relationship constraints are validity
threats and require awareness and evaluation.
Several participants reported that they had identified other individuals
participating in the study, had compared notes, and in turn had shared the
feedback with the researcher - a term referred to as “interviewer corroboration”
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Most individuals offered the rationale that the topic
inspired new thinking within the network and they were curious to understand
how others felt and thought about the issues. Also, during the course of
interviewing, there was a noticeable sense of hesitation from some participants
at times, when they appeared to be weighing the possible political
consequences of their responses (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) and determining
whether or not to speak their truth.
It is important to recognize that these ‘contaminations’ had “arisen from
political, organizational and ethical factors,” and with respect to this research
“are important that their consequences not be kept hidden, but that they be
incorporated explicitly into the reports of the research process” (Easterby-Smith
et al., 2002: 67). In Management Research - An Introduction (2002) EasterbySmith et al. argued the importance of a researcher’s ability to critically reflect on
aspects of their research that may have influenced their decisions and to be
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transparent about those thoughts. Ultimately, “this should increase, rather than
decrease, the credibility of the results” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002: 68).
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3.5

Trustworthiness
Where quantitative research seeks validity, qualitative research seeks

trustworthiness. In Naturalistic Inquiry (1985), Lincoln and Guba argued that
trustworthiness is the central issue in qualitative research just as validity is to
quantitative researchers. The authors suggested several different ways for
qualitative researchers to establish trustworthiness, including (though not limited
to): “member checks, interviewer corroboration, peer debriefing, prolonged
engagement, triangulation, confirmability, and balance” (Lincoln and Guba,
1985). Each of these attributes is addressed in this methodology and design
chapter.
The qualitative methodology applied herein enables the researcher to
view fieldwork in an in-depth and critical manner. George and Bennett (2005)
argued that trustworthiness is established when the researcher demonstrates
as much transparency as reasonably possible through the data collection and
analysis process. Participants should be able to verify the data and readers of
the study should be able to evaluate them with enough clarity to satisfy their
understanding of how the data was captured, created, interpreted, and
presented (George and Bennett, 2005: 106).
Trustworthiness is ensured in this study through integrative qualitative
methods that support the indivisible relationship between the collection and
analysis of data. Member checks, interviewer corroboration, and prolonged
engagement (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) are discussed in the previous Interview
Setting and Participants, Section 3.3.
Triangulation (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) or “corroboration” as also
described in qualitative research (Eisner, 1997), was used for establishing links
to the data gathered to create an holistic picture that is supported by the
evidence of data. Corroboration (Eisner, 1997) helps to make sense and
meaning of the data components, offers a cohesive story, and increases
reliability (p.8). In Using Qualitative Methods for Causal Explanation, Maxwell
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(2004) defined triangulation as the process of “collecting information from a
diverse range of individuals and settings or using a variety of methods” (p.258).
The value of triangulation was demonstrated in this study through corroboration
and support of secondary data such as the researchers reflexive journal,
company reports, industry documents, and academic literature.
In his book The Research Act: A Theoretical Introduction to Sociological
Methods (1970), Denzin powerfully argued that “no single method, theory, or
observer can capture all that is relevant or important in reality” and therefore
triangulation is necessary. Denzin (1970) further mentioned that triangulated
data increase confidence and trust while decreasing the risk of bias through the
means of achieving a common level of understanding.
Scientific authors Fielding and Fielding who wrote Linking Data (1986)
argued that triangulation “puts the researcher in a frame of mind to regard his or
her own material critically” (p.24), however it does not automatically elevate
trustworthiness since “the methods that are triangulated may have the same
biases and thus provide only a false sense of security, or researcher’s bias”
(p.33). To rule out these threats, Maxwell (2004) urged researchers to ensure
they offer proper evidence by ensuring the selected methods adequately
assess and minimize the threats.
During the socialization process for this research study project,
influencing factors arose (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002) that might have either
supported or undermined the trustworthiness of this research, and needed to be
acknowledged. In Politics of Management Research (2002), Easterby-Smith et
al. argued that influencing factors that may impact trustworthiness in qualitative
research include the “experience of the researcher, the academic stakeholders,
and the corporate stakeholders” (p.60). Experience of the researcher (EasterbySmith et al., 2002) is previously addressed in Ethical Procedures, Section 3.4.1,
in this chapter.
Peer debriefing and prolonged engagement approaches (Lincoln and
Guba, 1985) were utilized with the ‘corporate stakeholder’ group (Easterby101

Smith et al., 2002) who exhibited potential influence through their interest in the
direction and desired outcome of the research. The authors of Management
Research - An Introduction (2002) observed the growing trend on the
“management of intangibles such as quality and knowledge,” which is
increasingly seen to be the key components to winning market share and
beating the competition (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002: 4-5).
To enhance trustworthiness of the research design, data collection, and
analysis processes, the corporate stakeholder group (Easterby-Smith et al.,
2002) was invited to give input and offer suggestions around desired outcomes
and expectations from the onset of the project and throughout the study.
Prolonged engagement (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002) between the researcher
and corporate stakeholder group was maintained through one-on-one
connections, where the participants had the opportunity to “clarify interview
responses and comment on the approach to data interpretation and analysis”
(Ortlipp, 2008: 701).
The corporate stakeholder group represented both the “sponsor and the
user” of the management research conducted (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002: 66),
and connectivity was therefore important in order to gain confirmability
(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002) from participant input, enhance trustworthiness of
the research, and establish potential future opportunities to apply this academic
knowledge to business practice (Maxwell, 2004).
The ‘academic stakeholders’ group had a balancing role (Easterby-Smith
et al., 2002) in determining the course, quality, and trustworthiness of this
management research project and field of study (Ortlipp, 2008). University of
Bradford guidelines (2013) provided a framework for ethical research that
mandated an adherence to the requirements for fulfillment of the academic
degree program. Through supervisor engagement, an initial need to focus the
research “fairly close both in terms of content and methodology to the
supervisor’s own research interests” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002: 64) was
influential until the researcher’s own path could be determined.
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3.6

Reflection on the Research Methodology and Design
This chapter about the Research Methodology and Design was important

in order to establish the foundational premise and basis of research approach.
The theoretical contribution guides the critical realist methodology of this study
and has a central role in helping describe the phenomenon and in identifying
the causal interactions and complex behavioral mechanisms of events and
processes among people.
As an academic practitioner in the technology industry, it is imperative to
find a way to contribute to improving the business situation around collaborative
relationships in innovation. The methodology and design for this research
underpins the necessity and manner with which to examine the causal
arrangements that manifest in behavioral situations that either hinder or
stimulate successful innovation outcomes.
The following Chapter Four: Data Analysis Methods and Processing will
describe the methods and approach to processing the data collected for this
study.
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4 CHAPTER FOUR: Data Analysis Methods and Processing
“It is a capital mistake to theorize before one has data” Sir Arthur Conan Doyle.

This chapter discusses the thesis’ research strategy and methods. The
first section, Data Analysis Strategy, identifies the primary approach utilized to
process and analyze the data. In order to proffer greater accessibility for
management audiences, important terminologies and methods used in this
study are described, full titles of books and articles are specified, and the
author’s fields of discipline are illuminated.
Sections two through seven outline and discuss the six-phase thematic
analysis methods approach applied to process the data, and the final section is
a reflective review of this approach. The main contents are as follows:
Data Analysis Strategy
Thematic Analysis
Inductive Reasoning
Defining a Theme
Qualitative Variables
Comparative Methods in Thematic Analysis
Thematic Coding
Assigning Values
Six Phases of Thematic Analysis

Phase One: Becoming Familiar with the Data
Transcription
Phase Two: Generating Initial Codes
Phase Three: Searching for Themes
Phase Four: Reviewing Themes
Theoretical Causal Relationship Framework
Thematic Mapping
Phase Five: Defining and Naming Themes
Phase Six: Producing the Report
Reflection on Data Analysis Methods and Processing
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4.1

Data Analysis Strategy
As described in the previous chapter, this study required the ability to go

beneath the observable surface of the data to look for specific behavioral
attributes that would unveil the innermost thoughts of individuals and illuminate
how their behaviors influence relationships in collaborative innovation projects.
There are a variety of methods of analysis that would achieve this within
the critical realist ontological position of the study. Mingers, Mutch, and
Willcocks (2013) suggested that qualitative methods within critical realism, more
so than quantitative methods, have a more profound role and are more capable
“of describing a phenomenon, analyzing social processes, constructing
propositions,

and

identifying

structured

interactions

between

complex

mechanisms” (p.800).
In The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, Saldaña (2009)
observed there is a wide variety as to what a ‘set of data’ entailed, ranging from
single-words, to open-ended responses, or something as complex as
thousands of pages of transcriptions. The result is that the data analysis
strategy would need to vary to accommodate the size, type, and complexity of
data collected.
Maxwell’s (1996) unpublished manuscript, Categorizing and Connecting
as Components of Qualitative Data Analysis, defended the importance of
balancing attention between the collection of data and the choice of analysis
strategy. Maxwell (1996) further highlighted the dependency of using concurrent
analysis processes to both categorize and compare the data while
simultaneously identifying the actual connections between events and
processes within the research context.
Dey (1993), author of Qualitative Data Analysis: A User Friendly Guide
for Social Sciences, distinguished between categorization and what he called
linking strategies. The categorization and concurrent linking in qualitative
research through causal explanation (Dey, 1993) offers the opportunity to
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comparatively identify similarities and differences (Seidman, 1991), link and
relate these through narrative analysis to other data (Dey, 1993), and identify
the actual connections between events and the complex interaction of
underlying causal mechanisms and processes (Maxwell, 1996).
Qualitative researcher Seidman (1991) published Interviewing as
Qualitative Research: A Guide for Researchers in Education and the Social
Sciences, in which he offered two primary strategies for interview analysis: 1)
the categorization of interview data through coding and thematic analysis, and
2) the creation of narratives that describe causal influences and connections
(p.91). As found in my previous research projects, a combination of these data
analysis methods, that is coding, thematic analysis, causal and connecting
influences, and narratives, facilitates in-depth analysis and so was selected for
this research project.
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4.1.1 Thematic Analysis

Given (2008), well-published author of studies into individual’s
information behaviors and attitudes, defined Thematic Analysis in her
publication of The SAGE Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods as:
“A data reduction and analysis strategy by which qualitative data are
segmented, categorized, summarized, and reconstructed in a way that
captures the important concepts within the data set. Thematic analysis is
primarily a descriptive strategy that facilitates the search for patterns of
experience within a qualitative data set” (p.867).
The theoretical framework for this research involving critical realism
ideology to “search for patterns of experience,” investigate the manifestation of
human behaviors in collaborative innovation relationships, and “reconstruct
them in a way that captures the important concepts” (Given, 2008: 867)
suggested that thematic analysis was the best-suited data processing method
for this study. In Applied Thematic Analysis, Guest, MacQueen, and Namey
(2011) described thematic analysis as the most widespread form of qualitative
research analysis due to its useful ability to capture the complexities of meaning
within a set of data (p.11).
In their article Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology, Braun and Clarke
(2006) argued, thematic analysis is a “foundational, flexible method” in
qualitative research and can be used “across the range of theoretical positions,
methodological backgrounds, and a variety of epistemologies for identifying,
analyzing, and reporting repeated patterns, meanings, and themes within data”
(p.79). The authors (2006) found thematic analysis to be useful for reporting the
experiences and realities of participant’s interests and for examining their
causes as interpreted by the researchers own judgment (p.81).
Grounded theorist Charmaz (2006), author of Constructing Grounded
Theory: A Practical Guide Through Qualitative Analysis (Sage Publications,
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2006), suggested that thematic analysis borrowed from grounded theory
concepts through similar designs used to develop theories grounded in the data
sets. In an earlier publication, Contemporary Field Research: A Collection of
Readings, Charmaz (1988) critiqued thematic analysis methods because the
“discovery and verification of themes and codes were all meshed together”
(p.109).
Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2011) considered that the use of
grounded theory concepts could be leveraged for thematic analysis due to
similar needs to “read transcripts, identify, compare, and contrast possible
themes, and build theoretical models” (p.12).
The strengths of thematic analysis in relation to critical realism are found
in the method’s acknowledging how “individuals made meaning of their
experiences” (Braun and Clarke, 2006), and how other events influenced the
way in which they made sense of those meanings, while still allowing the
individual to stay focused on the causes, patterns, and limits of their ‘reality’
(p.81).
Considerable richness is offered through the method of thematic
analysis. Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2011) suggested it is more than just
“simply counting phrases or words in a text” because it helps identify “implicit
and explicit ideas” (p.12), and as Saldaña (2009) found, “it allowed themes, or
categories, to arise from the data” (p.36). Mingers, Mutch, and Willcocks (2013)
observed that integrative qualitative approaches facilitated exchanges “between
narrative and statistical descriptions of populations in order to uncover causal
mechanisms and make robust inferences” (p.800).
In The Public Health Researcher: A Methodological Approach, authors
Daly, Kellehear, and Gliksman (1997) stated that the primary value of thematic
analysis is to focus the researcher on exploring for themes within the data set,
and to use reflexive judgment in determining what a theme is. Guest (2012)
similarly reasoned that thematic analysis is “well suited to handle large data
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sets” and allows researchers to explore the range of participant experiences
through the interpretation of themes supported by data (p.12).
In Transforming Qualitative Information: Thematic Analysis and Code
Development, Boyatzis (1998) noted that the flexibility of thematic analysis
allowed the method to go further than organizing and describing the data, as it
interpreted various aspects of the research topic. Braun and Clarke (2006)
cautioned that difficulties might arise due to the highly flexible nature of the
method, which sometimes made it hard to determine what aspect to focus on
and to maintain a sense of continuity in participant’s responses in the data
(p.88).
Due to the range of judgments and interpretations that emerged from
thematic analysis approaches, trustworthiness was highlighted (Guest, 2012) as
a potential issue with the method. Guest (2012) suggested that in order to
increase trustworthiness when using thematic analysis, “researchers should
develop code tables to monitor the emergence of themes throughout the
process” (p.17). Given (2008) mentioned that to enhance the trustworthiness of
researcher’s interpretive powers, the outcome of thematic analysis should be a
visual description of “data patterns united by an overarching design” (p.867).
Braun and Clarke (2006) described this outcome as an illustrative theoretical
framework, or thematic map, and urged researchers to include visual illustration
as part of their final analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006).
The following short definitions proffer understanding of the various
components of thematic analysis.
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4.1.2 Inductive Reasoning

Critical realism, the theoretical epistemology of this study, was the
deciding factor that established the need to allow the raw data to move the
discussion from specific observations to the general theories upon which
conclusions and models could later be developed. Informally known as a
‘bottom up’ approach, formally, this is the process of inductive reasoning
(Vickers, 2006), and was the approach chosen to lead the analysis of this
research.
Crabtree (1999), author of Doing Qualitative Research, asserted that the
process of inductive reasoning required the researcher to adhere to their
theoretical position while coding. In the case of this research, this approach
ensured that the data could freely lead where it was willing to go. Boyatzis
(1998) suggested that in an inductive process, there was no pre-existing model
or frame into which the data would be forced; themes that emerged were
strongly linked and driven by the data.
Critics of inductive methods include Kosko (1990), who published work
on fuzzy logic, neural networks, and machine intelligence in Fuzziness vs.
Probability, in which he claimed that “inductive reasoning is inherently
uncertain,” as it does not rely on universal theories to draw conclusions, and as
such is only credible according to probable evidence (p.223). Herms (2003)
authored the Logical Basis of Hypothesis Testing in Scientific Research, in
which he found that inductive arguments in qualitative research were either
strong or weak, instead of valid or invalid, which reinforced how probable it was
that the conclusion would be true. With respect to the theoretical epistemology
and critical realist nature of this research, Vickers (2006) suggested in The
Problem with Induction, that unlike deductive approaches, inductive reasoning
allowed for the possibility that the conclusion could be false, even if all of the
premises in the evidence were true.
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The history of inductive reasoning suggests flaws in these criticisms. In A
Treatise of Human Nature written by classic Scottish philosopher Hume (1739),
the author theorized that individuals “everyday habits of mind depend on
drawing uncertain conclusions from our relatively limited experiences, rather
than on deductively valid arguments” – a theory known today as inductive
reasoning.
Having discussed inductive reasoning it is necessary now to explore
what is meant by a theme.
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4.1.3 Defining a Theme

Authors Daly, Kellehear, and Gliksman (1997) of The Public Health
Researcher: A Methodological Approach defined a theme as “patterns across
data sets that are important to the description of a phenomenon and are
associated to a specific research question” (p.613). A theme signifies
“something important about the data” (Braun and Clarke, 2006), and captures a
“level of patterned response or meaning” within the data set that proffers a clear
understanding of the big picture (p.82).
A theme is different from a code (Saldaña, 2009), despite some
misleading academic descriptions that recommend researchers ‘code for
themes’ (p.13). Saldaña (2009) argued that the “outcome or result of coding is
considered the theme” and not the independent pieces which are each coded
separately. When the coded pieces of data are brought together, they
“contribute to the emergence of a theme” (p.13). For example, CHAMPION and
CAUSE can each be separate codes, but when brought together, CHAMPION
THE CAUSE can be a theme.
In determining which themes are more important, a researcher’s
judgment and interpretation are key tools. Braun and Clarke (2006) observed
that a theme will ideally “occur numerous times across the data set” though they
cautioned that the repetition of frequency does not always suggest the theme
has greater importance: this interpretation “requires the researcher’s judgment”
(p.102). Braun and Clarke’s (2006) research into thematic coding showed that
potential errors in data analysis occurred when the research question was used
to code, rather than creating codes and providing sufficient examples from the
data (p.102).
Once the data was coded and themes started to emerge, as Fereday
and Muir-Cochrane (2006) of Demonstrating Rigor Using Thematic Analysis: A
Hybrid Approach of Inductive and Deductive Coding and Theme Development
explained, the themes ultimately became the categories for analysis (p.4).
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In Transforming Qualitative Information: Thematic Analysis and Code
Development, Boyatzis (1998) indicated that themes can be identified on two
different levels, semantic and latent, and a researcher will tend to focus on one
level of analysis or the other. Boyatzis (1998) mentioned that semantic themes
remained at the surface level; in other words, they offered a rich description that
represented the whole data set, but they do not go beyond the explicit meaning
of what was said. Latent themes (Boyatzis, 1998) required significantly more
interpretation since the researcher needed to dive deeper to discover the
expression of ideas, identify patterns, and understand underlying assumptions
in the data sets, taking the analysis process much further to a level beneath the
surface of meaning.
The language used in this report attempts to focus on the latent themes
that are below the surface of meaning, in order to allow underlying ideas to
emerge. Next, let us review the significance of qualitative variables.
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4.1.4 Qualitative Variables

Within quantitative research, the truth-value equation is associated with
internal validity such that “observed differences on the dependent variable in an
experiment are the result of the independent variable, not some uncontrolled
extraneous variable or variables” (Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh, 1996: 42).
However, in this qualitative exploratory research study into human behaviors
and collaborative innovation, the ‘variables’ are complex, unknown, multilayered, and to a great extent, uncontrollable.
In his article, On the Theory of Scales and Measurement, Stevens (1946)
proposed a differentiation in qualitative types, which he referred to as variables,
based on names or categories of qualitative classification. The nominal
variable, sometimes also called a categorical variable (Stevens, 1946) is for
mutually exclusive, non-ordered categories, and includes examples such as
gender, nationality, ethnicity, language, genre, style, and form. There is no
natural sense of ordering of these qualitative variables.
The term categorical variables (Stevens, 1946) which is used in this
study, is for classifying different human behaviors, for example, trust,
motivation, intuition, appreciation, and acknowledgement; these variables are
arbitrary, non-ordered data types, and cannot be statistically calculated, such as
in computing a sum or average. However, when added together, the frequency
of an observation of these categorical variables can be counted.
In Sociological Analysis and the “Variable,” Blumer (1956) observed that
the creation of social reality is a continuous process, as studied through indepth participant observation. Blumer (1956) used categorical variables to
describe his research and suggested they were values, which expressed a
characteristic, language, or quality of a unit of data, such as a type or category.
The categories were “exhaustive, mutually exclusive, and tended to be
represented by non-numeric value,” and therefore could not be organized in a
logical sequence (p.687).
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The UK Bureau of Statistics (2011) referred to categorical variables as
types of qualitative data that may be represented by a name, symbol, or a
number code. Such qualitative data represented individual, mutually exclusive
categories. The number of times the observation of a variable occurred, the
frequency of the variable could be counted, calculated, and shown. The United
Nations Education, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO, 2012)
suggested that qualitative categorical variables were ones in which the type of
variant differed, rather than the magnitude (quantitative). These variables could
be classified and measured when the individual variable belonged to certain
distinct categories, or themes, and the frequency of occurrence of the variable
could be counted.
Now that categorical variables have been added to our directory of
terminology for this research study, let us explore the use of comparative
methods available to the thematic analysis process.
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4.1.5 Comparative Methods in Thematic Analysis

Sociologist Ragin (2000), known for his research into ways to bridge the
divide between quantitative and qualitative methods using “fuzzy logic” and
theory analysis of social data, defined qualitative comparative analysis as “a
technique used for analyzing data sets by listing and counting all the
combinations of variables observed in the data set, and then applying rules of
logical inference to determine which descriptive inferences or implications the
data supports” (p.76).
Researcher Morse (1994) wrote about qualitative methods in Emerging
from the Data: The Cognitive Processes of Analysis in Qualitative Inquiry where
he mentioned that thematic analysis is “facilitated by the constant comparison
of each new interview or account until all have been compared with each other”;
such comparisons expand knowledge around common patterns and themes,
and increase ways of “understanding human phenomena” within the context in
which they are experienced (p.33).
In her publication The Art (and Science) of Critiquing Qualitative
Research, Canadian researcher Thorne (1997) observed the necessary
concurrent use of comparative and thematic analysis methods in order for a
researcher to move back and forth between data sets. Thorne (1997) found that
researchers needed to compare and contrast the data, for instance, from
research literature, interviews, memos, transcripts, reflexive journals, and notes,
to see which similarities and differences emerged, until the researcher was
satisfied that no new ideas were arising (p.127).
Qualitative comparative analysis for categorical variables starts with a list
of unique counted variables that have been observed in the data and produce a
descriptive set of “potential variable combinations” (Goldthorpe, 1997)
supported by the data. In Current Issues in Comparative Macrosociology,
British sociologist Goldthorpe (1997) observed that “by maximizing the number
of comparisons made across the cases under investigation, the identification of
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causal pathways and interaction of effects could be detected, and causal
inferences were possible” (p.4).
The comparative method as described here offered a powerful technique
that could be generously leveraged in conjunction with the process of thematic
analysis. Let us now turn the page to review the last term in this data analysis
strategy, thematic coding.
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4.1.6 Thematic Coding

According to Boyatzis (1998), coding was the “primary process for
developing themes within the raw data” in that it recognized the most important
moments and encoded them in preparation for interpretation (p.38). Research
into thematic analysis by Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2011), suggested that
the interpretation of these codes can include “comparing the frequencies of
themes, identifying the co-occurrence of themes, and graphically displaying
relationships between different themes” through thematic mapping (p.82).
Givens (2008), writing for The SAGE Encyclopedia of Qualitative
Research Methods, offered the following definition of thematic coding:
“Thematic coding is the strategy by which data are segmented and
categorized for thematic analysis. Thematic coding is a strategy of data
reduction, in contrast to the axial and open coding strategies
characteristic of grounded theory research, which enrich and complicate
data through the inclusion of analytic insights and inquiries used” (p.869).

4.1.6.1 Assigning Values
In Applied Multiple Regression/Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral
Sciences, Cohen et al. (2003) mentioned that to simplify statistical processing,
the researcher needed to assign numerical values to the categorical variables.
In other words, since qualitative categorical variables have no order and the
variables cannot be quantified or ranked, they can be coded to appear numeric
by assigning them numerical labels, for example, “trust = 1,” “motivation = 2.”
Another approach to assigning values to categorical variables was
determined by counting the observed frequency of occurrence, or in other
words, how often the variable appeared in the data set. In Hardy’s (1993) book
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Regression with Dummy Variables, the author referred to this as finding the
mode in the process of thematic analysis.
Qualitative researchers agree (Stevens, 1946; Blumer, 1956; Ragin,
1987; Boyatzis, 1998) that valid statistical operations can be applied to
categorical variables. These included equivalence: how many variables equaled
1, how many equaled 2, and so on (Cohen et al., 2003); set membership:
counting how many variables belonged to a category (Bryman and Bell, 2003);
and other set-related operations such as, average count of variables in a
category (Braun and Clarke, 2006).

4.1.6.2 Six Phases of Thematic Analysis
Braun and Clarke (2006) pioneered the “six phases of thematic analysis
coding” as a practical guide for researchers to identify, create, and establish
meaningful patterns in the data set (p.87). These are:
1. Becoming familiar with the data
2. Generating initial codes
3. Searching for themes
4. Reviewing themes
5. Defining and naming themes
6. Producing the report
The following sections of this chapter are organized and illustrated
according to these six phases of thematic data analysis.
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4.2

Phase One: Becoming Familiar with the Data
Social innovationists Miles and Huberman (1994), authors of Qualitative

Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook, established that the initial phase for
any researcher using thematic analysis methods was to become familiar with
the data. A crucial part of the familiarization process is to take notes in a
reflexive journal and allow the “initial development of potential codes” to emerge
(Braun and Clarke, 2006: 93). In fact, even before reading through interview
transcripts, scholars Miles and Huberman (1994) suggested that researchers
should establish a start list of potential codes.
In thematic coding, Givens (2008) observed that the researcher
“frequently begins with a list of themes known (or at least anticipated) to be
found in the data” (p.869). Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012) used the term
start codes, and mentioned these were created based on the participant’s
language used during the interview process, and served as a point of reference
to the participants’ experiences. The authors (2012) suggested that to increase
dependability, start codes should be descriptive and based on dialogue in order
“to facilitate the researcher’s ability to locate them again later in the process”
(p.112).
Figure 11, a copy of a page from the researcher’s reflexive journal,
illustrates this study’s start list that was made before the fieldwork commenced.
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Figure 11: Start list of potential codes, 2011
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4.2.1 Transcription

Further to the first phase of becoming familiar with the data, audiorecorded interview material needed to be transcribed into written format. Braun
and Clarke (2006) noted that the important step was “imperative to the
dependability of analysis” (p.18). Dependability is increased by establishing a
protocol for the transcription of the data, prior to initiating the transcription
phase (Guest, MacQueen, and Namey, 2012). Braun and Clarke (2006)
cautioned researchers that biases in data analysis were typically generated by
“inconsistencies in transcription,” and were “difficult to identify afterwards in the
analysis” (p.94). Clear and consistent data transcription criteria proffered an
enriched understanding and meaning of the data, and were vital to the later
phases of the analysis process.
Applied in this study, all 23 interviews were transcribed and anonymized
according to the researchers pre-defined criteria that included file name, length
of file, number of speakers, audio category, volume, accent, background noise,
ESL speakers (English as a Second Language), any issues with the audio due
to static or recording problems, and other quality assurance criteria. This
resulted in nearly a thousand digital pages of “massive [and seemingly]
unreadable documents” (Yin, 2009: 15).
Following the transcription from audio to written form in compliance with
the pre-defined transcription protocol, the documents were printed and then
carefully reviewed throughout several in-sync iterations with the audio
recordings. During this process, the documents were manually annotated by
hand in real time, labeled with sticky post-it thoughts, and those comments
were then finally transferred back to on-screen digital files. Analytic memos
were necessary (Saldaña, 2009) as they “revealed information about the
researcher’s thinking process pertaining to the codes and categories that
emerged throughout the analysis process” (p.157).
Braun and Clarke (2006) emphasized the need to actively analyze and
122

search the data for meanings and patterns by listening for inflections in voice
patterns, pauses, exclamations, laughter, and other verbal clues that can
indicate the importance of meaning for the participant. The author’s (2006)
experience with thematic analysis revealed that researchers are often tempted
to skip over the data at this stage, however “reading and re-reading the material
was crucial to the initial phase of analysis” (p.93).
A visual example of the manual annotation process across a sample of
transcribed pages within this research project is illustrated in Figure 12. One
fully transcribed and digitally annotated interview, including interview protocol
and analysis key code, is provided in Appendix 1 of this thesis.
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Figure 12: Example of manual review and annotation of interview notes

Initial immersion in the data led to patterns beginning to emerge of
certain behavioral indicators, thoughts, and perceptions that represented similar
codes from the start list (see previous Figure 11). These included initial
variables such as trust, respect, common goals, relationships, credibility,
control, and competition. The variables were highlighted for later analysis
following Saldaña’s (2009) advice that “one of the most critical outcomes of
qualitative data analysis is to interpret how individual components of the study
relate to one another” (p.37).
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Through the initial familiarization with the data and completion of the
primary transcription process, Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012) suggested
that the researcher would have gained preliminary control over the data before
them at this stage. Marking data that related directly to the research question
and organizing it into initial meaningful structures and categories, enriched this
level of comfort (p.134).
At the end of this first stage of the coding process, “the researcher
should feel familiar with the data, be able to identify overt patterns or repeating
issues in one or more interviews, and begin to record the patterns in a reflexive
journal” (Guest, MacQueen, and Namey, 2012: 135). This established the
foundation to move on to the second phase, generation of the initial codes,
which is discussed next.
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4.3

Phase Two: Generating Initial Codes
Following Braun and Clarke (2006), the second phase was to generate

an initial list of variables that had a reoccurring pattern in the data related to the
research question. This inductive, cyclical, systemic process enabled codes to
emerge and gave momentum to the researcher to “go back and forth into the
data set throughout all the phases of the thematic analysis process until the
researcher had satisfactorily identified the final themes” (p.93).
Saldaña (2009) experienced that the coding process is “rarely completed
the first time. Each time, researchers should strive to refine codes by adding,
subtracting, combining or splitting variables into potential categories and subcategories” (p.19). Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012) mentioned that this
important initial coding phase created the foundation for further detailed
analysis and enabled the reorganization of data as themes emerged. The
reflexive journal served as a reminder for the researcher about ideas generated
throughout the process (p.142).
Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested giving “full and equal attention” to
each data item to aid in identifying any unnoticed reoccurring patterns. It was
crucial to later steps in the analysis process for the researcher to code for as
many themes as possible, by focusing on individual variables and the meaning
of language used beyond the surface of the data (p.96).
Bryman and Bell (2003) referred to the initial data patterns as first order
variables, and cautioned they may often include key search terms used during
the literature review phase, prepositions and filler words, and repeated terms
from the key research questions, when what the researcher really wanted were
the unique responses discovered during the interview data collection process
(p.636). It was important to understand that these first order variables did exist
within the data set and be mindful that “a theme is more likely to be identified
the more times the phenomenon it denoted occurred in the course of the
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coding, which may account for the prominence given to some themes over
others” (p.638).
A computer assisted search and find (Bryman & Bell, 2003) of all twentythree participant interview transcripts was conducted to ascertain the “frequency
of the occurrence of certain incidents, words, and phrases, that denoted a
theme” (p.637). The first order variables were identified through further filtering
and researcher judgment to eliminate prepositions and filler words, such as “if,
and, but,” rule out non-essential terms “interviewer, interviewee,” and
anonymize names of people, places, and companies.
On completion of this manual filtering step, a reduced set of 1152 unique
variables remained, any of which had been repeated ten or more times per
participant. Variables with a counted frequency fewer than ten were deemed
less significant and not included in further analysis.
Categorical variable data, generally represented by a frequency table
(Agresti and Liu, 2001; Vichi and Kiers, 2001, 2009; Greenacre, 2008; Gove
and Junkunc, 2013), showed three aspects: i) the number of raw variables; ii) a
list of each observed value of the variable; and iii) a count of the frequency of
occurrence that fell into each category. Examples of the initial count of filtered
first order variables are shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Frequency table examples with first order variable data counts
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Marshall (1998) observed the need to simplify or reduce the number of
variables in the initial raw data set to a critical, minimum set of variables, or
prime implicants. In Making Sense of Qualitative Data, Coffey and Atkinson
(1996) found that tags, counts, or labels assigned to the data, would condense
initially large data sets into smaller units of coded data, and create useful
categories that allowed for further analysis (p.30).
Saldaña (2009) advised that a way to simplify the data set was to
combine or collate the variables into single categories. As one example, the
variable belonging, observed 701 times across 16 different interview responses,
could be unified under one category labeled “belonging” with a total counted
value of 701, thereby simplifying the data set.
Researcher judgment was applied to combine variables such as person
+ people or think + thought into single variable categories. Other decisions
included the observation of repeated phrases, for example not willing to change
or unwilling/unwillingness to change that formed a single category of their own.
Examples of the total collated counts of categorical variables found within the
data sets are illustrated below in Figure 14.
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Figure 14: Collated categorical variable frequency table examples

Coffey and Atkinson (1996) reported that the use of coding assisted in
the “development, transformation and re-conceptualization” (p.30) of the
variables and helped to identify more opportunities for analysis. They
recognized that the use of simple yet wide-ranging codes eased the
manageability of the data and opened the possibility to examine them further.
At this stage, data attributes were identified and simplified through the
organization of classes or categories (Coffey and Atkinson, 1996) in which
130

variables shared a common category or code (p.28). Siedel and Kelle (1995)
suggested three ways to support the data reduction and coding process: (i)
observe emerging, relevant data; (ii) gather and note examples of the data; and
(iii) analyze data to find similarities, differences, patterns, and themes (p.73).
Coffey and Atkinson (1996) mentioned this was an important aspect of data
coding, because it allowed the researcher the opportunity to consider the
meaning of data in different ways (p.29).
Through the organization of common categories, variables could be
assigned values for the purpose of comparison (Agresti and Liu, 2001;
Holtzman, 2012; Gove and Junkunc, 2013). Returning to the main research
question for this study: How do behavioral traits at the individual level explain a
manifestation in relationships that stimulate or hinder collaborative innovation
on scale, the relevant values for comparison, namely stimulate and hinder,
could be assigned.
The identification of these comparative values was necessary to
establish the occurrence of causal mechanisms in respect to the research
design. Mingers, Mutch, and Willcocks (2013) suggested that the theoretical
critical realist contribution is in finding and identifying “multiple causal paths of
behavioral evolution, and valuably, to work through in detail the causal
arrangements that produce successful and unsuccessful outcomes” (p.801).
The collated prime implicants (Marshall, 1998) were manually reviewed
and analyzed to ascertain whether they represented a positive (stimulates) or
negative (hinders) influence on relationships for collaborative innovation. Much
going back and forth (Braun and Clarke, 2006) was required between the data
set and literature context in order to give full and equal attention to each
variable or group of variables (p.102). By asking questions related to the data
(Coffey and Atkinson, 1996) and attempting to extend beyond what other
scholars had previously reported (p.30), the researcher could tell an accurate
story of what the data means.
Important to this step of analysis, was the need to understand the
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meaning of each variable within its original context, and not only as a standalone independent element. Deeper immersion into surface data required more
interpretation in order to identify latent variables and illuminate the participants
underlying thoughts at a level beneath the surface of meaning (Boyatzis, 1998).
Searches within the interview data revealed new phrases to be included in the
list of variables that may have otherwise been overlooked.
For example, if one would speak of appreciation, the association was
typically seen as positive and labeled stimulates. However, some participant
responses mentioned a lack of appreciation, or no appreciation, which changed
the interpretation of the phrase to hinders. In addition, data that may have been
neglected or seen as irrelevant, such as the variable badge, were examined in
more depth as in one case: “the badge told us that she was part of the success”
where it was interpreted as a positive stimulates association.
Two-way tables were used to examine the relationship of variables
between two categories, as in the case of the comparable categorical variables,
stimulate and hinder (Agresti and Liu, 2001; Vichi and Kiers, 2001, 2009). Since
categorical variables have no inherent statistical value and there is no
necessary order in which they needed to be displayed in the rows and columns
(Greenacre, 2008; Gove and Junkunc, 2013), alphabetical ordering was one
simple way for the data to be presented, as in Figure 15.
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Figure 15: Two-way comparative table with positive and negative variables

This leads to the third phase of the thematic analysis process, to search
for themes.
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4.4

Phase Three: Searching for Themes
Following the development of potential codes, the third phase of Braun

and Clarke’s (2006) approach to thematic analysis was to search for themes.
This phase aided the researcher to consider how to make sense of the themes what would work and what would not work - and to strive to combine variables
and codes in order to create themes from the data set (p.96).
To assist in the analysis of the codes, a frequency scale was developed
to group categorical variables into manageable sets for inspection, where the
observed frequency of the variable could be counted, calculated, and shown
(Stevens, 1946; UK Bureau of Statistics, 2011; UNESCO, 2012). The set
membership grouped and counted how many qualitative variables belonged to
either of the two main comparative categories, stimulates or hinders (Bryman
and Bell, 2003), and aided the researcher to perform valid statistical operations
(See Thematic Coding, Section 4.1.6).
Categorical variables in the positive stimulates column were presented in
black type, and hinders variables were highlighted in red and appeared as
“negative” values. When added together and counted, the total count of an
occurrence of stimulates variables showed a frequency ranging from one to
nearly two thousand, and hinders variables, from (negative) one to (negative)
seven hundred.
With an interest to understand whether or not the frequency of repeated
variables, or patterned response (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 82), would lead to
the emergence of a theme, the set membership first order variables were
arranged into smaller, more manageable clusters for closer examination, in subgroupings labeled 1-250, 251-500, 501-750, and so on.
Of the nearly 2000 unique first order variables observed in the stimulates
category, 94 of those variables occurred repeatedly between 1-250 times each,
across the interview response data sets; whereas 4 unique first order variables
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occurred repeatedly between 1751-2000 times each. Further analysis could
examine whether or not the frequency of occurrences was significant to the
process of thematic creation.
Since the number of unique first order variables was known, and the total
count of occurrences could be calculated, other statistical set-related operations
(Braun and Clarke, 2006) could also be applied to the categorical variables,
such as calculating the average count of variables within a given comparative
category. Regardless of the ability to be able to apply these statistical
operations, understanding the value of doing so required further examination.
Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested it “may be helpful to use visual
models to sort codes into the potential themes” (p.96); Figure 16 illustrates this
development.
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Figure 16: Frequency table of unique first order variables and set membership

Considering this initial visual presentation of the data (Braun and Clarke,
2006), the researcher was motivated to “begin considering how relationships
are formed between codes and themes” (p.96). The first order variables were
examined by way of a back-and-forth inspection (Thorne, 1997; Braun and
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Clarke, 2006) between interview material and academic literature in search of
the deeper meaning of these real words and phrases. Themes, comprised of
ideas and descriptions, used words and phrases to identify what the data
means (Saldaña, 2009), and they could “explain causal events derived from the
participants’ stories” (p.69).
As discovered in earlier phases of analysis, words could either be taken
at face value, or would require further interpretation to unlock the bigger picture
of meaning (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Saldaña, 2009). Categories and themes
emerge from the data (Saldaña, 2009) from the observation of repeated ideas
and indigenous terms (p.69); formerly established cognitive tools of familiar
phenomena through metaphors and analogies (Baert, 2005: 91); and
similarities and differences of the participants’ linguistic expression, which
accounted for non-linguistic, social phenomena such as myths or kinships (LéviStrauss, 1963).
Through subsequent phases of processing, sifting and sorting word-byword and phrase-by-phrase, ideas took shape and helped to “narrow down the
potential themes” (Saldaña, 2009) until the important moment when overarching
themes could be identified (p.70). A visual overview of the process that led to
the emergence of ideas and potential themes in one category is seen in Figure
17; a similar process overview for each of the five categories is provided in
Appendix 6 of this thesis.
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Figure 17: Process of thematic analysis and emergence of ideas and themes

Process repetition was necessary (Braun and Clarke, 2006) until all data
was reviewed and the researcher was satisfied with a list of themes that
reflected “broader patterns in the data, combining coded data with proposed
themes” (p.96). This step yielded the emergence of five distinct, overarching
groups of ideas to be considered as candidates in the creation of themes:
1. Appreciating others, sense of recognition, needing to belong, making
things personal, being acknowledged;
2. Strong relationships, worthy collaboration, working well together;
3. Rewards and recognition, give tribute, offer recognition;
4. Driving the project, the champion, setting the direction, taking the lead;
5. Instincts and intuitions, going with the gut, unexplainable, phenomenal
things.
At the conclusion of the third phase, the researcher possessed several
candidate themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006) for consideration; while some
themes might seem less significant initially, they should be retained as they
could become important in later phases of analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006;
Saldaña, 2009). The next phase allows the opportunity to refine the themes
even further. Let us review them together.
138

4.5

Phase Four: Reviewing Themes
Building on previous analysis work that enabled the emergence of five

overarching groups of ideas and the development of candidate themes, the
fourth phase involved the refining and reworking of proposed themes and
required expanded searches for data that “supported or refuted” the candidate
themes (p.96).
Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012) noted that connections between
overlapping themes were important to the possible discovery of new patterns or
issues in the data, and may require the need to “collapse some existing
themes” into each other (Braun and Clarke, 2006), or to “condense themes into
smaller units” (p.96).
Expanded searches and coding served as a way to relate data through
the researcher’s interpretation and “conception of the concept” (Braun and
Clarke, 2006) for each of the candidate themes. Colored sticky post-it notes
(one color per theme) were used to identify and label thoughts, meanings,
connections, and common concepts found among the unique first order
variables (see Figure 18). This inductive process of review, rework, and
refinement allowed the researcher to focus on “interesting aspects of the codes”
(Braun and Clarke, 2006) and to contemplate how they might “fit together”
(p.98).
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Figure 18: Seeking connections: reviewing and labeling the data

At this stage of review, clear and coherent patterns (Braun and Clarke,
2006) within the candidate themes were observed; had this not been the case,
themes would have been reworked to determine which data did not fit, and/or
the emergence of potential new themes would have been identified (p.98). To
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strengthen the analysis, Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested the data should be
recognizable within “distinct, cohesive, mutually exclusive themes” (p.102) and
present minimal overlap between them.
The colored labels were marked with single word identifiers chosen to
represent the overall significance of meaning found within the data sets for each
of the five candidate themes. For instance, “Personal” was selected to
represent “Appreciating others, sense of recognition, needing to belong, making
things personal, being acknowledged.” Continuing this process of refinement,
five representative words were chosen to signify the overarching meaning of all
first order variables in the candidate themes: Personal, Relationship, Champion,
Tribute, and Intuition, see Figure 19.
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Figure 19: Five key words represent the overarching themes

It was imperative at this stage, to think about the validity of each
individual theme and how they might connect to the research question by
reworking the data in the two-way comparable frequency table (Figure 20).
Braun and Clarke (2006) noted that this step was important in that it offered
clarity in the way the “current themes related back to the original data set”
(p.102).
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Figure 20: Count of first order variables associated to emerging themes

Learning’s from the earlier phase of Searching for Themes (Section 4.4)
and applying statistical set-related operations to qualitative variables, led to the
creation of the next table (Figure 21), the sum of all first order variable counts,
sorted according to the average count per variable within their respective
comparative category.
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Figure 21: Themes, sorted by average count of first order variables

The set-related operations that focused on identifying average counts
(Imai et al., 2011) in a theme were fundamental to later stages of analysis in
that they established a basis for determining the relative importance of the
theme to the total data set (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The previous table (Figure
21) raises the need to further examine whether higher average counts suggest
certain variables are relatively more important than those in lower average
count category, in the way they either stimulated or hindered the outcome.
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4.5.1 Theoretical Causal Relationship Framework

The importance for social science researchers to identify causal
relationships was reviewed in Causality section of the research methodology
and design chapter (see Section 3.1.2). To assist in the development of a
theoretical framework for the existing causal relationships, it is important to
recall some of the fundamental principles of causal mechanisms and
retroduction.
Since little is known about the causal mechanisms and connections
involved (Sayer, 1992) between the intentions of a person and the actions they
took (p.102), it is important to understand the conditions and sequences of the
thinking process (p.107). The simple theory of a causal relationship that
suggested, “X is followed by Y” (Sayer, 1992) would not be enough:
researchers aimed to “understand the continuous process” (p.107) and explain
how such a causal relationship had arisen (Imai et al., 2011: 765).
Causal explanation (Pawson, 2006) provided an account about how the
relationship manifested (p.14) and was described by the “sequence of
processes that generated the objects, events, conditions, and actions we
sought to explain” (Ekström, 1992: 115). Certain structures, such as causal
mechanisms (Bhaskar, 1979), “gave rise to certain effective causal powers,
liabilities, tendencies, or ways of acting” (p.170). In a causal relationship
process (Imai et al., 2011), the combination of causal variables and
mechanisms influenced the outcome (p.765).
George and Bennett (2005) suggested that in qualitative research,
causal mechanisms - “independent stable factors that under certain conditions
link causes to effects” (p.8) - are central to “uncover evidence of causal
mechanisms and explain outcomes” (p.9). However, causal relationships are
inherently complex in nature (Pawson, 2006), since there are “usually
combinations of conditions that produce the outcome of change” (p.12). The
causal complexity was typically not due to the effect of one or many
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independent variables, or even the intersection of a combination of conditions
(Pawson, 2006); it was the association as a whole that generated the outcome
(p.12).
If these proposed theoretical mechanisms did exist (Bhaskar, 1979), in
other words, if all the “appropriate pre-conditions” were present (Pawson, 2006)
the social phenomenon or events would occur; in the absence of these
conditions, the outcome would not occur (p.12). Through retroduction (Baert,
2005), sometimes also referred to as process tracing (Imai et al., 2011: 765),
researchers identified and described new phenomena by comparing it to
familiar phenomena with a goal to “uncover social mechanisms, structures, and
powers underneath the instantly observable surface level” (p.94).
In order to identify a causal framework that attempted to explain the
relationships and outcomes and provide a basis for thematic mapping, variables
needed to be specified in the way that one variable (V) causally affected
another variable that produced the theoretical outcome (O), whether directly or
indirectly, through a mediator or mechanism (M) within a given context (C)
(Sayer, 1992; Baert, 2005; George and Bennett, 2005; Pawson, 2006; Imai et
al., 2011).
Specifically, the causal relationships in this project involved two
comparative, non-related mechanisms: those that stimulate (S) and those that
hinder (H) the outcome. Giddens (1984) referred to these variables as those
that either enable or constrain the action of the mechanism, and he reinforced
the importance of independently identifying, which was which; a step previously
performed in generating initial codes (see Section 4.3).
Lawson (1997) observed that an inquiry was usually triggered through
the researchers need to explain the outcome (O) of an occurrence, event, or
experience, and was often described by simple correlations as well as by
comparisons,

complex

conditions,

trends,

and

interrelationships.

The

mechanism (M) explained why the outcome (O) resulted in the way that it did
(Pawson, 2006), and how it was generated in the first place (p.14);
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fundamentally speaking, causal relationships only ever arose, when a
mechanism was activated (p.15). Lastly, the intricate and flexible components
of causal relationships suggested that the context (C) also played a contingent
role in the outcome under explanation (Pawson, 2006), since the results could
turn out differently, given any other set of contextual conditions (p.15).
Taking all the described components of causal relationships into
consideration, the following series of diagrams proffers a visual evolution of the
causal framework behind this inquiry. To set the scene, Figure 22 illustrates the
idea of causality in simplistic form, and considers the overall yet fundamental
ordering of the causal relationships described in this study.

Figure 22: Fundamental overall ordering of causal relationships in this study

By applying the principles of causality and retroduction, the behavioral
influences that manifest in relationships for collaborative innovation can be
interrogated

through

the

positive

(stimulates)

and

negative

(hinders)

mechanisms present in the individual characteristics that influence innovation
outcomes in organizations.
Figure 23 exhibits the specific set members of comparable phenomena
involved in this investigation, visually framing the components of the main
research question within the causal relationship framework.
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Figure 23: Specific set members of comparable phenomena

Causal mechanisms are set in motion through the subsequent theoretical
examples that illustrate potential behavioral traits and actions in relationships
that could give rise to collaborative innovation outcomes. The dialogue in
Chapter Five: Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes leverages these
theoretical frameworks as the basis for further examination of the data.
Figure 24 illustrates an example of possible conditions involving the
occurrence of appreciation (V1), such that when appreciation was activated, it
stimulated (S) positive powers towards the mechanism (M) of strengthening
relationships, and causally affected the outcome (O) of strengthening innovation
results.
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Figure 24: Appreciation: positive powers strengthen the outcome

Conversely, Figure 25 shows an example of the potential occurrence of
lack of trust (V2), which theoretically, presented hindering (H) or negative
liabilities that weakened relationships (M) in the context (C) of this study, and
resulted in the overall weakening of innovation outcomes (O).

Figure 25: Lack of trust, liabilities that hinder and weaken the outcome

The causal explanations described in the two previous illustrations are
simple and straightforward theoretical examples of mechanisms set in motion;
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however more often, the elements of causal relationships are not fixed
(Pawson, 2006); they are irregular, unpredictable, and complex, and they do not
tend to be repeatable. Individuals who feel appreciated do not always develop
strong relationships. Leaders who seem untrustworthy may deliver superior
bottom line results. Ragin (1994) observed that causal relationships might
possess some or all of the following characteristics:

•

Combinations, as well as the intersection of prior conditions, explain
causality;

•

Similar combinations might lead to different outcomes;

•

Dissimilar combinations might lead to the same outcome;

•

Individual conditions might contribute to opposite outcomes (p.117).
Figure 26 illustrates an example of a theoretical outcome based on the

possible combination of comparable variables (VN) in a causal relationship.
Here, combined behaviors (V1,2,3) transmitted dual causalities that sought to
compare the presence of powers that either stimulate (S) or hinder (H) the
manifestation in relationships (M). Ultimately, the dominant liabilities in this
scenario commanded the causal affect on the outcome (O) such that
collaborative innovation results were weakened.

Figure 26: Illustrative outcome of combination of comparable variables

150

Given the presence of other comparable variables within this context, the
outcome would likely be different. It is not necessarily the case that a larger
occurrence of hindering variables will always lead to weakened results, nor is it
so that a greater proportion of positive powers will strengthen the outcome.
Other causal mechanisms that influence the outcome could also exist, for
example, individual beliefs and values; and certain behavioral traits may be
perceived to have more significance and relevance to some people than for
others.
Empirical inquiry would need to continue, in order to examine, analyze,
and refine the interpretations and understanding, until the researcher would be
satisfied that the causal relationships could be explained according to the
context, variables, and mechanisms represented within the data set. Pawson
(2006) observed, that the process of causal explanation builds upon an
incremental process of revision (p.17).
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4.5.2 Thematic Mapping

Braun and Clarke (2006) suggested that the thematic mapping process
could be useful at this stage, to show an “overall conceptualization of the data
patterns and causal relationships between them” (p.89); and provide an
“accurate reflection of the meanings in the data, by depicting a holistic
representation of the participants’ experiences” (p.102).
Convergence and re-development of source data (see Figure 27) from
three previously established diagrams (Braun and Clarke, 2006), including: the
colorful “sticky-note” categories from Figure 19; the candidate theme table
sorted by average count of first order variables (Figure 21); and the specific set
members in the theoretical causal relationship framework (Figure 23),
contributed to the process of generating an initial thematic map (Figure 28).

Figure 27: Integrating source data
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Figure 28: Initial thematic map

The use of average count of first order variables, or in other words, the
average causal effects (Imai et al., 2011), was important to represent population
averages of the causal relationships and to observe direct effects within the
comparable categories for each of the five main candidate themes (p.769).
Utilizing the ingredients of the theoretical causal framework, and focusing on
the average causal effects that depicted the relative “size” of thematic
categories, the researcher could examine, identify, and assess the relative
importance of each theme towards the outcome (p.770).
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Mindful of the theoretical causal framework and thematic mapping
described to this point, greater accessibility to management audiences could be
provided through an “executive overview,” illustrated in Figure 29. Though the
academic depiction has been transformed, the main features of the causal
relationship formula are ever present.

Figure 29: Causal relationship framework executive overview

Through graphical revisions of the data during the thematic mapping
process (Braun and Clarke, 2006), the researcher could assess how to best
represent the themes and the causal connections between them, and consider
how the story could be told. Mismatches or deficiencies in the initial thematic
mapping processes that were not supported by the data would mean continued
review and refinement of the codes and interpretation until the data and
analysis corresponded (p.103).
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At the end of this fourth phase, the initial thematic map should reflect an
idea of how the themes fit together and represent the meanings in the overall
data patterns (Braun and Clarke, 2006), to enable the researcher to begin to
convey a story about the participant’s experiences as found in the data set
(p.96).
Phase Five guides the researcher to complete the thematic mapping
process.
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4.6

Phase Five: Defining and Naming Themes
Defining, naming, and refining candidate themes to assist in analyzing

and presenting the themes in Chapter Five: Analytical Discussion of the Main
Themes characterizes the fifth phase of the thematic analysis process. It is
important to consider the essences of each theme, how they relate to the whole
picture of the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 96), and to identify names that
illustrate the full sense of the theme.
The themes identified must be logical, definable, separable, and unique
(Guest, MacQueen, and Namey, 2012). The five themes that emerged are:
1. Make it Personal
2. Value Relationships
3. Offer Tribute
4. Champion the Cause
5. Trust Your Intuition
At this final definition stage, the five themes embedded within the causal
relationship framework, are represented in the final theoretical thematic map
(Braun and Clarke, 2006), Figure 30.
Braun and Clarke (2006) mentioned that at the end of this phase,
researchers must then “write a detailed analysis to identify the story of each
theme and discuss its significance” (p.96), going beyond surface meanings of
the data to the underlying latent ideas. This is the task of Chapter Five:
Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes.
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Figure 30: Final thematic map
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4.7

Phase Six: Producing the Report
The sixth and final phase following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) method

oriented the researcher to begin the process of writing the final report. Detailed
records of the codes and candidate themes (Lincoln and Guba, 1995) facilitated
an understanding of any decisions made to modify or refine themes, identify
connections between them, and explain the causal relationships.
The manner of writing the final report comprises a focus on the themes
and their contribution towards answering the main research question (Guest,
MacQueen, and Namey, 2012). By putting the experiences of the participants
into words, the researcher transforms the human experience and creates a
shared understanding about them in a communicable representation that
conveys the story of the data through a thick description of the results. In
Applied Thematic Analysis, authors Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012)
suggested that trustworthiness of the results is increased through a written
presentation that convinces the audience of the merit of the analysis and the
manner in which the dialogue is connected with each theme.
The process of thematic analysis enabled detection of the main themes
(Braun and Clarke, 2006), and allowed the researcher to discover how people
understand, express, and make sense of their experiences through the stories
they told. To facilitate further understanding in the final report, (Guest,
MacQueen, and Namey, 2012), a clear, concise, straightforward, and logical
account of the story is depicted using relevant evidence across and within the
data for each of the themes. Experts (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Pawson, 2006;
Saldaña, 2009; Guest, MacQueen, and Namey, 2012) suggested including
extracts from participant quotes, literature, and the researchers reflexive journal,
to engage in member checking, and incorporate other supporting dialogues in
order to capture the full meaning of the findings in the analysis, and establish
trustworthiness in support of the research question.
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4.8

Reflection on Data Analysis Methods and Processing
This Data Analysis Methods and Processing chapter was fundamental to

convey as much transparency and insight as possible into the manner with
which the data was handled in preparation for the analytical discussion of the
five themes. The illustrative nature through use of graphics and diagrams aimed
to facilitate an understanding and explanation for academic and management
readership alike.
Thematic analysis methods contribute an important role in identifying the
causal interactions and complex behavioral mechanisms of events and
occurrences among people, and the theoretical framework aims to help make
sense of what the experiences mean in order to engage in a dialogue about
them and to tell the participants stories.
Chapter Five: Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes, explores each
of the five themes through deeper analysis to illuminate new dimensions and
dialogue into behavioral senses at the individual level. As an academic
practitioner in the technology industry, finding ways to contribute business
improvement through collaborative relationships in innovation is an imperative.
The data analysis methods intend to highlight the necessity and manner with
which to examine the causal arrangements that either hinder or stimulate
successful innovation outcomes. Turn the page with me now and let us journey
through the story together.
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5 CHAPTER FIVE: Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes
“It will be found, in fact, that the ingenious are always fanciful, and the truly imaginative
never otherwise than analytic” Edgar Allen Poe.

In this chapter, the five main themes discovered in the process of
empirical thematic analyses are discussed according to the specific issues and
findings generated in the process of research, rather than by theoretical
structures alone. The dominant themes were identified through data analysis
that determined their importance to be more prevalent, meaningful - and
humanizing - than any other data presented.
The following sections will explore each theme and critically discuss the
issues and considerations of academic scholars, interview participants, and the
researchers own thoughts, alike.
The main contents of this section are as follows:
Make it Personal
Value Relationships
Offer Tribute
Champion the Cause
Trust Your Intuition
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5.1

Make it Personal
“One cannot lead a life that is truly excellent without feeling that one belongs to
something greater and more permanent than oneself” Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi.

Figure 31: Make It Personal
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The theme ‘make it personal’ refers to an individuals’ need for a sense of
belonging and engagement, and the desire to feel valued. Participants in this
study recognized that there is an emotional need for personal appreciation in
the workplace; the feeling that someone else cares, and the sense of being
recognized by others. They observed that when an individual’s personal and
emotional needs and values were fulfilled, positive behaviors such as being
helpful and interested in others were activated, which in turn stimulated the
relationships and improved collaborative innovation outcomes.
This theme had two comparative mechanisms, positive influences and
negative influences. Positive influences included: appreciation, recognition,
respect,

affirmation,

praise,

interest,

sense

of

belonging,

and

acknowledgement. Negative influences included: arrogance, and the lack,
misuse, or neglect of any or all of the positive variables mentioned above.
The theoretical causal framework established that activation of positive
stimulating behaviors increased the relative size of the ‘make it personal’ theme
to be five times more important to collaborative innovation outcomes as
compared to the least stimulating set of variables found in this study. The
activation of negative influencers magnified the liabilities towards collaborative
relationships, four times more than that of any other set of variables.
Participants felt that the characteristics of this theme were significantly
important in the way these causal powers influenced and determined
collaborative innovation outcomes.
I will discuss these behavioral mechanisms in turn, showing how
participants understood ways of influencing how ‘making things personal’
stimulated or hindered collaborative innovation outcomes.
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5.1.1 Focus on the Individual

Quincy, a Senior Executive, said:
“It’s all personal, it’s very personal. You don’t do innovation with
companies, you do it with individuals. Companies are just a big bunch of
individuals.”
In this study, participants felt that organizations have entered a new era
in the conduct of business, where more attention is being placed on the needs
and interests of the individual. Veronica, a Senior Executive, said:
“The key thing for me in any relationship, business or otherwise, is to try
to tap into what is really important and means the most for the other
person. I think it is really important to understand and embrace their
purpose and know motivates them if we are going to achieve much of
anything together.”
Participants such as Veronica and others quoted below are supported by
Bryant (2013) who recognized that this is an “evolutionary time in business”
where it is all about people. Carl, a Senior Executive, focused on caring for
people’s social well being in the workplace:
“Helping people to feel good about themselves all plays towards building
trust, and that leads me to humility … by putting your own needs to one
side and showing some humility, it goes quite a long way in solidifying
the relationship.”
Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“I’m looking for balanced people ... the ones who are happy and have a
sense of enjoyment and pleasure in their lives, and that it’s not just all
about work.”
Reflections from David, a Senior IT Manager, resonated with the
comments from Veronica, Carl, and Leo:
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“I’m interested in knowing the person. Their passions. What they do
when they are not at work. What books they read. Where they like to
travel. The more you know about someone, the better the chance you
have at building a better relationship.”
Participants such as David and others quoted above, supported
researchers at MIX (2013), the Management Innovation eXchange, who found
that in order to create human organizations, leaders needed to strategically
infuse all types of business activities with ‘deeper, soul-stirring, personal ideals.’
But there is a problem, as articulated by Paul, a Technology Director,
who noted how challenging it is to bring such personal values into the
workplace:
“The language our business uses doesn’t lead us to easily bring human
qualities and conditions to the discussion table.”
Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“People need to have a sense that they matter, that what they are doing
is good, and is important to the organization. And the organization needs
to be able to communicate that they recognize what those ambitions
are.”
In concurrence with Paul and Leo’s comments, the MIX (2013) research
organization found that part of the problem is that important management
objectives are typically described with words like “efficiency, advantage,
superiority, focus, and differentiation,” and such vocabulary “lacks the power to
rouse human hearts.” Sam, a Commercial Lead said:
“We have to make behaviors real and make sense for the individual. We
often talk about openness or collaboration or we label behaviors but
we're not very specific. The specific nature of the language is a great
challenge and so important to understand.”
In this study, Sam and other participants felt that organizations needed to
make business language more personal, and they identified the need to tap into
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human emotions as a way to bring more meaning to the work people do and
achieve even better results. Researchers from MIX (2013) addressed
organizational leaders when they reported that, “How you talk reflects how you
think and how your organization works. If you want to inspire people to
extraordinary accomplishment, the language of honor, truth, love, justice, and
beauty can no longer be relegated to the fringes of management discourse and
action.”
Key

variables

in

the

data

set

such

as

appreciate,

trust,

acknowledgement, and respect were found to have the greatest relative
importance and power of influence to positively stimulate collaborative
relationships. Participants in this study mentioned that when an individual felt
appreciated, acknowledged, trusted, and respected, there was a sense that
gave them more meaning to their purpose, an elevated self-worth, and they
were more engaged and optimistic about participating in the innovation project.
Keith, a Commercial Lead said:
“We are all social beings, and it sure is a lot more fun to be able to work
with people who are fulfilled by what they do and can help others in
return because they know their own contributions count for something
good.”
Frank, a Partner Executive, shared the following experience:
“The feeling of being appreciated is almost contagious in the way it
creates a chain-reaction in people. I’ve seen that when an individual is
made to feel really good about themselves because something they did
was ‘affirmed’ by someone else, they are immediately able to focus on
helping, appreciating, and respecting other people. But the problem is,
until that person does feel appreciated, they’ll keep on trying to get that
confirmation, and in the meantime they’re not going to be able to help or
relate to others all that much.”
In this, Keith, Frank, and other participants in this study resonated with
Fleming (2013) who found that “Among the many variables that differentiate
engaged and disengaged workplaces is the quality of the local workplace
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manager and his or her ability to successfully meet a core set of employees’
emotional requirements” (p.8). Rath (2010) suggested that the personal
detriment of having a job that is disengaging is, “in many ways, worse
psychologically than having no job at all” (p.8).
Participants in this study felt that individuals with an inward-only focus
were hindered in their ability to work collaboratively with others and solve
problems together, since they were concentrated purely on satisfying their own
(unfulfilled) needs and would often attempt to solve issues on their own. Emily,
a Commercial Lead said:
“As an introvert-type person, I needed to learn how to reach out to other
people and make new connections, and that wasn’t always easy for me
to do. But once I figured out how to do it, it started to feel really good.
There are those who never learn how to do it, and yeah, they can fall
really far behind.”
Emily recognized the importance of connecting and learned techniques
to achieve a level of collaboration that made her feel good. The emotional
association that Emily described was supported by Guillen (2011), who found
that “Emotional intelligence has a significant effect on collaborative behaviors at
work, and collaborative behaviors directly affect the inspirational side of
leadership performance. Getting along behaviors fully mediate the relationship
between emotional intelligence and getting ahead behaviors” (p.2).
In this study, participants felt that behaviors such as criticism,
impatience, one-upmanship, secrecy, and dominating conversations were liable
to hinder collaborative relationships. Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“Anything that saps trust or engenders suspicion will hamper any
possibility of a good collaboration.”
Bob, a Business Development Manager said:
“Boardroom secrets are a thing of the past. If organizations want people
to be connected and collaborate, full transparency is required.”
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James, a Technology Director reflected on ways to overcome potentially
negative situations by injecting positive and stimulating behaviors into the
collaboration:
“When things don’t go according to plan, we sometimes have to say ‘we
failed on this one’ and that needs to be OK. There is a lot you can learn
from failing and I think it shows how adaptable people can be. I respect
those types of people, who can admit to failure and adapt to a new
course. I think it’s important to show respect, even in the light of failure.”
In this, James and other participants in this study recognized the
importance of acknowledging, appreciating, and respecting people in order to
stimulate collaborative relationships, and this resonated with Fleming (2013)
who found “A psychologically committed employee in an engaging work
environment is primed for innovation and productivity” (p.8).

5.1.2 Involve and Engage

Participants in this study felt that bringing people together is not only
essential for collaboration; it is fundamental to the most basic of human needs.
For these participants, to be fluent in the language of collaboration is to
understand and enable the human need to belong and participate. Henry, an
Account Manager said:
“At the end of the day, people just want to know that they belong to
something, whatever that may be.”
Gary, a Project Director said:
“At the first meeting, we were just a bunch of individuals who had been
brought together in the same room for the [innovation] project. But as
time went on, I think we all really felt like we belonged to something
pretty special.”
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Participants such as Henry and Gary quoted above are supported by
Linden (2011) who found that people tend to be naturally collaborative, as this
fulfills the basic human need for a sense of belonging. Mortara et al. (2009)
mentioned, “In a supportive organizational culture, individuals feel they have a
personal stake in the organization and they willingly contribute out of a sense of
commitment and belonging. These individuals are satisfied by relationships,
mutuality, connections, and a sense of belonging” (p.24).
It is therefore not surprising that participants in this study resonated with
Gallup poll results conducted by Rath (2010) who found that the “sense of
engagement and involvement you have in your community” have direct
consequences on business results (p.3). Key variables in the data set of this
study included sense of belonging, engagement, making personal connections,
and presence, and each attribute demonstrated high relative importance with
respect to their influence on relationships for collaborative innovation.
Emily, a Commercial Lead mentioned:
“It’s vital to engage newcomers in the collaboration early on and connect
them into the group so they quickly feel a part of it. If you miss out on the
chance to engage them properly from the start, it’ll take them that much
longer to get to the level of collaborating that you need to them be at.”
Frank, a Partner Executive picked up on Emily’s comment around the
importance of engagement when he reflected on the benefit of doing so:
“The best moments for me are when people get together and there is
such a strong sense of teaming between the companies, that just feels
really good.”
Comments by Emily, Frank, and other participants quoted in this study
were echoed by Fleming (2013) who found “Engaged employees are an
organization’s most productive and efficient workers. They want their
organization to succeed because they feel connected emotionally, socially, and
even spiritually to its mission, vision, and purpose and they are involved in and
enthusiastic about what is happening in their local work environment” (p.8).
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Participants in this study reflected on the various maturity growth phases
that individuals go through in the journey of collaborative engagements. Carl, a
Senior Executive said:
“When people first meet, there’s a lot of negotiating and sorting out of
positions. It’s like the survival of the fittest at work: people are thinking
about their own survival first, their own needs in the engagement, and
how to go about fulfilling them.”
Olaf, a Project Sponsor described another phase in the engagement
curve when he said:
“People can only begin to look outside themselves once their internal
needs are met. It’s only when their own needs are taken care of that they
have the room to look outside themselves and can start to help fulfill the
needs of others.”
In this, participants such as Carl and Olaf and others quoted below felt
that once an individual gained a sense of belonging and engagement in the
collaboration, this stimulated a positive influence on the relationships in the
collaboration and increased the likelihood of improving innovation outcomes.
Participants’ views were supported by Fleming (2013), who developed
the Employee Engagement Hierarchy model, which suggested that increased
levels of engagement and belonging would lead to greater financial outcomes.
An illustration of Fleming’s (2013) Employee Engagement Hierarchy model is
seen in Figure 32.
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Figure 32: Fleming's (2013) Employee Engagement Hierarchy model

James, a Technology Director shared his views with respect to the
importance of the ongoing sustainability of an engagement and the cyclical
nature of its evolution:
“You want to be part of a successful team. You want to earn some
money and you want to see some recognition in the company where
others recognize there is a winning team. The winning team attracts
even more talent that also wants to be part of that success.”
However, participants felt that not every individual was equipped with
skills on how to engage in collaboration, especially where their own sense of
belonging lacked fulfillment, which left them unable to help others. Perhaps this
can be partially explained by Linden’s (2011) research that found a dilemma for
people who work in organizations that expect collaboration, but simultaneously
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create divisions and constant change around them. Paul, a Technology Director
said:
“People have an innate desire to identify with their clan, but yet that clan
can change and yesterday I love you and tomorrow I hate you.”
In this study, participants felt that the role of the leader was pivotal in the
way they influenced engagement and disengagement in organizations, which in
turn influenced an individuals behaviors and the company’s bottom line. David,
a Senior IT Manager said:
“When someone really doesn’t feel like they belong, then they’re not
going to be able to collaborate, and this will be to the detriment of the
innovation project.“
Adam, a Senior Project Manager said:
“The goal should be to ensure every individual feels personally
connected and engaged to the cause.”
According to Wade, a Partner Executive:
“It doesn’t matter who contributes what, the end goal is we are all going
to be successful. In my experience, you need to continually make things
very visible and tangible and keep people engaged because often, great
things are happening without all people knowing, and they are changing
all the time.”
These and other participants’ views were supported by Harter (2011)
who conducted a Gallup poll that found “the most progressive organizations are
those that are engaging their employees, thereby producing more and higher
quality work, and moving the job market in a positive direction” (p.2). Rath
(2010) provided data that suggested, “Among randomly selected workers
worldwide, only 11% are engaged in their jobs” (p.7).
Veronica, a Senior Executive, recalled the following experience in which
she observed signs of employee disengagement:
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“I had an office with a view that looked out above the entrance to the
employee car-park. In the morning, I would stand at the window with my
cup of tea and watch employees come to work. After a while, I started to
note what time they arrived, and then I picked up on some trends. Like
when the company was struggling or going through rough times, people
tended to come to work later, like they were just dreading the day ahead.
It always made me wonder what more we could do spark things up and
improve how we engaged with people.”
Veronica and other participants were supported by Harter (2011) who
found, “Those who are not engaged may be satisfied but are not emotionally
connected to their workplace and are less likely to put in discretionary effort.
The actively disengaged are emotionally disconnected from their work and
workplace and jeopardize their teams performance” (p.1). Studies by Rath
(2010) suggested that the lack of engagement would lead to “high turnover and
additional cost to the employer in the short-term, and long-term effects that
translate to earnings per share due to loss of productivity, replacement costs,
and the effect of turnover on performance and productivity” (p.5).
In this study, participants felt that the process of engagement needed to
be continuous and should not simply start and stop. Nick, an Account Manger
said:
“Engaging is a perpetual thing. It’s constant and never-ending. I like to
think of it like the infinity symbol because it is always connected,
sometimes people need to meet in the middle and then go about doing
their own things, but they keep coming back round to each other and
never lose touch. You always need to be there, be present, in order to
keep people feeling connected.”
Keith, a Commercial Lead felt it was important to find ways to inspire
people to want to engage and be part of something interesting and fun:
“We communicate to every member of the team and we try to make it fun
for everyone. The goal is everybody walks away and thinks, “Oh, I get
that. I want to be part of that!”
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Nick and Keith’s comments resonated with Goleman (2008) who
suggested, “It is essential to have human moments – to connect with other
people” (p.52). Participants were also supported by Rath (2010) who found
“The people you lead have a direct influence on the quality of life in their
communities. The most progressive organizations we have studied are actively
involved in making a difference. These employees thrive on improving an
organization’s image and finding ways to increase their positive effect on the
community” (p.12).

5.1.3 Show Interest and Respect

Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“Feeling respected is quite an important thing.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead resonated with Carl when she said:
“People need to feel respected and to know that their thoughts and
contributions are recognized.”
Participants in this study felt that there was significant value in
recognizing the contributions of other people and in letting individuals know they
are important in the collaboration. Key variables such as praise, recognition,
and interest presented significant relevance to behavioral influences in
relationships that stimulated innovation outcomes.
Adam, a Senior Project Manager mentioned that giving recognition to
one person in the collaboration is not only stimulating for that individual, but for
rest of the group as well:
“Showing people what happens when they come up with a good idea
and acknowledging that this person did something great whether it
resulted in the savings or it resulted in a patent, is so important not only
for that person but for everyone else involved as well. It is helping the
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rest of the organization learn ‘How did s/he do that? How do s/he come
up with that?’ and then gives them the space to talk about it. This helps
people identify with the traits that are going to contribute towards
innovation and lets people know that that's what you're looking for.”
In this study, participants felt that it was important that people sensed
they were being treated as individuals, and that leaders needed to tap into what
interested them. Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“What makes this even harder though, is everyone is different of course,
and so there will have to be nuances of behavior. After all, it’s in the
organizations greater good that there are differences. For instance, what
makes one person feel appreciated does not mean another feels that
way too.”
Henry, an Account Manager, described why it is important to understand
the outcome on individuals when the stimulating or hindering behavioral
mechanisms of respect and appreciation are either activated or deactivated:
“As humans, we all flourish when we feel respected and appreciated,
and we weaken when we do not.”
The variable empathy was dominant in the data set, and participants
mentioned the importance of empathy to help truly understand what another
person valued most and what interested them. Quincy, a Senior Executive
reflected on one collaborative relationship, saying:
“There was a lot of real mutual respect and admiration for each others
scientific progress that set the tone for our collaboration. We understood
each other and what it took to get to where we were.”
Participants in this study felt that in order for every individual to feel
engaged, respected, and recognized, it was essential that all voices in the
collaboration be heard. In his Senior Executive role, Carl recognized:
“You do not want people taking credit for other people’s ideas because
that leads to an environment where people don’t share their ideas. You
also don’t want people feeling they are not able to voice their ideas
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because they're not at the right level in the organization for people to
recognize that their opinion counts.”
While listening to Carl’s response, I jotted the note (see Figure 33)
around the dominant and subordinate cultures that pervaded organizations, and
questioned whether the ‘subordinate’ voices were given the chance to be heard.

Figure 33: Researchers learning journal: Subordinate voices

Carl and other participants quoted in this study felt that leaders needed
to create a balance in the collaboration where dominant figures and
subordinates could get on well together and where people felt mutually
empowered to participate. This was supported by Raelin (2000) who found that
when “Caught in our own insecurity, we will feel that we have to be the hero, to
create rather than co-create with others” (p.9).
In this study, several participants referred to the important use of words
and language, and felt that verbal confirmations of respect, praise, and
recognition were essential to stimulate collaborative relationships. Bob, a
Business Development Manager said:
“We need to recognize that the language we use is important, and to
choose encouraging words that help build others up.”
Gary, a Project Director picked up on the need to communicate
recognition when he said:
“There’s a nice ancient Japanese proverb that is something like ‘One
kind word can warm three winter months’. I think that’s a nice way to
show the importance of how we communicate recognition and
appreciation to people. It transcends culture and time.”
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James, a Technology Director, chose another character reference to
illustrate his point around the importance of recognition and praise when he
echoed Gary’s comments and said:
“Sometimes I feel like Mark Twain who said ‘I can live for two months on
a good compliment’!”

5.1.4 Trust

In this study, the variable of trust was uniquely dominant across the data
set, and references to trust were found related to several of the main themes.
While literary references into trust are abundant and diverse, participants in this
study used certain phrases and passages around trust that were related
specifically to the ‘make it personal’ theme.
Participants in this study felt that trust and phrases such as know each
other

well

presented

positive

stimulating

influences

on

collaborative

relationships, and that activating these attributes would help individuals
overcome obstacles at both inter-personal and inter-organizational levels.
Below is a brief exchange with Henry, an Account Manager on this point:
Henry: “… and because we know each other so well, we were able to
solve the issue and get the [innovation] project back on track.”
Researcher: “Could you explain what you mean when you say you ‘know
each other well’?
Henry: “Yeah, it’s real simple: we trusted each other.”
David, Senior IT Manager, said the following of the relationship he has
built over time with a trusted business partner:
“We got on well; we still get on well and I’m hoping to see him next week
for a personal engagement. I met his wife, they’ve met my wife, you
know, it’s a very positive personal relationship, not just a business
relationship. We built our trust a long time ago. That is probably part of
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our history here and why we have been so successful in working
together.”
In this, Henry, David, and other participants in this study suggested that
trust is vital for the health and sustainability of the relationship, and allowed the
relationship to extend beyond professional terms to that of a personal nature,
due to the mix of formal and informal interactions. Participants’ comments
around the importance of trust were supported by Jones (1983) who found,
“The quality of the relationship has a strong impact on the nature of exchange
within it” (p.457).
Research by Ancona (2007) also resonated with participants’ views in
this study, as she found, “To develop key relationships within and across
organizations and bring commitment and energy to the task of innovation, trust
is central. Executives need to trust the corporate entrepreneurs and mavericks
at the front lines to exercise leadership, even if those frontline employees are
implementing things differently than the executives themselves would do. An
essential dialogue is needed to understand divergent views and opinions and to
advocate what each leader thinks is important” (p.223).
Linked to Ancona’s (2007) findings mentioned above, James, a
Technology Director, recalled an impression he formed around the importance
of trust at a personal level in business relationships and the way in which it
could be activated to influence individual behaviors in an organization:
“There was a group of research scientists I met in Switzerland who were
working on the ATLAS project and they had this simple but profound
business code that they all lived by, it was a sort of ‘memorandum of
understanding’ among all scientists: ‘We promise our best. All hearts, all
minds.’ I remember thinking how personal that felt and that it would take
an incredible amount of trust in each other to get to that level of
understanding.”
The above quote from James showed how trust could be translated into
business value, and this resonated with studies by Colvin (2010) who found,
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“Follow-your-heart policies in organizations embody a culture of trust and the
companies that adopt it hold a strong competitive advantage” (p.165).
In this study, participants felt that the positive activation of trust was a
mechanism to stimulate collaborative relationships and increase the value of
innovation outcomes, however, it also presented issues that would hinder the
relationship when trust was removed. Frank, a Partner Executive sarcastically
remarked:
“There is lack of trust that just kicks in as soon as a third party comes
around the corner.”
Frank’s candid perspective suggested that his ability to create positive,
trusting, collaborative relationships in his dealings with external partners might
be hampered due to his attitude towards them. Unaware of Frank’s views, these
partners would start from a disadvantaged position. Given time, as Project
Director Gary experienced:
“You either further build that base of trust, from which in my opinion all
things start, or you erode it. And once you erode it, it's way harder to get
it back than it was to build it at the beginning.”
To establish the right starting point in relationships as Gary mentioned
above, Nick, an Account Manager said:
“I want to make sure that people truly know each other. I try to bring
them outside their comfort zone so they get to know each other a little bit
and then people can start appreciating what somebody’s strengths and
weaknesses really are and build a bond of trust. I find the best way to do
this is through informal means, away from the office. It’s in the informal
moments that trust gets solidified.”
The basis for trust discussed by Gary, Nick, and other participants in this
study is supported by Guillen (2011), who found that “Getting along behaviors
are reflected in the ability of individuals to work well in teams, empower others,
and be good organizational citizens” (p.6).
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In this study, participants felt that relationship confidence grew as it was
monitored by positive mechanisms gained through trust, and this liberated
individuals to seek out new ideas and take further input on board, and it raised
their level of participation in the collaboration. Participant comments around the
development of relationship confidence were supported by Raelin (2000), who
described that on the basis of trust, individuals evolved from “what was triedand-true” to something that was ”unknown or risky” and led to improved
innovation results (p.9). Quincy, a Senior Executive said:
“We reach out to others to help them increase their potential because it is
good for them when we do, and in turn the innovation potential stands to
benefit when the individual is secure and unhampered.”
Quincy’s comment resonates with Dyer (2009) who suggested, “Ask
oneself, or others to imagine a completely different alternative, as this can lead
to truly original insights” and outcomes (p.64).

5.1.5 Be Altruistic

Emily, a Commercial Lead, spoke of altruism when she said:
“How can we make it compelling for the other person, and how can we
help them want to engage and innovate in the way that they see
personal benefit from doing so.”
Emily and other participants in this study mentioned that the sense of
altruistic behavior was demonstrated through the desire to help other people, to
give back, and have a lack of selfishness. The variable altruism presented high
relative importance to the ‘make it personal’ theme, and participants felt it had a
positive influence on collaborative relationships.
In this study, participants described a causal relationship between
mechanisms engagement and altruism: the more a person felt they were
engaged and appreciated in the collaboration, the more altruistic they would be
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in response towards others. This is seen also in Guillen’s (2011) study that
found that “Understanding and regulating one’s emotions as well as those of
others enables one to work cooperatively and share positive feelings with work
colleagues, thus promoting a bond between individuals at work” (p.7). Emily, a
Commercial Lead, said that she leveraged altruistic behaviors in order to:
“Build clout with the other person.”
James, a Technology Director mentioned:
“Collaboration is about mindset and attitude, it is the willingness to want
to share, to want to collaborate and to recognize that your scale is much
bigger than what you could ever achieve on your own.”
In this, James and other participants quoted in this study felt that the
altruistic desire to help and empower others, or share something for another
person’s benefit would enrich not only the people in that relationship, but it
would benefit additional people who observe or take part in the relationship as
well. These participant views resonated with Guillen (2011) who found, “People
with high emotional intelligence are socially perceptive at recognizing and
understanding the feelings and emotions in their team and this will induce
positive emotions in others” (p.7).
Marc, a Project Director recognized the need for this reciprocity for the
success of innovation efforts when he said:
“It was vital that all decision makers believed in what you were doing,
and that they were as courageous and motivated as you were.”
The necessity for altruism expressed by Marc and other participants in
this study is supported by Rath (2010) who found “a pattern of reciprocity: If the
organization invests in the employee, the employee invests in others – including
the organization’s customers and the community they live in. Leaders should
explore: How can I make it easy for my employees to connect their personal
mission to something that benefits others in the community? The advantages
for the individual and the organization are substantial” (p.13).
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Following is an excerpt from Paul’s interview, in which he reflected on his
experience as a Technology Director and how he sought to leverage reciprocity
and altruism as alternative sources of value:
“I try to sit down and think about what are all of the ways that we can
build this relationship as we work and negotiate together, and push
myself and the other party to think beyond the traditional exchange of
goods and services for money because that limits our thinking and
our creativity particularly when we’re dealing with innovation and how
we can make the relationship richer. I call it ‘alternative sources of
value.’ I try to think what good happens to this other person as a
result, and I share my ideas with them. I ask them to imagine all the
good things that can happen when we work it together. We try to
broaden the discussion to what total goodness is.”
Paul’s experience was supported by empirical data from a behavioral
study that Rath (2010) conducted with over 23,000 people that found nearly
90% of the participants felt they “get an emotional boost, from doing kind things
for others. Throughout the course of our lives, ‘well-doing’ enhances our social
interaction as well as our meaning and purpose. And some studies suggest that
it inoculates us from stress and other negative emotions, thus increasing our
longevity” (p.13).
Despite the data that illuminated the benefits for leveraging altruism in
collaborative relationships, Tate, a Senior Project Manager, was skeptical of the
notion of wide-spread altruism running throughout an organization, as he said:
“There is no evidence of pure altruism in organizations where individuals
are just willing to share anything with anyone.”
Perhaps Tate’s skepticism could be understood since Raelin (2000)
found, “None of us wish to make our lives an open book” (p.11). However,
participants and other academicians quoted in this study felt that the lack of
altruism in a relationship was a behavioral hindrance to collaborative innovation
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outcomes. Tate, the Senior Project Manager quoted above, explained that the
activation of altruism was put at risk because:
“Individuals feel their own job security is threatened by giving away too
much of what they know.”
The majority of participants in this study such as Marc, a Project Director,
presented a positive perspective on the outcome of using altruism in
collaborative relationships, as Marc said:
“It’s truly a partnership between two different companies, when it’s hard
to tell who works for which company. If it’s truly a partnership, you leave
the badges at the door and you literally know that anybody in the room
can represent the entire partnership, irrespective of which company they
come from. That, for me, is really a litmus test. That proves to me that
what is instrumental on the overall outcome is that the success of your
partner is your success as well.”
In this, Marc and others in the study were supported by Raelin (2000)
who suggested, “We need to err on the side of more disclosure as we attempt
to develop ourselves and try out new roles. Our obligation is that we grow and
become who we want to be” (p.12).

5.1.6 Listen and Inquire

Participants in this study felt that to stimulate positive collaborative
relationships, individuals required the need to listen and wonder, and be
prepared to think that others might have better ideas than their own. Henry, an
Account Manager pondered the question:
“How many great ideas are stopped before they even get started?”
Henry and other participants quoted below echo Raelin (2000) who
found, “We seem to have lost the art of listening, and we seem to be unwilling
to perfect the art of public reflection, in which we show a willingness to inquire
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about our own and our friends’ assumptions and meanings” (p.8). Tate, a
Senior Project Manager, considered how to get the most out of a collection of
individuals when she observed:
“It tends to be the people who explore everybody's voice in the room,
who are listening in the relationship, whichever access you choose to
get, that end up getting the best surprise.”
In this study, participants felt that variables such as listening, humility,
and humbleness were important central behavioral skills needed to ‘make it
personal’ and stimulate positive collaborative relationships. Ian, a Project
Sponsor said:
“I am always intrigued by how long it takes before the other person asks
how things are going, how I am doing, in a sincere way. And not just in a
“How are ya, all fine?” let’s-get-down-to-business kind of way, but when
they let me answer for myself how things really are, and they show me
they are really listening.”
Ray, a Senior IT Manager said:
“The most meaningful, quality discussions I have are two-way, when
people really take the time to enquire about how things are, then listen,
and then ask more questions. That’s when I really know they are
interested in the relationship.”
Ray, Ian, and other participants quoted on the ‘art of listening’ in this
study are supported by Druker (2009) who found, “The important and difficult
job is never to find the right answers, it is to find the right questions. Ask ‘Why’
and ‘Why not?’ and ‘What if?’ (p.63). Quincy, a Senior Executive said:
“I’ve learned that when I’m the one seeking out information, I have to be
a good listener. It’s important to tune in to the other person and show
interest in them. It’s give and take. If you want to get the information, you
have to give something to the other person, like your attention and
interest.”
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The comment above by Quincy resonated with Mortara et al. (2009) who
found that an “extrospective view will help us understand our partners’
behaviors, motivations, and strategies and find out how to evaluate who will be
a good partner” (p.43).
Participants in this study felt that leadership skills and confidence around
collaborative behaviors were developed when individuals took time to ‘admire
the problem’ and were prepared to listen. Similarily, Raelin (2000) found that
“curiosity will become more valued than obedience to rules and genuine
dialogue will replace deference to authority” (p.36), and would require some
individuals to “readjust their practice of listening” in order to “challenge the
frame of reference” for themselves and for others in the collaboration (p.13).
Negative and hindering variables such as a lack of interest, not listening,
and arrogance (rather than humility or humbleness) described by the
participants in this study presented liabilities to the relationship that hinder the
outcome of collaborative innovation outcomes. In Leo’s experience as Partner
Executive:
“High IQ people have very low tolerance for people that are different than
themselves and this makes them look arrogant which is a danger for any
collaboration as they don’t appreciate the differences.”
The relative importance of the negative activation of hindering variables
presented nearly two times greater a risk to innovation outcomes than any other
hindering mechanism in the collaborative relationship. Ugo, a Business
Development Manager said:
“Negative behaviors like when people just don’t listen or they come off as
a know-it-all all the time have long-term effects in people’s memories that
are difficult to reverse and are detrimental to success.”
Comments by Leo, Ugo, and other participants in this study were echoed
by Raelin (2000) who found that “the consequence of not listening well enough”
was not only detrimental to the relationship at the individual level, but across the
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collaboration as a whole, in the way that it would limit the greater potential for
innovation (p.9).
Participants in this study found that relationships for collaborative
innovation were improved when individuals exercised an inquisitive mindset,
were open to change their thinking or position on an issue, and when they
respected diversity. These perspectives were supported by Raelin (2000) who
found that “the most valuable employee will be the updated one who can shift
with the organizational environment” and readjust their own behaviors
accordingly (p.10). Several participants in this study described success factors
according to a range of individual types and behavioral styles observed in
collaborative innovation relationships. Tate, a Senior Project Manager said:
“People who seem slow often get to the furthest point by really framing
things carefully and exploring perceived edges and boundaries of
problems and getting everybody engaged. In my experience, those
people get more out by valuing diverse opinions. Some of it is about not
jumping to solutions too quickly.”
Frank, a Partner Executive mentioned:
“Some of these things have to do with your personality, so, for example,
curiosity is an important one because that really helps gain
understanding. Oh, you do things differently. Why and how? I’m really
interested to understand more. Getting people exposed to different
environments and things is an important part of what I do.”
In this, both Tate and Frank described the need to listen, be curious, and
respect diversity. Wade, a Partner Executive, resonated with the above
comments, although her approach was less subtle than that of other
participants, as she said this of her experiences:
“The best outcomes I’ve ever had were fiery back and forth debates and
then you walk out of the room and feel “wow, that was awesome” and pat
each other on the back and then you go out to dinner.”
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5.1.7 Be Tolerant and Reflective

Frank, a Partner Executive recognized that the need to be tolerant was
fundamental to the greater collaborative effort for innovation:
“There needs to be a lot of tolerance for people and companies that are
different than ours. We need to have tolerance for accepting that, and
accepting – and embracing – the differences, if we want to win the
innovation game.”
Other participants in this study agreed that a positive way to develop
collaborative relationship skills was through activating tolerance, and teaching
others to be tolerant as well. Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“When you demonstrate good leadership behavior you can create and
foster teams and create a good collaboration that others will recognize
and want to belong to, and will want to replicate. The further your bands
of tolerance can stretch, the more people you will have on board with
you.”
Participants felt that in order to fully appreciate another person’s
perspective, it was important to step into their shoes and imagine how things
looked through their eyes. Wade, a Partner Executive mentioned that the skill of
tolerance does not come easily for everyone:
“If you as an individual can have the tolerance, even if you don’t believe
in it, you have the tolerance of understanding how everyone else acts
and behaves, this is going to work a lot better. It’s all about your
perspective and being tolerant. The more perspective you have for other
people, the more tolerance you will gain. You can't teach tolerance, but
you can teach perspective.”
The comment made by Wade above resonated with Moon (2006) who
found, “it is important for the idea of learning, that we recognize that meaning is
first a matter for the individual since the learner makes sense of ideas for
herself” (p.20). Wade and other participants in this study felt it was important for
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individuals to be open to take on new perspectives, accept and embrace
differences and diversity, and be acutely self-aware. Ian, a Project Sponsor
said:
“How well you understand yourself in light of tolerance and diversity is
fundamental to getting to know and understand others.”
Ian’s comment was picked up by Guillen (2011) who found that selfawareness “relates to an individual’s ability to understand his or her emotions
and those of other people, and the ability to express emotions accordingly. This
serves to create an appropriate, trusting environment for work interactions,
which positively affects job performance outcomes” (p.5). Raelin (2000)
suggested that individuals created a trusting environment “by reflecting upon
and learning from the artistry of their action” (p.2).
James, a Technology Director referred to self-awareness as “being true
to yourself” and David, a Senior IT Manager mentioned that for him it was about
being “authentic.” One senior leader at Shell gave a corporate speech (2010)
during which he said:
“Being authentic means showing up in any situation in the same way
each time.”
However, participants in this study would disagree with the definition of
being authentic mentioned above with respect to collaborative innovation
relationships, since the necessary behaviors described by participants for
collaboration were the direct opposite of being the same way each time. For
example, Veronica, a Senior Executive said:
“Collaborators need a flexible repertoire that can apply in different
settings and conditions, inside or outside the relationships, and that can
change every time.”
In this study, participants described the necessity for individuals to
understand their strengths, limitations, and areas for personal development.
Account Manager Nick offered the simple motto:
“Be critical to yourself, of yourself.”
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Paul, a Technology Director embraced Nick’s words when he said:
“I can’t do it on my own. The world is just too big, too complex. We miss
the scale. We miss the knowledge. We miss the people to help achieve
what I can’t do on my own. I have my short-comings, we all do, and I
need to work with others to get the job done.”
The conscious vulnerability expressed by Paul above was supported by
Bolton (2005) who found that “through reflexive practice, professionals realize
dissonance or dissatisfaction with their own values in practice ... leading them to
make dynamic change” (p.6). Researcher Popper (1999) found, “All life is
problem solving. And, error correction is the most important method in
technology and learning in general” (p.100). James, a Technology Director
echoed Popper (1999) when he said:
“You should not always avoid pitfalls. People have the right to make
mistakes that they can learn from, at least once.”
Keith, a Commercial Lead said this of his reflective, self-awareness
practices:
“The more I learn about myself, the more tolerant I become. I have come
to realize that not all the good ideas are mine, and I’ve not always had
good ideas.”
The skill of self-awareness mentioned by Paul, Keith, and other
participants in this study resonated with Raelin (2000) who found that perhaps
“our whole way of perceiving the world had been based on questionable
premises” (p.13). Having the courage to recognize this, allowed individuals to
confront any denial that they could continue on without changing course, with
no ill effects (p.8).
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5.1.8 Reflection on the theme ‘Make it Personal’

This section of discussion and analysis explored the stimulating and
hindering mechanisms and relative importance of the primary variables in the
first theme ‘Make it Personal’. The dialogue illuminated important attributes
around the need for a personal focus on individuals in collaborative innovation
relationships and entailed recognition, appreciation, respect, interest in others,
a sense of belonging, engagement, trust, listening, altruism, tolerance, selfawareness, and personal reflection.
To make it personal for individuals involved in collaborative innovation, it
is necessary to activate positive, stimulating behavioral influences such as
those illuminated in this theme by study participants, and to develop an
awareness and understanding of those that hinder progress.
In this way, individuals can develop and mature their skills to strengthen
collaborative relationships and get more value out of innovation. This is
important to individuals, collaborators, and future innovation practitioners as
words spoken by Kennedy (2010) suggested in a University Graduation speech:
“Personal maturity. Collaborative leaders are personally mature. They have a
solid enough sense of self that they do not fear loss of control.”
The next section will provide analysis and discussion on the second
theme, ‘Value Relationships.’
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5.2

Value Relationships
“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world.
Indeed it is the only thing that ever has” Margaret Mead, American Anthropologist.

Figure 34: Value Relationships
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The theme ‘value relationships’ refers to the need felt by participants to
find a way to appreciate the individuals in relationships and to honor and regard
the worth of the connection with others as the means for strengthening
collaborative innovation results. In summary, study participants reflected that
the highly personal nature and need for relationships, even in business, is at the
core of being human. They felt it is important to understand which relationships
are not well formed and fostered, so individuals can work to develop them, bring
awareness to others concerned, and improve the relationship together; equally,
they discussed the essential need to invest in the ongoing cultivation of
relationships that work well.
The theoretical causal framework established that the relative size of
importance of the ‘value relationships’ theme was three times greater as
compared to the least stimulating set of variables found in this study.
Participants found that the characteristics of this theme were significantly
important in the way these causal powers influenced and determined
collaborative innovation outcomes.
This theme had two comparative mechanisms, those of positive
influences and negative influences. Positive influences included: being human,
connections, teaming, relationships, networks, respect, collaborators, contact,
value,

and

mutuality.

Negative

influences

included:

controlling,

being

competitive, arguing, closed, lack of respect, and not listening.
I will discuss these behavioral mechanisms in turn, showing how
participants understood ways of influencing how relationships stimulated or
hindered collaborative innovation outcomes.
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5.2.1 Human Relations

Participants felt that people are relational beings, who live in societies
and seek interaction with others as a basis for natural existence and to bring
deeper meaning to their lives. Prior to forming new relationships, Sam, a
Commercial Lead, said it is all about getting to know each other first and in
understanding the people you want to relate with:
“In my line of business in the consulting world, we are used to talking
about the value of relationships, but what we don’t do is start with
relationships. We start with the people.”
Participants such as Sam and others quoted below, supported Rath’s
(2010) point that “strong social relationships are among the most fundamental
of human needs and are important to social well-being” (p.9), but they go
beyond Rath (2010), in suggesting that strong social relationships are important
to business success. Participants explored how ‘being human’ is a contributor
to collaboration. For example, Olaf, a Project Sponsor, who remarked:
“We understand that getting to know people and how to relate to each
other are foundational steps to getting to a relationship. But relationship
is an odd word. People feel uncomfortable with talking about that term in
the workplace.”
In this study, participants mentioned that there is an emotive value to
relationships that makes this difficult to discuss, and it is different to other topics
typical to the business environment. Olaf, the Project Sponsor, made a strong
distinction between how people are seen as dehumanized objects such as a
budget holder, where what is important is to appreciate the human, as echoed
by:
“We often talk of people as budget holders or economic buyers like they
are some form of an impersonal inanimate object ... for me, the channel
between two individuals is human, and that has a real health to it in a
way.”
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Despite the workplace orientation and training to solve problems and
create solutions, relationships are not thought to be projects to be completed.
Sam, a Commercial Lead, described it in this way:
“We can sometimes jump to numeric classifications of relationships:
‘One,’ this individual loves Company X and is a huge fan and ‘Five,’ this
individual hates Company X. We sort of oversimplify things in so many
ways, whereas, I think you need to break it down and say, "Does that
individual have somebody they trust? And can they share some family
problem and have a career discussion with someone?” Now that's a
different plot of questioning, and often the answer to that is no, not really.
Okay, then the value of relationship isn't at the level we need it to be and
we're not going to do much innovation.”
In this, Sam and other participants in this study resonated with Goleman
(2006), a researcher in social intelligence, who suggested that relationships are
“less about mastering situations - or even mastering social skill sets - than
about developing a genuine interest in and talent for fostering positive feelings
in the people whose cooperation and support you need. A relationship-based
construct is a set of interpersonal competencies that leaders need, in order to
inspire others to be effective” (p.27).
James, a Technology Director, echoed Sam and Olaf’s talk of the
importance of the individual and their awareness and understanding of
relationships:
“I try to work with the individuals that have some awareness on the
subject of relationship building and to understand the importance on
relationship that those individuals place.”
Sam reflected on the unwritten language at his workplace of a shared
understanding of relationships:
“Among my colleagues in the consulting world we share a lexicon and I
don’t have to explain to them the importance of relationships or
stakeholders.”
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Frank, a Partner Executive, stressed the need for individuals to take
responsibility for developing good working relationships, but suggested not
everyone does this:
“The relationship aspect of individuals working together is very important.
Some people are pretty good and perceptive and understand that and do
something with it, but a lot of people are strictly business oriented,
focused on the subject, on the matter that we’re talking about, and not
that much on what you call knowledge or sharing, and there’s certainly
not a lot of awareness around the relationship aspect.”
Frank drew a distinction between two types of people, those who do and
those who do not understand the importance of relationships in getting work
done. Focusing solely on the work, rather than the people who do the work, is a
way, he implied, of not doing the job well. In this he is contradicting Goleman
(2006), who indicated, “The brain is primed for positive interactions, making
positive relationships more the norm than negative ones. Nature is on the side
of positive relationships” (p.12). Frank’s experience is that nature may be
hindered by the culture of the business world.
Being human was related to relationships in many people’s responses,
with participants emphasizing that the human and relationships are inseparable.
For example, Sam, the Commercial Lead quoted above, said:
“I like the subject of relationship because it's not one-sided, it's twosided. It requires the level of individual action and responsibility. You
know, it takes two to dance, it takes two to tango. It can't be all someone
else's fault.”
By ‘it’ Sam meant getting the job done. Note how he focused on
individual action and responsibility but immediately linked that to two people,
thus emphasizing the necessity of the individual taking responsibility for their
relationships with each other. Olaf, a Project Sponsor, said:
“Without the ability to value the individuals we relate with then we're not
really going to make much progress.”
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In Bob’s experience as a Business Development Manager, he found the
need to strike the right balance:
“I try to set up a ‘give and take’ type of relationship, where one does not
feel subservient to the other, and there is mutual respect.”
Participants’ described relationships as both complex and subtle. They
observed the variety of ways in which individuals relate to others or build
relationships, and the contrasting reasons for participating in the collaboration.
People think, feel, act, and react in a lot of different ways, they observed, and
they often speak different languages, making the ability to ‘relate’ very complex.
These views resonated with Mortara et al. (2009) who found, “It is rare for one
person to possess all the ideal traits for collaborative innovation. Instead,
relevant traits can be pulled together by creating cross-functional teams to
which different members contribute all the required attributes” (p.42). Sam, a
Commercial Lead, surmised:
“There's a naivety in collaboration, and now there's a term [collaboration],
that assumes that people will suddenly put their desires, wants, and
needs on one side, suspend them, and act for a common good. And I
think that's really odd. I don't know why anyone would want that. I prefer
a model that says, assume people are driven through whatever
motivators they have, let’s understand them, and find a way of linking
those together to create a common good.”
Frank offered a thoughtful reflection with respect to the inherent value he
places on relationships, the importance of friends in the workplace, and the
causal powers of behaviors:
“I think just doing simple things like really trying to get to know the
individuals through informal gatherings, dinners, team events, that helps.
That creates a bond between people, and people will work better
together if they think I’m working with a friend here instead of with some
guy from wherever. I know these people. I’ve heard about their personal
lives and know some of the challenges they have. It creates a completely
different bond with people, and I think it really helps overcome obstacles

195

in working together. I think you can influence behavior by doing a
number of things when the relationship is good.”
Again, these speakers’ views are supported by research. Gallup studies
conducted by Rath (2010) polled more than 20 million workers on the “impact of
friendships on an organization’s productivity” (p.9), and asked if these people
have a “best friend at work.” The findings showed that people who have highquality friendships on the job are “seven times more likely to be engaged in their
work,” whereas those without a best friend in the workplace have “just a 1 in 12
chance of being engaged” (p.9).
As Frank concluded:
“Without a good friend in the workplace, work can be a very lonely
place.”

5.2.2 People Knowing People

Figure 35, captured from the researchers reflexive journal, illustrates a
moment of participant reflection based on his comments around how to get
people within the company to ‘work better’ with each other, and whether these
better ways could then extend to external collaboration. Note the participant’s
choice of the words ‘work better’ in this example. Carl, a Senior Executive,
reconsidered his own question when he said, “Wait, no, I don’t mean to say
‘work better,’ that’s not it, it is ‘relate’ better.”
As a result of wanting to ‘relate better,’ Carl’s preference and optimism
appeared to shift when he followed up with, “I think that sounds much more doable to me.” The opportunity to ‘relate better’ with others was interpreted to
personalize the meaning of his objectives to make them more human, make the
effort seem more tangible, and give hope to the possibility of real achievement.
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Figure 35: Researcher journal entry: Relate better with others

In seeking out new collaborative relationships, Wade, a Partner
Executive, mentioned the importance of being selective:
“In establishing the relationship, you don’t want to have a close
relationship with just everybody. There needs to be a basis, some
ground level, a personal interest.”
Participants revealed that successful individuals often held informal
‘meetings’ and sought out opportunities to get together with specific people in
their collaboration, and in doing so, they increased their knowledge and
awareness of each other while continuously reinforcing and sustaining the
relationship and trust between them. Veronica, a Senior Executive said,
“The more successful you are is the more you learn about people in
social settings by going out to dinner or having a coffee or talking about
what’s important in their life other than work.”
Wade echoed Veronica’s comment, and added new insight around the
commitment and investment involved to acquire and sustain the relationship:
“You do need to invest the time to do that and the more you do, the more
trust you are going to have. And then you will see somebody as a person
and not as a competitor or as a customer. But it takes time.”
Sam defined relationships as “people knowing people” and how this
takes shape is through deliberate actions to get to know each other. Madhok
(2006) suggested that the importance of this informal relationship building is
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“the pattern of interaction that provides the social ‘glue’ within which the
economic exchange occurs” (p.32).
The categorical variable to know was observed in the research data to
also be related to the influential role of social skills, which participants felt were
important to ‘value relationships.’ One example from the researchers field notes
(see Figure 36), was in context of the phrase who you know, whereby a small
yet strongly networked technical team developed the common interest and
willingness to contribute knowledge, resulting in a higher output of innovation.
As Miller (2013) advised, “You need to marshal allies who can help you operate
on and off the grid and make sure that you don’t lose perspective” (p.92).

Figure 36: Researcher journal entry: Who you know

In Wade’s experience, individuals who are unwilling or unable to network
and build strong relationships fail to perform well despite other talents and
capabilities they may possess:
“I’ve worked with many brilliant people throughout my career, but I have
found that having strong relationships helps people prevail more than
talent alone. There are these people that have so much potential, so
much capability, but they just don’t know how to connect.”
Mechanisms that hinder relationships are demonstrated through
individual types that Schweer et al. (2012) referred to as “marginalized talent.”
These are a “segment of low performers, technical experts, and young
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professionals who are bent on proving their brilliance but who don’t realize they
need to collaborate and build effective personal networks inside and outside
their organization” (p.37). Leaders have an important role in stimulating the
participation and involvement of “marginalized talents” in order to help them get
the most value out of collaborative relationships and increase their potential for
greater success in innovation. Sam, a Commercial Lead, mentioned that prior to
contracting, he looks for certain clues to tell whether an individual has the
necessary relationship building skills or not:
“I am interested to know if they demonstrate behaviors in this contracting
conversation that signal to me they'll be good at building relationships.
Just basic things like listening, asking good questions, showing interest,
being attentive, and not talking only about themselves.”
Veronica, a Senior Executive said:
“I tend to stick with the people in my network when I am putting a new
team together. Maybe I should branch out some more and look for fresh
people with new ideas, but this has worked well for me so far.”
In this, these speakers are anticipating the advice of Miller (2013) to
“Pick people you know well and look for supporters who have both personal and
professional trust in you – people who like you and know and value your work”
(p.94).
Participants therefore point out the importance of social skills to
organizational success. They are supported by Goleman (1996) who found,
“Strong social skills are the key to popularity, leadership, and interpersonal
effectiveness, and manifests in the way you handle relationships with grace and
in dealing with others” (p.14). Ancona (2007), an author in team building
dynamics for collaborative innovation suggested that a team’s ultimate success
might be determined before people even meet each other. “While traditional
advice stresses staffing a team with the necessary skills and talents to carry out
the core task, complementary personalities and skills, and a motivated set of
individuals, the additional ingredient that will make an enormous difference is in
looking at the social networks or ties of potential team members” (p.167).
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Important variables in the data set such as approach and inclusion
described positive causal considerations for selecting people and creating the
necessary conditions to get the most value out of collaborative innovation
relationships. Frank, a Partner Executive, emphasized the need to network and
connect with people beyond one’s own comfort zone:
“Be able to think across boundaries in your organization, be well
connected with lots of different people and engage and involve
stakeholders where needed. It’s also really important to know and
understand what the collaborator wants to get out of it.”
In this he, like other participants, echoed Dyer (2009), who wrote that
“Collaborative innovators go out of their way to meet people with different kinds
of ideas and perspectives to extend their own knowledge domains” (p.65), and
Schweer et al. (2012) who found that “High-performing employees often
maintain memberships in multiple professional or technical communities,
enabling them to translate values and move knowledge across various
organizational boundaries” (p.37).
Emily, a Commercial Lead commented:
“When we are starting to work on new innovation projects, I steer away
from engaging people who think they already have all the answers.
There is nothing more limiting for innovation than to have someone on
the team who has all the answers.”
A reflection scribbled in the researchers learning journal (see Figure 37)
revealed another interpretation on the variable know that shifted the emphasis
from ‘who’ you know to ‘what’ you know. Here, I was triggered by a comment
from Sam, the Commercial Lead who remarked that “we have lost the ability to
be curious and care what other people think,” and led me to contemplate that
the ‘inclusion piece is putting aside the knowing and being more wondering.’
Sam’s comments illuminated the importance of meeting new and different
people, and to have the willingness to consider that other ideas - better than
your own - do exist. Sam felt that the inclusion piece is about exploring other
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people’s thoughts, asking questions, and being curious in order to gain new
perspectives.

Figure 37: Researcher journal entry: Wondering

Noteworthy variables such as different, diverse, mix, and multiple were
found among the data set to have positive causal powers in connection with the
theme ‘value relationships.’ The critical realist methods and mechanisms
described in this study identified that through the negative activation of certain
variables, potential liabilities that hinder collaborative relationships might arise.
For example, participants felt that when people are not inclusive, when they
lack social networks, work in isolation, do not seek ideas and inputs from
others, compete, want to control, or when all members of the team have the
same skills and attitudes; these create a negative influence on the ability to
form collaborative relationships and will hinder innovation outcomes.
The importance of social networks to job performance is noted by
Schweer et al. (2012) who wrote “Helping poor performers see the effects that
their lack of a balanced informal network can have is more motivating than
simply urging them to collaborate with strangers or build large personal
networks” (p.37). Participants in this study also wished to see the full person.
Nick, an Account Manager remarked:
“It interests me to know what types of activities people do outside their
daily work. What they do in their personal communities, with friends. Are
they into sports? Cooking? Music? It tells me a lot more about the person
than just seeing them connected on LinkedIn.”
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This is more than curiosity – participants’ experience is that better
performers are people with lives outside work. For Carl, when recruiting
members for a collaborative innovation project he said:
“I tend to look less at someone’s academic background in terms of the
subject but more in terms of some of the things that go around the
person. In my experience, people involved in teaming and team sports
tend to be better collaborators.”
Whelan et al. (2011) found that “innovation brokers tended to emerge
informally, and in many cases, the people who wound up as better connectors
came as a complete surprise to management” (p.41). It would not be a surprise
to people in this study. Carl, a Senior Executive found:
“An effective, trust-based collaboration, is when people feel that they get
their personal win out of it.”
Tate, a Senior Project Manager, described how he learns from others in
order to improve his own game:
“When I am dealing with an issue, I try to get familiar with the types of
problems other people are facing … whether they lack resources or
capabilities or are having trouble dealing with politics, and how they
handled it ... and then I work out the solutions to my own problems.
People often wrestle with the same issues, and that helps me to figure
out how to get ahead.”
While Veronica, a Senior Executive noted the importance of shared
experiences:
“It often takes a good crisis to build a stronger relationship.”
In Building a Well-Networked Organization, Schweer et al. (2012)
emphasized “High performers tend to think strategically about personal
relationships,

positioning

themselves

at

key

leverage

points

within

organizational networks. They maintain a healthy balance between what they
ask for and what they contribute to their network relationships, allowing them to
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achieve personally while adding value to the organization” (p.37). Wade, a
Partner Executive remarked:
“And when you do have the right people, find a way to multiply the talent
in front of you.”
However, there may be disadvantages, as Ancona (2007) advised, “The
best teams are often their own worst enemy. By focusing internally on
relationships, trust, and commitment they often blind themselves to the larger
world. The other half of the story about great collaborations is, what it means to
balance great teamwork with great work of teams” (p.152).

5.2.3 Who You Trust

The significant variable of trust re-emerged in the process of analysis
with respect to how individuals ‘value relationships.’ In the abundant literature
on the topic of trust, Greer and Lei (2012) wrote about relationships and
strategic alliances and the “importance of trust in fostering and sustaining
collaborative relationships among firms” (p.72). According to Boynton (2011),
“Trust requires a level of comfort and harmony to build a collaborative
relationship and gain commitment from all the parties involved” (p.34). Again,
this is echoed in the words of participants in this study, whose experience is
that the positive influence of trust stimulates greater compatibility in the
relationships for collaborative innovation, through the values of experience,
familiarity, and knowing one another. Carl, a Senior Executive, said:
“We need to get to know a little bit more about each other each time we
meet. Some structure and the right degree of alignment helps, but most
of the time this happens when we are offline. In the end, it all comes
back to trust.”
Sam, a Commercial Lead, described how important trust is to external
partnerships, and that the basis for establishing trust is in identifying partners
who are compatible with one another and who are committed to the partnership:
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“A critical issue in our external relationships is in how we identify the right
people to work with and then how we gain commitment from our partners
that we are all in it together. The trust needs to be established from the
start, and then we must do all we can to keep it going.”
Bhattacharya (1998) suggested, “Greater compatibility – developed
formally and informally – manifests itself in greater commitment to the
partnership, which enables broader ‘bands of tolerance’ and makes the partners
more flexible with respect to the operations” (p.462). In mature relationships,
where trust is continuously fostered and sustained, potential barriers become
easier to remove and overcome as Veronica, a Senior Executive, experienced:
“We really did not need to go for a formal partner selection process here;
we already knew and trusted each other so ‘selecting’ them was the
obvious choice.”
Carl recollected meeting a new partner who he told:
“I gather you worked at [the event] this year. “Oh, how do you know
that?” he asked. I said, “Well, I just Googled you and I watched you on
YouTube.” As things went on, he was exhibiting a behavior throughout
the conversation which was telling me he trusted me and I was giving
him trust back, just the same.”
The empirical evidence from this study is that the relative importance of
the variable trust has a positive causal power nearly five times greater than any
other single variable for its importance and behavioral influence on the outcome
of relationships for collaborative innovation. The negative influence of trust will
hinder the manifestation of relationships more than three times that of any other
mechanism.
“Trust,” stated McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer (1998), “It can be your
strongest asset and equally your greatest liability” (p.143). Wade, a Partner
Executive, said:
“You just got to have that basis of trust. You need to do what you say
every single time, and so language becomes even more important too. If
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I say something in the same language but they’ve interpreted it
differently then you messed up the trust, so it’s very, very tricky.”
According to Madhok (2006), a breakdown in the positive regimes brings
a “consequent increase in uncertainty and therefore weakens the mutual
orientation and diminishes the perceived value of the relationship, making it
unsustainable” (p.33).

5.2.4 The Necessary Investments

Participants’ experience is that exchanging ideas builds stronger
relationships and help to establish an inventory that can be referred to time and
again, for example, as Ugo, a Business Development Manager shared:
“I have developed a mental database of memories of my professional
relationships, and I add new items to it all the time.”
Ugo echoed Madhok (2006) who wrote that “Investment in building trust
through mutually oriented actions can then be interpreted as the creation of a
stock of goodwill from which one can draw on when the need arises” (p.32).
Primary categorical variables such as connecting, social contact,
exchanging ideas, informal, attention, and considering others were found in this
study to have positive causal powers to strengthen relationships for
collaborative innovation. These findings are supported by Rath (2010), who
wrote, “We are social beings, and our need to be connected to others doesn’t
disappear when we enter the office. The well-being of our supervisor and peers
is closely connected to our own well-being, and leveraging the existing social
networks that are naturally embedded in organizations is important for our wellbeing” (p.10).
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Maintaining and sustaining ties requires continual fostering and nurturing
of the relationship. Keith, a Commercial Lead, highlighted the importance of
being transparent when he said:
“We were long-time partners and had an excellent relationship. We were
completely transparent with each other and no matter any hurdles that
would come up we equally saw the opportunity and could find a way to
make things happen.”
The closeness of the relationship between Keith and his partner was
genuine and beneficial for both, despite their conventional supplier-buyer
positions. This can perhaps be explained by research conducted by Madhok
(2006) who found, “the band of tolerance for inequity is wider in the presence of
more deeply embedded social relations” (p.33). While there may be other
contributing factors to the situation, it is clear that the “social dimension
stabilizes the relationship” (p.33).
This study found that transparency and trust building are essential
components to establish the collaboration contract and get the relationship off
to a positive start. However, it also helps in deciding who not to work with, as
Adam’s experience as a Senior Project Manager showed:
“I will qualify that just because someone is open and transparent doesn't
mean I'm going to collaborate with them. It means that I might find out
that I don't want to, faster.”
Participants responded that the development and growth of these
relationships require a conscious investment of energy, effort, and time from all
partners if they are to be fruitful, mutual, and beneficial for all. Wade, a Partner
Executive remarked:
“When you are introducing yourself especially to a new partner or
potential partner competitor, you’ve got to be able to invest that time
because it doesn’t just start in the mind, it helps to give a little bit of trust
that you’re not going get to the heart of stealing their work or it’s all your
agenda or whatever. But it won’t work if you don’t have enough time.”
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Several participants in this study specifically described the benefits of
investing time when forming and sustaining relationships, and their responses
echoed Greer and Lei (2012) who found, “Such relationships require an
investment, and as a result, decision-makers have been advised to consider the
time and expense of developing relationships before committing to them” (p.76).
Carl, a Senior Executive, mentioned the importance of “taking the time socially
to build relations” and Veronica discussed “the need for quality time with your
partners.”
Leo, a Partner Executive suggested:
“You need some time where you meet together where you work on a
topic in order to become familiar with each other and then it’s much
better. The first meetings are often very strange. The ice needs to be
broken.”
Participants also expressed the risks and disadvantages of not investing
enough time in the relationship, which they felt would threaten the collaboration
and erode trust. Olaf, a Project Sponsor said:
“My technical partner got in touch with me the other day and said ‘I
haven’t heard from you in a while. Is everything alright?’ And I started to
explain how busy I’d been, just back from a trip, catching up with all the
backlog, and so on. And I thought to myself, well, that’s a lot of excuses
just there. I hadn’t even considered sending him a text or mail that I’d be
away. And he’s a real important partner for us! I’ve been on the other
side of the phone before and you get a real sense of where you are on
someone’s priority list when they aren’t able to make any time for you.”
Marc, a Project Director, described one encounter with a potential
partner where he recognized that even when you are in the same room with
someone else, the relationship would suffer if you are not showing interest and
giving people your full and undivided attention:
“He was playing with his Blackberry the whole time of our meeting,
constantly checking it to see if there were messages or whatever. I think
at one point I said something like, ‘You and your wife must be expecting
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a baby any minute now?’ and he gave me a look that made me feel like I
was interrupting him! I knew right then, we would not be doing further
business together.”
Experiences such as those encountered by Olaf and Marc above
resonated with Goleman (2008), who found that a key issue in the workplace
today is attention: people are distracted. “Your body is there but your mind is
somewhere else. Countless gadgets are constantly sending you information –
all buzzing for your attention” (p.53). Studies have shown that the average
individuals’ attention span lasts only seventeen seconds before other thoughts
are interjected or other topics are imposed.
To counter the dilemma of workplace distractions, Greer and Lei (2012)
advised individuals to strongly communicate and be mutually present to one
another in order to increase effectiveness of their interactions, establish rapport,
and understand each other. Carl, a Senior Executive, shared the guidance he
applied in his own practice when he said:
“You need to build the personal level. Have simple handrails to keep all
parties honest, and most of all, create some personal chemistry and
trust.”
Participants in this study highlighted the need to understand what deters
people from investing the time to value relationships and to find ways to
overcome this disabling behavior. The thematic analysis showed that weakened
innovation results could be correlated to hindering factors such as a lack of
personal interest, an unwillingness to create space and time, and a reluctance
to try out new experiences with other people. These negative influencers were
also found in research by Goleman (2008), who observed, “Lack of attention
affects performance. Your ability to do your job is directly related to how well
you can concentrate and focus. If you are continually distracted, you can’t get
your job done, or get it done well” (p.54).
Some participants felt that the level of difficulty in building relationships
might increase depending on the circumstance of the collaboration, for
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instance, whether relationships were internal or external to ones own firm, as
Carl mentioned:
“It is probably easier within the company because you expect that at the
end of the day you are all trying to make the enterprise successful. But
you have to really go that extra distance to sort of work across
boundaries and go even further to spend quality time to build the trust
and relationships across enterprises.”
However, James, a Technology Director, felt that no matter where an
individual worked, it was essential to focus unilaterally on building good
relationships, and he described how he chose to interact with others on a daily
basis in this way:
“I think it is really important to get to know the people I am working with
no matter what badge they wear. It makes the job much more interesting.
Sometimes it might be ‘what is your favorite book or movie’ or maybe it is
spending time to review a project, bounce ideas around and then ‘let’s go
get a pizza and talk so we can sort out the pros and cons together.’ It
does not matter so much what is discussed or what company someone
comes from, so long as we can both feel comfortable to hang out and
talk with each other.”
The participants in this study felt that genuine interest was expressed in
building a relationship with another person through quality conversations and a
deliberate investment of time and attention, and when the aim was to
understand other thoughts, views, and perspectives. Goleman’s (1996)
research resonated with these views, where he found that “Empathy - sensitivity
to others’ feelings - is a prerequisite to developing strong relationships” (p.12).
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5.2.5 Creating the Environment

The

variables

environment,

setting,

place,

and

safe

appeared

pervasively in the data set and were associated with the theme ‘value
relationships.’ Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“It is essential to establish the proper environment for building and
nuturing relationships for innovation. People’s behaviors are different in
different settings.”
During an informal coffee conversation, I scrambled to jot down the
comments of one senior leader (see Figure 38) when she pondered thoughts
out loud around how people used to come together to discuss hot topics. In light
of today’s electronic, remote world, she wondered whether there was a
correlation between working closely together and innovation outcomes.

Figure 38: Researcher journal entry: Hot topics

The above discussion resonated with several of the research participants
in this study, who reflected similarly on the type of environment needed to
stimulate relationships for collaborative innovation. Adam, a Senior Project
Manager said:
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“Nowadays, we do a lot of projects on the phone, but I can't think of any
innovation events that we are taking seriously that we haven't met face to
face. That’s the only way of getting the relationship off to a good start.”
Note how Adam linked the seriousness of the relationship to the need to
meet with people in person. Henry, an Account Manager, echoed Adam’s
comments about the importance of coming together, when he remarked:
“We believe brainstorming in a collaboration is better done face to face
when you can look people in the eye. It's just the way it is.”
Sam, a Commercial Lead, established the principle of starting any new
relationship with an in person meeting:
“I find that when I am meeting someone for the first time, it’s just so
important to be able to look them in the eye. There is that moment when
you know if there’s going to be a connection between you, and if there’s
a mutual interest that will create the spark. I think you get to that point a
lot quicker when you first meet face to face.”
Participants also reflected on the importance of creating safe spaces
where partners can have challenging discussions. Leo said:
“From all the people I deal with, I know who I can have an open and safe
discussion with, and with who I can not.”
In this study, participants linked the need for safe discussions to
variables such as trust and respect, and they mentioned there was a certain
dependency among them. For example, one could not have a safe discussion if
either trust or respect were not present; however there could be trust and
respect without activating the safe mechanism, which indicated that not every
relationship needed to have a safe component to it. Quincy, a Senior Executive
explained:
“There needs to be, somewhere in the engagement, a ‘safe harbor’
conversation point where two people can come together in a safe area to
work through complicated issues. In the safe harbor you can almost
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bring and say anything in that meeting and it’s not going to blow out the
entire organization on both sides.”
The environment for stimulating relationships was not always described
by participants in a physical sense, but also in the way the leader behaviorally
set the scene for innovation. These views resonated with Ohr (2012) who found
that “This requires having the right people in place, and being equipped with
beneficial capabilities and behavioral orientations that demonstrate how to
tackle the tasks across an innovation portfolio” (Online article). Veronica, a
Senior Executive, elaborated:
“Good coaching is very important and training definitely can help as well.
The methodology of innovation is to make people alert of the different
elements and create an excitement where people know and feel that’s
there’s a possibility to start new ideas, to go for new innovation. That’s
attractive for them and that’s important, and most of all, it’s how the
leader themself demonstrates the behaviors they are asking of the
collaboration. You have to create the right environment.”
In this, speakers are echoing Rath (2010) who suggested that people
could not just be told they needed to have better relationships, but leaders
could “create an environment in which people are more likely to make
connections and build strong social networks.” This can be achieved through
coaching and mentoring focused on improving employees’ personal and
professional development, including “the need for quality social time” during the
workday and beyond (p.9).

5.2.6 Cultivating

Several participants in this study responded on the need to find ways to
further foster, cultivate, and sustain the relationships they value most.
Alarmingly however, a Gallup (2010) poll showed that it is not thought important
by leaders to focus on workplace relationships, since the “vast majority of
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organizational leaders don’t think it is their responsibility to help employees
boost their social well-being” (p.3); “just 8% of workers strongly agreed that their
organization helps them build stronger personal relationships,” while the
remainder of employees disagreed with this statement altogether (p.9).
Despite the Gallup findings mentioned above, it is not surprising that
many participants in this study underlined the importance of building and
sustaining relationships in the workplace for the sake of collaborative
innovation. Gary, a Project Director said:
“Like a garden, relationships need cultivating for innovation to grow.”
Carl, a Senior Executive advised:
“You have to find ways of continually renewing trust in the relationship. It
takes years to gain and a moment to lose and then it’s very hard to get
back quickly to the same level, if you ever do. You should never take it
for granted if you want innovation to thrive.”
By saying ‘it’ in his comment above, Carl meant trust in the relationship.
Gary, a Project Director, comically illustrated the potential consequence of
repeatedly failing to activate trust through an analogy to the American cartoon
strip Peanuts:
“Lucy would always hold the football for Charlie Brown to kick, and all the
while she would pull it out at the last minute. Despite her promise to hold
the ball, Lucy would pull it out every time and Charlie Brown would fall.
Sometimes when incidents like this happen you start feeling like Charlie
Brown with the football and it colors how you behave in that relationship.”
Empathetic to Charlie Brown’s experience described by Gary above,
Adam, a Senior Project Manager, mentioned that continuous reassurance is
necessary in order to sustain the relationships that are important to you:
“You have to be able to trust the people who are working with you. There
is no other way to it. And you have to do all you can so that they trust you
too. If you try to do innovation all on your own you’ll be far less ahead
than doing it together.”
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David, a Senior IT Manager, mentioned that there is a far greater
purpose to having good relationships, as it goes beyond the individuals
involved, to the need to relate well for the greater good of the overall
organization at large:
“Relationships need to be valued by the whole collaboration and
particularly in larger companies it needs to live beyond the individual.
Once the individual moves on, the company is still going to have this
relationship for some time to come – they need to, if innovation is to live
on.”
The importance of personal relationships and how to sustain them was
also recognized by Emily, a Commercial Lead, however she was critical of how
people hand-over relationships from one person to the next, and said it is not all
that easy to do:
“The fact that your predecessor had a good relationship with somebody
else doesn’t mean that you will because there’s a uniquely personal
element to it. In the end, do I like you? Do you and I feel that we can trust
each other at a personal level? Because that’s part of how you get
effective collaboration. And without it, there would be no innovation.”
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5.2.7 Reflection on the theme ‘Value Relationships’

This section explored the primary variables and their relative importance
to the theme ‘Value Relationships.’ Key attributes illuminated the meaning and
inherent value of relationships for people, the importance of who and what you
know, trust, the need for personal investments in people, creating safe and
nurturing environments, selecting collaborative partners, and the necessity to
continually find ways to cultivate the relationships we value for the long-term
benefit of collaborative innovation.
To value relationships, is vital to the human conditions necessary to
improve

collaboration

capabilities

and

increase

innovation

outcomes.

Individuals need to learn and then activate the stimulating behaviors, and
develop an awareness and understanding of those that hinder progress.
Considering the current pace of change within organizations and the
important focus on knowledge transfer, it might be beneficial in future studies to
investigate ways for individuals to learn to ‘transfer relationships’ from one to
another for the greater good of the organizations and communities they work
and live in. As Franklin D. Roosevelt once nobly said, “If civilization is to survive,
we must cultivate the science of human relationships – the ability of all peoples,
of all kinds, to live together, in the same world at peace.”
The next section will provide analysis and discussion on the third theme,
‘Offer Tribute.’
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5.3

Offer Tribute
“You will get all you want in life, if you just help enough other people get what they want”
Zig Ziglar.

Figure 39: Offer Tribute
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The theme ‘offer tribute’ refers to the need felt by participants in this
study for leaders to value an individual’s contributions by demonstrating an
understanding of what motivates the individual and paying tribute to those
interests through the choices of rewards and recognition they offer. Participants
felt it was important to show interest in understanding what makes other people
“tick” and knowing why people behaved in a certain way, and to offer tributes
according to those motivational values and behaviors.
This theme had two comparative mechanisms, those of positive
influences and negative influences. Positive influences included: motivation,
rewards, recognition, open, monetary, value, verbal, support, intrinsic, extrinsic,
and gifts. Negative influences included: ignored, difficulty, weakened,
unfocused, controlling, unthankful, unrecognized, and unmotivated.
The theoretical causal framework and thematic mapping process
discussed in Chapter Four, established that the relative sizes of positive causal
powers associated with the ‘offer tribute’ theme were of lesser importance than
those found in other themes. However, the negative activation or disregard of
certain variables related to ‘offer tribute’ presented a risk and liability to
collaborative innovation outcomes that would increase the potential to do more
harm than good in the relationship, as compared to hindering factors found in
other themes. Participants felt that the characteristics of this theme were
fundamentally important in the way these causal powers influenced and
determined collaborative innovation outcomes.
I will discuss these behavioral mechanisms in turn, showing how
participants understood ways to influence individuals through the means of
offering tribute that either stimulated or hindered collaborative innovation
outcomes.
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5.3.1 Motivate the Person

Sam, a Commercial Lead said:
“Rather than deny that every individual operates differently, accepting
and understanding seems a more logical starting point, which is why I'm
much happier if I understand that somebody is going to stomp on 20
people to get to their promotion. At least I understand that's the
behavioral set that that individual will exhibit. And therefore if I don't find
a way of recognizing and interacting with that sort of behavior and pay
tribute to that motivator, then nothing is going to succeed.”
Emily, also a Commercial Lead, resonated with Sam’s views when she
said:
“I start with the premise that human beings are driven by behaviors deep
in their DNA that they don't quite understand, and they can be quite
selfish in nature because the survival of our species and everyone else
and every other species has depended on that.”
In this, Sam, Emily, and other study participants felt that it was important
to understand the motivating factors and frame of reference that individuals
regarded as important, to identify situational cues around what is most relevant
to people, and to get to know and use the language that individuals most
identified with.
The above participant views were supported by Patterson (2008) who
found that “Motivation is perhaps the single most important antecedent of
individual innovation, and leadership and management style significantly
influence employee motivation to innovate” (p.11).
Paul, a Technology Director, highlighted the range of behaviors that
individuals might exhibit depending on whether motivation is activated or
deactivated, when he said:
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“People feel good when they know they are contributing, when people
believe they are doing good, they’ll run through a wall for you. They will
accomplish so much more. Recognition is a way to maintain their
motivation and not to recognize someone will stop or even worse, poison
the relationship.”
Paul’s comment was echoed by Patterson (2008), who found that
individuals who exhibit characteristics and behaviors that tend to lead to
collaborative innovation prefer to seek change and stimulation, have an internal
drive, tolerance for ambiguity, and become easily bored. In contrast, individuals
who seek constant clarity, thrive on completing tasks, and need stimulation and
motivation to try out new ideas have a greater tendency to hinder the realization
of innovation in the workplace.
In this study, participants felt that individuals who were motivated to seek
change and innovate demonstrated the ability to tackle important issues in the
workplace, showed openness for new ideas, and would dream, imagine, and
embrace other ways of working. These reflections were supported by Dyer
(2009) who found, there were “two common themes around what motivates
innovators: 1) they actively desire to change the status quo, and 2) they have
an unflinching willingness to take risks to make that change happen” (p.66).
Alistar Leathwood, Managing Director at Fresh Minds, stated at an
‘Innovate’ conference (2011):
“Confident people tend to innovate better.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead, might not agree that confidence is the only
skill that made for better innovators, since she said:
“Sometimes you have to give people direction and motivate them. It’s not
so evident that people would say ‘Okay, I could do that,’ or have the
courage to change. Why would you change after doing things a certain
way for 30 years? Sometimes you need to be the one that motivates
them to want to change. That’s probably the core element and main
mechanic for innovation that I can think of.”
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Participants in this study felt there were several intrinsic stimulants
around motivation that drove individuals to create change and innovate. Gary, a
Project Director said:
“Great innovations from history started with someone who had a dream ..
it is important for an enterprise to define an appealing end goal – one
that everyone can get excited about.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead, echoed Gary in her comments when she
said:
“It’s important that people can see the end-state, because if there is no
purpose for why they would want to collaborate, then for them it’s
probably not enough to really motivate them to want to change.”
Frank, a Partner Executive, touched on the thrill of being challenged, the
importance of adding value, and having an impact on results, when he said:
“It’s the idea of trying to do something which is really earth shattering –
well, it sounds really big but really market moving or has a big impact, of
real strategic importance to the companies. That’s what motivates me. I
get personally excited when it feels like a mini ‘putting a man on the
moon’ project.”
Carl, a Senior Executive, talked about the motivation to achieve results
as being a driver for avoiding failure, when he said:
“In a global scientific environment, motivation was not surprisingly a very
valid component in our formula. You don’t want to be the one who fails in
a state-of-the-art enterprise. So you will bend over backwards not to fail,
and you’ll give it your all to do your very best.”
The above remarks around intrinsic motivators made by participants in
this study were supported by Eysenck (1994), who found that “High levels of
intrinsic motivation are required for innovation, and innovators are viewed as
displaying a devotion and total absorption in their work” (Chell and KaratasOzkan, 2014: 191). Ian, a Project Sponsor said:
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“When people get to do what they like, that is a huge motivator!”
Quincy, a Senior Executive resonated with Ian’s comments around liking
the work and creating interest when he said:
“You create value, when you put people together in interesting ways that
haven’t been done before, and you give them a fun project to work on
that they like doing. Sometimes you can go a long time and have a few
strike-outs but if you get one or two really good hits it’s a lot of fun. And
that really motivates me to keep trying.”
With respect to comments around the risk of failure and making
mistakes, Quincy and other participants in this study were supported by Dyer
(2009), who found that “Mistakes are nothing to be ashamed of; in fact, they are
expected as a cost of doing business” (p.66).
Keith, a Commercial Lead, reflected on doing things that were personally
motivating as a way to get more enjoyment out of what he does, as in when he
said:
“When the goal is personally motivating, it is much more enjoyable for
me. And when I get to enjoy the work I am doing, I want to do it that
much more.”
The emotion of enjoyment described by Keith above is an intrinsic
stimulant that motivated him to do his work. Tate, a Senior Project Manager,
resonated with Keith in terms of the power of intrinsic motivation, and said:
“Personal motivation to collaborate for me comes from the power of a
network. I guess we all learn that even people who are not in our
organization can have quite a great positive or negative influence on us.
For me, it's significant. It's often quite rewarding to talk to people from
another organization because you may genuinely learn something and it
broadens your own horizons and it helps you. As a result, you do things
differently, and can be seen to have more self-awareness within your
organization. It's a very positive thing.”
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5.3.2 Inspire Intrinsically

Gary, a, Project Director said:
“The factors that motivate people however are different for each person,
and are embedded in your personal makeup and experiences. Some
people are intrinsically motivated, and other people are motivated by gifts
and rewards.”
In this study, participants felt that intrinsic behaviors and values were
important to understand in the way that they determined how people were
motivated, which influenced collaboration and innovation. However, study
participants felt that human resource policies and performance measures in
organizations were not oriented around measuring and quantifying intrinsic
values. Su Maddock from the Innovation Whitehall Hub pointed out at the
‘Entrepreneurial Innovator’ conference (2012), that part of the problem was “the
role and influence of leaders around intrinsic and extrinsic attributes of
individual motivation may not be widely understood outside the behavioral and
psychological literature.”
Participants in this study called on their professional experiences to
guide their understanding of how to make meaning of intrinsic values and
behaviors. Carl, a Senior Executive, made a suggestion to help colleagues
eliminate much of the guesswork when he said:
“How about asking people what motivates them, what drives them,
instead?”
Carl and other participants in this study might be unaware of academic
studies such as Amabile’s (1998a) theoretical perspective of innovative
behaviors that explored “intrinsic task motivation that suggested how and where
individual motivation and skills affect the progress of collaborative innovation”
(Patterson, 2008: 11).
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Based on his work experiences, Frank, a Partner Executive, described
the preference of intrinsic and not extrinsic motivation, when he said:
“We were not incentivized with monetary rewards, and I don’t think that
would have differed that much. Not in my case at least, no, that wouldn’t
have made any difference or any material change to my motivation. For
me, the motivation is intrinsic and not so much driven by bonuses or
rewards.”
Frank and other participants in this study were supported by Colvin
(2010) who found, “People who are internally driven to create do seem more
creative than those who are just doing it for the money” (p.164). This point was
echoed by Pink (2011), who found that the “drive to do something because it is
interesting, challenging, and absorbing, is essential for higher levels of
creativity. But the “if-then” motivators that are the staple of most businesses
often stifle, rather than stir, creative thinking” (p.46).
David, a Senior IT Manager, spoke of the passion of collaborators as an
intrinsic motivator and the means to success, when he said:
“I get really motivated when someone has passion for doing something
new – that at least sells it for me. That’s something I really look for, that
they are committed to making a difference and that they really believe in
it.”
Results from Amabile’s (1998b) theoretical perspective of innovative
behaviors would resonate with David and other participants in this study, since
she found, “Intrinsic motivation is best, and extrinsic motivation that’s controlling
is detrimental to creativity and innovation; but extrinsic motivators that reinforce
intrinsic drives, can be highly effective” (Colvin, 2010: 192).
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5.3.3 Recognize and Reward Ideas

Sam, a Commercial Lead, shared a view on recognition and rewards that
resonated with many participants in this study, when he said:
“Everybody likes recognition: both from the monetary perspective or the
type of personal recognition. But individuals operate on different planes
and with different behavioral sets which, unless you can sort of articulate
where that individual is coming from, you can't match the need or the
recognition to that individual. It all varies enormously.”
Similar to Sam’s comment above, Ugo, a Business Development
Manager, said:
“Recognition will differ for all individuals. What’s enough and does it for
me, may not be enough or do it for other people.”
Nick, an Account Manager observed that preferences were shifting
demographically to a more personal nature of recognition, in that:
“In the Netherlands, presently we see that with the current generation
that is arising in our company, they are less interested in the 5% bonus
money, and more interested in receiving individual respect and worth.”
Ugo, Sam, Nick, and other participants quoted in this study around the
importance of individual recognition and rewards were supported by Deci
(1975), who found that “careful consideration of reward effects lead to the
conclusion that tangible rewards tend to have a substantially negative effect on
intrinsic motivation. When institutions focus on the short-term, and opt for
controlling people’s behavior, they do considerable long-term damage” (Pink,
2011: 39). For example, in Tate’s experience as Senior Project Manager, he
said:
“A reward feels better when it comes unexpectedly, not when it’s your
only goal to get the reward, because then it just feels cheap. You will
inadvertently create some bad behaviors that counteract a lot of good
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ones you are trying to instill. You have to want to do it, not be told there
is a bit of money in it if you do.”
In this, study participants felt that the real reward was in the ability to be
recognized for ideas, for work delivered, and goals accomplished together. Carl,
a Senior Executive said:
“It’s about getting the good ideas in. It’s more a question of recognition
than in terms of people having done constructive things that is most
important.”
James, a Technology Director resonated with Carl’s comments around
creating an environment that enabled people to be recognized for bringing
ideas forward, when he said:
“We stimulate collaborative behaviors by using great examples and
putting real people in the spotlight. This is much more effective than a
two-day class in which we hear things that in our heart and minds we
already know.”
Further to creating the environment for recognition, Figure 40 below, is
an excerpt from my reflexive field journal based on the observation of one
organization’s business practice that brought personal benefit and recognition
to individuals through the combination of intrinsic rewards for ideas they shared,
and the extrinsic reward of receiving company funding to go off and do the work
based on their idea. This example illustrated a powerful way to recognize
individuals for their ideas, as people felt their contributions were valued and
important to the company.
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Figure 40: Researcher journal entry: Profitable ideas

Some participants in this study felt that there was a risk for organizations
that reward people for ideas alone. Leo, a Partner Executive was critical of
rewarding ideas, and he said:
“We’re not paid to be here to dream up nice ideas all day long. We need
to show results, and ideas aren’t worth much if they can’t be realized.
When you start to recognize people for all the ideas they have, it
certainly raises the question of what companies are rewarding for, if not
for someone else to realize their own dream.”
Most of the study participants felt that it was important to learn new
things, share thoughts, and create space in the collaboration where ideas – and
dreams – could be discussed. Veronica, a Senior Executive, said:
“I am very keen in trying or inventing new things or just trying to learn.
That is the inspiration for me that makes me happy every day, and to
work with people I like.”
Ugo, a Business Development Manager, echoed Veronica around the
importance of the thinking, sharing, and learning process in the collaboration
when he said:
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“I get personal satisfaction and a sense of purpose out of trying to crack
really tough problems. I like knowing that I am busy with leading edge
solutions that really will make the world better and the feeling of teaming
to solve these problems together.”
Tate, a Senior Project Manager described the extent to which having
passion for something was important until it was out-weighed by the sense of
doing what was right:
“People want to collaborate and innovate because they're passionate
about fixing problems and delivering. They are also quite passionate
about trying to do the right thing and sometimes that's the conflict, but
one overrules the other since most people just want to do the right thing.
There is a higher sense of principle.”
Ray, a Senior IT Manager, resonated with Tate’s comments and he
stood by his principles, when he mentioned:
“You have to believe it's the right thing to do, that is very important to me.
So, if somebody said there's money in it for you, but I knew it was bad for
either my company or my client, I wouldn't really feel good about that and
I probably would not do it.”
In this study, the background of participants was highly technical in
nature, and with this in mind, they felt that for most scientists, engineers, and
technologists, the work itself was the greatest reward. Marc, a Technical Project
Director said:
“They are passionate people who are experts in their field, and they just
want interesting work. The number one motivational item and the number
one reward for them is to work on something interesting and occasionally
get recognized with a pat on the back. It’s very rarely the financial
aspect.”
Several other participants, such as Tate, a Senior Project Manager,
would support Marc’s view, and Tate shared additional insight when he said:
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“Individuals in the research fields tend to be more motivated by the
academic content of their work and a belief that nobody necessarily
owns the knowledge. We're very proud of all of our patents and whatnot,
but to gain something, you have to share something. It's that belief that if
you share a little more, you'll gain a little more. We tend not to have
“grow the business” or “beat the competition” as high on the objectives.
We are here on a longer-term play.”

5.3.4 Make it Meaningful

In this study, participants felt there was a range of choices when it came
to recognizing and rewarding individuals, and that the most important way to do
so, was to make it meaningful to the recipient. David, a Senior IT Manager said:
“Recognition is not necessarily linked to cash or money; it’s also linked to
personal behavior where you can give a chance to people to grow in a
different way.”
Ian, a Project Sponsor echoed David’s comment above with respect to
financial rewards, when he said:
“Giving bonuses with monetary rewards are counterproductive to
motivating people. There has to be genuine interest in what you are
doing.”
Carl, a Senior Executive, described some of the non-financial rewards he
used in his business practice to recognize individuals:
“We actually do want to recognize and reinforce the good behaviors
when we see them. The recognition through an engagement survey of
employees is a pretty respected symbol. There is the simple thank you at
the point in time that is close enough to the event to be worth something
being shared. And, additional amplification of the behavior through
celebrating performance by awarding ‘people points’.”
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Adam, a Senior Project Manager said that the simple act of
acknowledging an individual for their contribution is a high-impact way of giving
recognition:
“People simply acknowledging what’s been done in a constructive way
quickly, goes an awful long way. And almost the difference in ‘distance’
or seniority, between the person passing on the compliment and the
person receiving it, adds a multiply to that.”
The participants quoted above and others in this study are supported by
Amabile (1998a) who found, “Feedback [as a form of recognition], rather than
being judged could actually enhance creativity if it is the right kind – that is,
being constructive, non-threatening, and work-focused rather than personfocused or personal” (Colvin, 2010: 192).
In this study, participants felt that types of recognition, such as supportive
feedback and acknowledgement, stimulated positive influences on collaborative
relationships for innovation. The activation of these behaviors served to express
personal appreciation to an individual for a job well done, and had the causal
power to stimulate and motivate them to want to do more.
But participants felt there was sometimes an element of cultural
acceptance related to certain forms of recognition, such as physical contact and
public praise. Bob, a Business Development Manager from the United States
said:
“The pat on the back is more reactive, and despite it’s good intention, it is
also important to be aware that this form of physical contact may not be
accepted or appreciated in all cultures in the same way.”
Wade, a Partner Executive responded:
“Physical presence may have great meaning for some individuals,
especially in times of crisis. When there is a sense of urgency, some
people value seeing the leader physically standing along side of them –
others may be turned off by it if they feel too much pressure from the
boss being there. Sometimes it is better to show your face on a video call
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rather than just a phone call. With other physical things, like hugging or
pats on the back, you need to be real careful and know who it is you are
dealing with pretty well. People’s cultures have a lot to do with it”
Bob, Wade, and other participants in this study felt that it was important
to offer appropriate and meaningful rewards when recognizing individuals. This
is done, through an understanding of what the person values the most, knowing
whether they are intrinsically or extrinsically motivated, by considering their
culture, and respecting their value system. Olaf, a Project Sponsor said:
“The greatest tribute you can offer to another person, is to reward them
based on their principles by showing them that you know what means
the most to them.”
Paul, a Technology Director said:
“The exchange of value or currencies can come in many different ways
other than just money. We all have different value systems. You need to
know your own currency, and the currency of the people you work with.”
In this study, participants felt that meaningful tributes were personal in
nature and reflected the personal values of the recipient. The tribute, or offer of
recognition, should have a lasting meaning for the person who accepts it.
Emily, a Commercial Lead said:
“A tribute can come in many forms, depending on what the individual
values the most, whether it is bought, prepared, created, found,
charitable, or imagined.”
The image in Figure 41 below is an example of the power of lasting
tributes out of my own experience a few years ago. I was recognized for an
accomplishment related to a successful innovation project with a group of
technology partners. The tribute was the offer to plant an orange tree at the
partner’s head office location in Bangalore, India. The honor to do so, created a
lasting memory for me (and hopefully for the tree as well), and this profound
personal recognition strengthened the partnerships even further. This was a
reward that shall never be forgotten.
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Figure 41: Personal and lasting tribute, 2008

5.3.5 Empower Peer Moments

Henry, an Account Manager said:
“It feels great to get ‘kudos’ from someone else.”
Keith, a Commercial Lead echoed the importance of peer recognition
when he said:
“You can take individual opportunities to highlight good behaviors to
people for their productive collaboration with others. But what they’re
getting at the most is the recognition from their peers, which is what they
like more than anything.”
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Wade, a Partner Executive, reflected on the necessary balance between
her personal drive to win, and the need to be recognized for her
accomplishments, which she found to be inseparable:
“It is important to me to win, this is my internal drive. But on the outside, I
have realized that recognition from my peers is important too. I need to
have some of both. When my peers see me as adding value to the table
then the recognition I get from them goes to the winning part of me.”
As in the comments from Henry, Keith and Wade above, several other
participants in this study noted the power of peer recognition. When peer
recognition was activated, collaborative relationships were stimulated and
influenced positive outcomes for innovation. Several participants also
mentioned that recognition is worth more than money. Keith, a Commercial
Lead said:
“In work there’s always financial recognition but I don’t think that’s the
most compelling. I’ve been recognized before for things. I can’t tell you
how much money I was ever given but the times I was being publicly
recognized, it’s huge, it’s a big driver for anybody and I will never forget
those moments.”
However, participants in this study felt that when peer recognition was
deactivated or ignored, the influence on individual’s behaviors in collaborative
relationships became negative. Participants felt that the lack of peer recognition
magnified other negative and hindering powers, such that individuals tried even
harder to seek recognition from others, became more inwardly focused, gained
negative or unwanted attention, and were further removed from the ability to be
collaborative. Gary, a Project Director said:
“I don’t wake up in the morning saying, ‘I need to go make more money’
… I care about my rating. I care about what the people I work for think in
terms of my capabilities. That’s my goal. And if that goal isn’t met, it
starts to affect my spirit in terms of what I’m doing.”
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Quincy, a Senior Executive shared an observation of one work place
reward system where the capability to recognize individuals was available, but
was not used in practice:
“The recognition is important, it doesn’t have to be financial. But we have
a reward system where someone gets recognized and nobody else
knows about it because it is only told to the individual and not supposed
to be public. That’s the craziest thing I have ever experienced! The
money doesn’t matter in the bigger scheme of life, it’s the fact that you
are recognized and that your peers and colleagues know about it too.
That external validation is essential.”
Similar to comments in the previous section ‘Make it Meaningful,’
participants felt that cultural influences affected peer recognition, such as when
Quincy, a Senior Executive, said:
“Not everybody would want to be recognized in public.”
Several participants discussed the sense of public and private
recognition and felt that no matter in what forum recognition was offered, the
important thing was to reinforce individuals’ contributions in a positive way. Ray,
a Senior IT Manager said:
“When someone comes up with a new idea it should be privately
acknowledged through positive comments in order to encourage the
individual to progress with that idea, and then it should be shared with
everyone else in a very public way so the team knows what is working
and what you see as success.”
Tate, a Senior Project Manager resonated with Ray’s comments above
and described how she applied public recognition for the benefit of the entire
collaboration:
“You can impact a little bit of the behavior of a lot of people by giving
public recognition for successful collaborations as part of your story at
the end of the project, and this can produce quite a profound outcome.”
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5.3.6 Understand Extrinsic Influences

In this study, participants felt that individuals hold a range of personally
different perspectives on the value and meaning of money, whether it brought
happiness or concern, and whether it should be saved, invested, spent, or given
away charitably. The personal significance of financial well-being was important
to the study participants, and they were supported by Rath (2010) who found
that “effectively managing your economic life will reduce stress and increase
security” (p.6).
Variables such as extrinsic, money, bonus, and finance were felt by
study participants to be associated with external motivators and financial
rewards. Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“Some people just want the money; others want the recognition.”
In this, Leo likened recognition with tributes other than those related to
receiving money. In the context of collaborative innovation, Leo and other
participants in this study were supported by Kohn (1993) who found that
“Although financial or extrinsic rewards are important, they can undermine
creativity when individuals are more motivated by intrinsic rewards” (Greer and
Lei, 2012: 77). Patterson (2008) echoed Kohn (1993) when she found that
“Collaborative people are intrinsically motivated by change. They enjoy solving
problems for their own sake such that extrinsic rewards do not necessarily
enhance the collaboration” (p.11).
Participants in this study felt that individuals with technical, engineering,
and scientific backgrounds had a mindset around collaborative innovation
attitudes that was motivated by their intrinsic beliefs, while extrinsic rewards did
not necessarily enhance collaborative ways of working. They echo Robert
Cashmore, Chairman of the CERN Scientific Resource Review Board said:
“Scientists are not driven by getting Nobel prizes; they are driven by
understanding something a bit better or in greater depth than they do
currently.”
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Gary, a Project Director, reflected this as he shared further insight on the
hindering aspects of extrinsic rewards:
“Not only do the extrinsic motivators decrease the potential for productive
collaborative relationships, they conspire to produce an outcome that
goes completely against the united objectives of the larger team effort.
They are to the detriment of the overall effort for innovation.”
Gary and other participants were supported by a study conducted by
Pink (2011) on a group of economists at the London School of Economics,
which found, “financial incentives can result in a negative impact on overall
performance” (p.41). Perhaps this can be explained in part by Deci (1975), who
found that “When money is used as an external reward for some creative
activity, the subjects lose intrinsic interest for the activity” (Pink, 2011: 8).
In this study, participants felt that the timing and intention of financial
incentives was important, in terms of how to best motivate or reward individuals
for collaborative innovation efforts. The negative or unwanted activation of
extrinsic motivators in the context of collaborative relationships was felt to
hinder innovation outcomes. Marc, a Project Director said:
“It’s important to know your audience and when to applaud them. And
what I mean by that, is knowing what motivates people to want to deliver
more. Some people want to get the big prize. And for others, they want
the recognition. But knowing when to give it is important. You don’t want
to start clapping before the final act.”
In this, Marc and other participants in this study described the importance
of timing when offering rewards, and were supported by Deci (1975) who found
that “When people try to use rewards to motivate, that’s when they’re most
demotivating. Instead, we should focus our efforts on creating environments for
our innate psychological needs to flourish” (Pink, 2011: 72). These views
resonated with Amabile’s (1998a) research on creativity and innovation that
found “External rewards and punishments – both carrots and sticks – can work
nicely for routine, algorithmic tasks. But they can be devastating for heuristic
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ones such as artistic, creative, innovative, empathetic, non-routine work”
(p.130).
Adam, a Senior Project Manager said:
“The trouble with offering a big cash pay-out to a group of innovators is
that once they get that number in their head, it replaces their capacity to
think about how to get the job done.”
Adam’s remark was echoed by Pink (2011) who found that “Extrinsic
motivators – especially tangible, “if-then” ones – can reduce the depth of our
thinking. They can focus our sights on only what’s immediately before us rather
than what’s off in the distance” (p.56).
Some participants even felt that the acceptance of external rewards was
purely a sign of greed, since David, a Senior IT Manager said:
“The greedy ones clearly would like to have cash, they want to have
money. Others, they just want to be recognized.”
Gary, a Project Director shared thoughts about what recognition meant to
him, and resonated with many other participants when he said:
“I think it’s that sort of out front recognition I feel even when my boss
thanks me for something, you know, I feel something inside when that
happens. Money just doesn’t do that for me. And I don't care what level
you are, when people that you work for are happy with what you're doing,
there's a certain amount of professional pride and personal pride that
goes with that recognition and it touches your soul.”

5.3.7 Thank People

Participants in this study were divided on their feelings around individual
versus group recognition for collaborative innovation results. They felt that
people made individual contributions towards the greater end goal and should
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be recognized for their efforts. However, since the goal is not achievable by one
person acting alone, all members of the team deserved credit for their collective
contribution to the outcome. Participants pondered whom to recognize: the
individual, the group, or both? Hans Hoffmann, a Technical Coordinator at
CERN said:
“You don’t go for intellectual property or for acknowledgment for yourself;
everyone feels the importance of the ultimate goal. In such collaboration,
final results are what count.”
Wade, a Partner Executive said that it is best for the individuals
collectively when all members of the team are recognized together:
“The outcome and public recognition has really got to be about the team,
the team and the outcome, and you do need to do that even when there
is failure – you didn’t get here, but you got there. Even in the failure you
have to recognize the team effort – you know what you were trying to do,
inspired to do, no one’s done it before and you have to see the good in
that or you’re just going to bury people. They will never try things again,
not together, not alone.”
Ugo, a Business Development Manager, and other study participants
resonated with Wade quoted above, and Ugo mentioned it was important to
acknowledge the failures, and find a way to learn from them and move on.
Participants felt that while individuals would not typically be singled out for
failures in a public forum, perhaps more could be gained when team failings are
openly acknowledged, without punishment, so others could learn from them.
Ugo said:
“We celebrate the teams that take on the really tough challenges and we
do not punish failures. We want to learn from them so we take a hard
look case study approach on both failed programs and on successful
programs.”
In this study, some participants felt that the team recognition approach
had its disadvantages, since it became more difficult to discern an individual’s
specific contribution within the overall collaboration. Gary, a Project Director
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preferred a balanced approach of recognizing both the individual and the team,
and said:
“In a perfect world, I would want to be personally recognized along with
the rest of the team that contributed and I would want us to have a big
party and celebrate all together.”
Nick, an Account Manager was clear on his preference for team
recognition since he said:
“We make sure we stimulate rewards based on a group effort. It is not an
individual award, it is a team award and it is important for individuals to
want to be part of that. One can’t do without the other.”
Gary, Nick and other participants in this study were supported by Greer
and Lei (2012), who found that, “When several individuals are involved, joint
rewards may be appropriate. However, the magnitude of incentives must offset
the dilution of benefits that occurs when several collaborators, along with
competitors, are involved in the same innovation networks. Moreover, the value
of the individual’s input may be difficult to determine, and when their
suggestions are not adopted, it may be difficult to maintain their loyalty” (p.71).
Olaf, a Project Sponsor said:
“When you remember to continually thank people for their contributions
to the team, whether big or small, the benefit in the long run will be big.”

5.3.8 Learn to Measure Collaboration

In this study, participants felt that despite the mass of information
available to organizations on how to succeed in innovation, there was little
knowledge that explained how to benchmark and measure human behavioral
influences

and

individual

contribution

towards

collaborative

innovation

outcomes. Participants felt that traditional management measures would not
suffice and that new dimensions and approaches needed to be considered.
Ray, a Senior IT Manager said:
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“Collaborative innovation is fundamental, however the criteria and
benchmarking in which we can gauge the contribution of the people in
the firm on collaborative innovation or idea generation still needs to grow
up in the commercial world. It just does not exist today.”
Ray and other participants in this study were supported by Chan (2008),
who found that “Although executives are on the whole satisfied with the way
their companies use innovation metrics, findings indicate significant room for
improvement in many individual applications – most notably, aligning metrics
with individual performance incentives and using them to communicate
effectively with investors” (p.11).
Ugo, a Business Development Manager said:
“There are two approaches to collaborative innovation: the formal
approach is what keeps innovation moving and the informal part which is
how it really happens.”
Ugo here distinguishes between the formal side, which includeds project
delivery and program structures, and the informal side, which refers to how
people work together in collaboration to make things happen. Veronica, a
Senior Executive, explains this in more depth:
“The more formal you get when you put it all down in contract and details
and legal stuff like tenders, the less creative you will be and the less you
will collaborate together.”
Participants in this study felt that the degree of structure and formality
would vary, and there was no “right or wrong.” They felt more importantly, that
there were clues to understanding individuals’ behaviors and attitudes that
provided fresh insight from past approaches. Some participants suggested that
a blend of frameworks and models could be used to explore people’s behaviors.
Sam, a Commercial Lead said:
“My model is to vary from using a mix of formal and informal definitions
of frameworks and behaviors so we get to common terminology that
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people are comfortable with. If we can't talk about behaviors, if we can't
talk about relationships, the rest is just not going to work.”
Sam’s comment above was echoed by Chan (2008) who found that
nearly 60 percent of executives believed that there was a lack of alignment
between innovation metrics and individual performance incentives (p.5).
Veronica, a Senior Executive said:
“There are no special outspoken financial rewards for individuals in terms
of team building and motivation to collaborate. There are unspoken ways
of working in the company to motivate people to make things change and
create new ideas and new things happening.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead, showed self-reflection in her response, when
she started by considering her own abilities and behaviors first, and said:
“The best approach is to start with how well you know yourself and to
understand your own strengths and opportunities for development.”
Participants quoted in this study resonated with Chan (2008), who found
that “Many companies would gain a deeper understanding of their innovation
performance if they paid more attention to input metrics as well as output
metrics, benchmarked themselves against their competitors, and dug into the
relationship between innovation outcomes and shareholder value” (p.11). But
Henry, an Account Manager wondered:
“How do you measure commitment? How do you measure respect and
motivation and inspiration and loyalty … ?”
In this, Henry and other interviewees felt there was no easy answer on
how to benchmark human behavioral inputs against innovation outcomes, so
they support Mortara et al. (2009), who found, “Targets are not always the best
approach” (p.6). In addition, Kaplan (2010) suggested, “Companies need to
switch their approach to a balanced scorecard management system where they
can focus their alliance management activities from ‘contributions and
operations’ to ‘strategy and commitment’” (p.117).
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Ultimately, the study participants felt that individuals in collaborative
innovation needed to understand how they were being measured. Carl, a
Senior Executive said:
“In order to be successful, you need to explicitly budget for celebrating
performance awards and make them part of the budget of running an
innovation process.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead described the mechanism of ‘behaviors
driving behaviors’, and she highlighted the importance of defining which
behaviors are needed in collaborative innovation relationships and to measure
those accordingly. Emily said:
“This is important to decision makers, as that’s often how the people are
behaving; they’re behaving how they got measured. With the right
metrics and ways in which people can learn to use best practices, this
will influence peoples behaviors in the collaboration and I think that’s
important to achieve innovation.”
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5.3.9 Reflection on the theme ‘Offer Tribute’

This section explored the primary variables and their relative importance
to the theme ‘Offer Tribute.’ Key attributes illuminated the personal meaning of
motivation and the importance of recognition that is unique to every individual. It
is important for leaders and collaborators to understand the personal nature of
appreciation and tributes, and the distinctive value people place on them. The
human sense in this is for individuals to feel personally respected, appreciated,
and recognized; in return, they will do their best to deliver even better
performances.
To offer tribute, it is vital to respect the human conditions necessary to
improve collaboration capabilities and increase innovation outcomes. Public
recognition may be important for recent starters in an organization because
they may get visibility across the company where they are building their career.
Some people might have personal difficulties with financial aspects in their life,
and may place higher value on external rewards. Circumstances are innately
personal to each individual, and decision makers need to learn and then
activate

the

stimulating

behaviors,

and

develop

an

awareness

and

understanding of those that hinder collaborative inputs and outcomes.
For individuals who value getting recognition from others, making a big
deal during a public meeting and bringing them on the stage will be more
meaningful to them than giving the person stock options. The reward in itself is
in knowing what motivates someone else, and to be able to offer tribute to the
person in a way that is meaningful and supports what is most important to them.
The next section will provide analysis and discussion on the fourth
theme, ‘Champion the Cause.’
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5.4

Champion the Cause
“The most eminent creators are consistently those who have immersed themselves
utterly in their chosen field, have devoted their lives to it, amassed tremendous
knowledge of it, and continually pushed themselves to the front of it” Geoff Colvin.

Figure 42: Champion the Cause
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The theme ‘champion the cause’ refers to the need felt by participants in
this study for individuals to demonstrate behaviors that created safe
collaborative environments in which open discussions could take place and
barriers were removed, and where individuals in the collaboration were armed
with clear expectations and the proper tools in order to perform successfully.
Participants felt that champions of the collaboration were often a peer among
peers, and not necessarily the leader of the group (though leaders could be
champions); the champion believed in the reason or cause that united
individuals to work together, and recognized that openness and trust were
required; the champion strived to be the connector across the group, helping
others to see the greater good in working together, rather than working alone.
This theme had two comparative mechanisms, of positive and negative
influences. Positive influences included: proactive, sharing, transparent, open,
competence, capabilities, formality, expertise, integrity, vision, connections, and
respect. Negative influences included: lack of structure, unclear, lack of
process, lack of alignment, lack of vision, and disconnectedness.
The theoretical causal framework and thematic mapping process
established that the relative size of importance of positive causal powers
associated with the ‘champion the cause’ theme positioned the ranking of this
theme low in fourth place out of the five themes. However, the negative
activation, lack, or disregard of certain variables related to the need to
‘champion the cause’ presented a significant risk and liability to collaborative
innovation outcomes, which participants in this study felt had the potential to
cause the collaboration to fail. Study participants expressed the view that the
characteristics of this theme were fundamentally important in the way these
causal powers influenced and determined collaborative innovation outcomes.
I will discuss these behavioral mechanisms in turn, showing how
participants understood approaches to influence individuals to ‘champion the
cause’ in ways that either stimulated or hindered collaborative innovation
outcomes.
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5.4.1 Be the Champion

Sam, a Commercial Lead said:
“In a collaboration you need to have a champion role of “can I ask that
question”; they are someone that everyone else trusts and makes them
feel safe in the team. Someone that holds the big picture together.”
Participants in this study felt that the role of the champion played a
valuable part in shaping and determining the mood and environment for
collaborative innovation. They were supported by Perrin and Blauth (2009), who
found that “Customers, suppliers, and outside experts offer insights that spark
new

thinking.

Information

sharing,

idea

exchange

and

generation,

implementation planning, and follow-through must occur through champions
within groups, between departments, and among partners” (p.5).
Collaborators on the CERN-ATLAS project believed that scientists
should be encouraged, aligned, and empowered, as Roger Cashmore, CERN
Chairman said:
“Guiding the collaboration to evolve successfully by starting on a small
scale and growing by recruiting and building relationships to attract the
best talent, ideas, and people wherever they are. The leaders
themselves were members who championed the collaboration. Any
approvals were an outcome of the collaboration and not input to it. Our
authority was earned and decisions were consensual as the collaborative
model was always open and transparent. Any problems were shared
with the collaboration and everyone was allowed to contribute to the
solution.”
Cashmore, like participants quoted in this study are supported by Rath
(2010), who found that “Leaders can’t simply tell employees that they care.
They have to take action if they want to see results. And this requires
championing a collaboration where people can thrive, with continual
measurement and follow-up to help employees manage over time” (p.15-16).
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Similarly, Perrin (2010) found, “I don’t care what you’re managing or what
innovations you’re trying to do. You cannot change people with words. You
change people with behaviors, and bad behaviors cannot be undone by good
words. If you as the leader are not behaving consistently with what you’re
saying, forget it. You’re done” (p.3).
Quincy, a Senior Executive said:
“It’s all about the people. You’ve got two choices – we can change the
people or we can change the people. It is ultimately about the individuals
and whether they have that kind of collaboration or innovation
predisposition or not. Some people don’t have it and some people do.
And it’s okay to have the people who don’t have it if they’re really good at
something else required in a needed area of expertise.”
In this study, participants felt that when individuals were given the
opportunity to bring their talent to the collaboration, they could then
demonstrate their unique capabilities. Tate, a Senior Project Manager said:
“People who are good at getting ideas out often are ponderous by nature
because they're absorbed by the problem. They're not absorbed by being
the leader or being at the front. They're really trying to understand,
frame, and champion the issue for other people to get excited about.”
Ugo, a Business Development Manager, mentioned the type of
environment needed to stimulate collaborative relationships and innovative
thinking when he said:
“It does not happen when folks are command-and-control .. it happens in
quiet pockets or around water coolers.”
Other participants in this study also commented on the environment and
mindset that champions created to stimulate collaborative relationships, and
they felt that when working within an internal collaboration (inside one
company), trust was - or at least should be - inherent, where people are all on
the same side. However, as Gary, a Project Director said:
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“Trust is not one-sided. You need input and output from champions on
both sides of a relationship in order to continually pump the collaboration
full with value.”
Participants in this study felt that for collaboration with external parties,
the sense and belief of ‘being on the same side’ might not be inherent and
needed to be created, and this required a commitment of time and the behavior
of champions. Study participants felt that it was essential that the objectives and
expectations between collaborators be mutually aligned, in order for trust to be
leveraged in a positive way. Carl, a Senior Executive reflected on the
competitive nature of business, which he felt worked against collaboration,
when he said:
“We sometimes deselect the opportunity to be collaborative by creating
competition, when what works better is to champion a partnership with
the competition.”
Quincy, a Senior Executive, resonated with Carl’s comment above in
saying:
“You have to find the right person, the champion in the company to deal
with.”
Carl, Quincy, and other participants in this study are supported by
Mortara et al. (2009), who found that “Leaders and champions need to enthuse
others about the importance of collaboration and this requires a strong personal
belief of embracing change. Individuals need to find personal motivation in the
task and see it as part of their own overall career strategy. Internally,
collaborative innovators show that there are real and successful people behind
project implementations and externally, they are the brokers of relationships
with partners, current and prospective” (p.52). David, a Senior IT Manager said:
“Champions are not lone mavericks operating on their own in an
organization. They are the connectors, the change agents, and the glue
to keep the collaboration continuously moving forward.”
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In this study, participants felt that the activation of negative behaviors, for
example the lack or absence of a champion in the collaboration, presented a
liability that would hinder collaborative innovation outcomes. Ray, a Senior IT
Manager said:
“Somehow there has to be a solid handshake to keep it going or
somebody who always stays involved that has the authority to keep it
alive. There needs to be at least one champion within the collaboration ...
without them everything will fall apart.”
Veronica, a Senior Executive described the reason why this handshake
was so important:
“It’s a constantly moving target. People and the companies they work for
are not static. They grow and evolve over time.”
Like Veronica, other participants in this study felt that relationships in the
collaboration were not static, and individuals would come and go often before
the project reached fruition. Study participants mentioned that champions were
conscious that people would change seats and they therefore found ways to
ensure others got involved, created an environment to keep the momentum
going, and made certain the baton could be passed smoothly to the next
person. These views are echoed by Madhok (2006), who found that “The
pattern of interaction provides the social ‘glue’ within which the economic
exchange occurs and perpetuates” (p.32). Sam, a Commercial Lead shared his
experience of working with ‘champions’ when he said:
“It was necessary that we occasionally worked late on preparing for
business case conversations or steering group meetings. We went out
for a pizza or to the pub, and we worked quite collaboratively as a team, I
think. I felt it was important to sort of champion people along and help
keep things flowing by keeping it a bit less formal. And I know that other
people from the collaboration started to invite folks out for pizza, too. I
think if we didn’t have that, it would have collapsed quickly. It made life
easier as there were times when we could pick up the phone and just
sort things out. And if it wasn’t for all that, I don’t think it would have
probably gone very far, to be honest.”
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5.4.2 Champion Diversity

In this study, participants felt that diversity was a core element of
successful collaborative innovation performance and having a champion on the
team was vital to the cause. Henry, an Account Manager said:
“Don’t expect all from one individual. It's still about bringing together the
right skill sets in a different community. You can’t expect someone who's
a perfect executor also to be a leader or to be a complete disruptor or a
connector. I think once you have those skill sets available within your
team, then you could probably do everything you like around innovation.
But I don’t think anyone can do everything all at the same time. You
need to find the right mix of individuals, the techie guys who love to make
it work, who really get excited about improving things. The connector,
who gets everyone together and works like a champion until they get it
done. The leader, who can really accelerate and disrupt it, so it's a mix.
It's really a mix.”
Marc, a Project Director echoed Henry and other participants in this
study when he said:
“Having real champions with road experience is really important in the
collaboration, and this comes from diverse view points from extremely
competent people.”
These views are supported by Perrin and Bluth (2009), who found that
the “richness of perspectives that exist among those with highly technical
expertise, as well as those with nearly none, those who have a depth of
historical knowledge or years on the job who know how to network and connect
people and the newcomers, those who think analytically and those who think
imaginatively, varied educations and backgrounds – all those differences need
to be celebrated and leveraged in the collaboration” (p.5).
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Several study participants responded to the need for diversity in the
innovation team. Tate, a Senior Project Manager said:
“When you keep putting the same team of people together, you probably
will keep getting similar answers.”
Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“A consequence of having too many people of the same type will lead to
poor collaboration.”
Ian, a Project Sponsor said:
“What you don’t want is a whole bunch of peas from the same pod
because they’ll just reinforce each other and over time that reinforcement
could become the detriment of good collaboration.”
Ugo, a Business Development Manager said:
“When you get the same people together at multiple times or for multiple
problems then the teamwork and collaboration factor might be high but
the actual innovative way of thinking might not be. They know how to
work well together but you might always get the same types of results.”
In this study, participants felt that diversity was fundamental to
collaboration, and that it was important to incorporate unique skills that were not
competing or conflicting in order to bring new ideas forward. Study participants
made the distinction that diversity was not about just one dimension or another,
but that it had many facets, such as Veronica, a Senior Executive, who said:
“In my experience, I have seen some elements where women may have
a more open mind or where a man would be more relevant but that is not
always true. It can help to know these tendencies but it is not really about
men and women traits, it’s about diverse teams with different
characteristics.”
Marc, a Project Director mentioned the importance of creating a diverse
and balanced collaboration in order to facilitate innovative thinking and drive
outcomes, when he said:
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“If you talk about creative teams, most of the people who are on those
teams are very creative persons by definition and with creative people
together then there will be great ideas but the outcome will not be very
concrete. There needs to be a balance.”
Participants in this study felt it was essential that collaborative
relationships in innovation had contributors who knew how to network, could
broker relationships, stimulate others to take part and act, and could keep the
momentum of the team going. These participant views were echoed by Whelan
et al. (2011), who found that champions were “connectors with a natural flair for
getting to know others. Using their knowledge of the internal network,
connectors champion the most promising ideas to those who are best equipped
to convert them into innovative outcomes” (p.43). Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“In an Ecosystem, you have a lot of partners with overlapping portfolios
and capabilities where what you really need are unique partners who
each have something special to contribute and who know how to network
well.”
The variable champion used by Leo and several other participants
quoted in this study is similar to the connector of Whelan et al. (2011), who
wrote that “Connectors may themselves be technically competent or highly
creative, however above all they have a broad range of interests, are adaptive
and flexible, enjoy helping, networking, and connecting others and they know
how to translate ideas into actions that make sense to everyone” (p.42). Figure
43 is an example of Innovation Broker Profiles developed by Whelan et al.
(2011) that described the expertise, characteristics, and ways to facilitate
individuals in a connector role.
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Figure 43: Innovation Broker Profiles, Whelan et al., 2011

With respect to finding and recruiting individuals into the collaboration,
participants in this study mentioned that one trait they looked for was the
candidates’ connecting skills. Nick, an Account Manager said:
“People tend to go first to find the safe pair of hands to get a
collaboration started, but the next step is to identify some people in the
network that are the connectors and shakers, regardless that you’ll have
one from this company, one from that company, who will bring in the
creativity for innovation.”
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Veronica, a Senior Executive said:
“It’s very difficult to find a sheep with five legs and we need to look at
who is the best individual to compliment the handful of needs we have.
You find these people when you look into your networks – they are the
ones who are best connected.”
In this study, Nick, Veronica, and other participants felt it was important
for individuals to know how to connect, network, and champion the cause in
order for the collaboration to stay together and keep the momentum going. Ian,
a Project Sponsor said:
“You should never do something alone, so the first step is to create a
team. One of the key personalities to have on the team is someone with
good networking skills. When you don’t have a networker to help
champion your team, it simply stops working.”
Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“People have to know how to engage well in order to deliver what we do.
We don’t generally operate just with sole practitioners doing the bits and
pieces of work. There needs to be someone who can keep all the bits
together, with and for the team.”
Participants in this study felt there was a risk to collaborative
relationships when individuals became disconnected and too internally focused,
and where there were no champions to bind ideas and people, and keep things
together. James, a Technology Director said:
“The collaboration is hindered when you bring in the people who haven’t
got a clue about the particular reason we teamed together. There needs
to be someone who is “on” from start to finish and can help newcomers
connect the dots.”
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5.4.3 Be Wise, Share Wisdom

Nick, an Account Manager said:
“You can innovate up to a level individually, but the point of actually
accelerating in innovation is by collaborating with others.”
Study participants felt that the champions of the collaboration understood
ways to stimulate individuals to develop a strong sense of teamwork and the
desire to be part of something bigger than themselves. Nick and other
participants in this study echo Fleming (2013), who found that “People need to
feel that they are making an individual contribution to the organization, and that
those contributions are recognized and valued” (p.8). Glass (2013) similarly
found that networking and engagement led to better performance as compared
to working alone, since “A work force culture based on long hours at the office
with little regard for community engagement does not inevitably lead to strong
productivity or innovation” (Online article).
Participants in this study felt there were different types of contributions
that an individual could bring to the collaboration, and it was important that each
contribution was unique. Similarly, Patterson, Kerrin, Gatto-Roissard, et al.
(2009b) found that “The individuals who tend to lead innovation use a range of
work style flexibility, welcome variety, are comfortable with incomplete
instructions, and are less detail oriented” (p.37). Keith, a Commercial Lead
described his observation of one individual who exhibited positive and
stimulating traits in his collaborative engagements, saying:
“She just had this raw talent and confidence to be able to go with the flow
and she was super intelligent, I mean really, really smart. You could
throw anything at her and she would find a way to solve it.”
Keith’s observation resonates with Mortara et al. (2009), who found that
“Individuals in an achievement-oriented culture possess flexible, adaptable and
dynamic characteristics. Power resides with expertise and people are interested
in the work itself and want to see it completed” (p.24).
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Study participants also felt that certain behavioral traits would hinder the
collaboration, such as when Olaf, a Project Sponsor said:
“The people who have too high of a degree of conscientiousness are the
ones that end up slowing things down. They have good intentions, but as
they strive for perfection their behaviors just get in the way.”
In this, Olaf and other study participants were supported by George and
Zhou (2001) who found a negative association between conscientiousness and
creativity – the latter being a requirement for innovation – and that it was
“moderated by factors such as lack of autonomy and support” (p.684). This
echoed Patterson, Kerrin, and Gatto-Roissard (2008), who found that
individuals who inhibit innovative progress tend to “prefer more structured tasks
and support, be less flexible, adhere to procedures, be more resistant to
changes at work, and more likely to comply with organizational norms” (p.13).
Considering the various types of contributions that individuals could bring
to the collaboration, participants in this study, such as Bob, a Business
Development Manager, realized that there comes the time when you need
support and expertise from others:
“Knowing when you don’t know I think is the answer. I fit the limit of my
knowledge and am able to admit that and say that I need a crew with
expertise to come in and talk with us.”
Tate, a Senior Project Manager mentioned that the skills necessary for
the collaboration go beyond the need for expertise alone, when he said:
“It's not necessarily the IQ of the individuals, but how they perform as a
team that makes for a successful collaboration for innovation.”
Marc, a Project Director, echoed Tate when he said:
“The risk is to fall into the ‘expertise trap’.”
These participant’s experiences are similar to those studied by Colvin
(2010) who found that while companies tend to value in-depth knowledge, on
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average, expertise alone “did not necessarily produce high-caliber outcomes”
(p.3).
The above comments resonate with Whelan’s et al. (2011) study for
MIT’s Sloan Management School, however the issue that Whelan et al. (2011)
found, is while many individuals have the ability to acquire ideas from beyond a
company’s boundaries, there are only a handful of people who possess the
unique combination of “technical expertise and personal connections to perform
this task regularly and at an effective level” (p.41). Using more colloquial
language, Veronica, a Senior Executive said something very similar:
“You need the people with an entrepreneurial mindset who can juggle
many balls and wear a dozen hats.”
Veronica and other study participants echoed Bryant (2013) who found
that “For entrepreneurs in the team, it’s just finding the right positions for them,
because they’re fantastic. They champion everything and make stuff happen.
And then you bring in process-oriented people who have deep backgrounds in
a particular area of business. You need that balance of both types to build your
collaboration” (Online article).
A Shell Executive made the following remark at a public conference:
“Stop asking for ideas, ask for solutions. Expertise is the enemy of
innovation. New solutions come mostly from the outside, or from multidisciplinary teams.”
It might not be surprising that participants in this study would only
partially agree with the comment made by the Shell Executive above, since
study participants felt the need for balance between expertise and networking
for collaborative innovation. Perhaps for some organizations, more in-depth
expertise was needed than for others, since Prahalad and Krishnan (2008)
found there are “differences in knowledge intensity across industries that are
seen to be contributing factors to collaborative innovation” (p.28). Greer and
Lei’s (2012) literature review illuminated just this through examples that ranged
from the “in-depth knowledge of surgeons required for radical innovation in
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surgical equipment due to their strong personal motivation to find solutions to
specific surgical problems” … to “innovations of online user communities for
digital products and computer games” … and the importance of “client
knowledge reflected in the innovations of client firms, which serve as knowledge
brokers.”
Despite these industry examples around the need for in-depth expertise
as a means to produce innovation outcomes, a Shell Executive said:
“In order to facilitate the process of collaborative innovation, you have to
step aside from certain natural reactions. The more you know about a
subject, the more difficult it is to come up with an innovative solution.”
Again, participants in this study might not agree with the comments made
by this Shell Executive. For example, Ray, a Senior IT Manager described the
need to connect expertise with the network:
“It is the manner in which knowledge is shared, that brings out the full
value of the knowledge.”
The comment from Ray triggered a new thought that I jotted down in my
reflective journal (see Figure 44), which was that “the more specialized the
knowledge, the more they needed to share it.” The way to get the value out of
deeper levels of expertise was to ensure the knowledge was shared with the
collaboration.

Figure 44: Researcher journal entry: Share specialized knowledge

Carl, a Senior Executive, resonated with Ray and other participants when
he said:
“What you don’t want in the collaboration is people holding on to
information because it is some kind of control.”
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In this study, participants felt that professional maturity was required in
order for collaborators to express, share, and use specialized knowledge and
capabilities, and this information needed to be spread among all members and
not be controlled by just some. Participants felt that individuals needed to feel
empowered without imposed authority, and the collaboration needed to be
orchestrated through shared knowledge, values, and beliefs. Quincy, a Senior
Executive said of his experience:
“In my team, if you did not share what you knew or what you learned,
you were out. There was no hiding.”
In this, participants’ views resonated with Whelan’s et al. (2011) who
found that open innovation networks required individuals who could connect
people and ideas, both internally and externally. Such individuals had the
“political skills to convert a new idea into a viable project” and “the contacts and
influence to ensure that an idea they champion has a good chance of being
adapted. Not only do they connect people, they often possess the ability to put
different concepts together into a potential innovation” (p.41).
Ian, a Project Sponsor mentioned that there was an additional behavioral
component needed for the collaboration, when he said:
“People have to have some type of clout within the organization
otherwise innovation progress will not be there.”
Paul, a Technology Director brought another perspective to this
discussion when he said:
“We try to find someone who is willing to take a risk for the sake of their
own career, for instance, okay, I am giving it a go because this can make
me famous!”
And Wade, a Partner Executive echoed the comment made by Paul
when she said:
“An individual who has a personal agenda can be a good thing.”
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In this, Ian, Paul and Wade were supported by Whelan et al. (2011) who
found that, “When the team leader is a peripheral player in the network
structure, they may lack the trusted personal connections to see things through.
This collaboration will fail in ensuring that an outside idea got to the right point
in the network, where it could be assessed and ultimately exploited” (p.38).

5.4.4 Facilitate Alignment

Keith, a Commercial Lead said:
“Nothing is a better facilitator of collaboration than having a great vision
and having inspirational people in the key places that really want to
accomplish things and will champion getting things done.”
Participants in this study felt that the collaborative champion was a
facilitator who aligned goals and objectives for individuals in the team, and
ensured there was a shared vision of the outcomes. This takes us to Koen
(2009), who similarly argued that “Individuals working on innovation must be
aligned to a common goal and share the same vision of performance” (p.4) and
also Cole (2011) who found that, “Business and IT executives can start at
different places in their thinking but they must arrive at a common language
and, more importantly, develop a common way to think about innovation and
creating more business value” (p.3).
Gary, a Project Director, used a sports analogy to share his advice
around the need to create the right alignment in the collaboration:
“Try to find the common ground to where you feel like you're wearing the
same jersey. Because if you don't feel like you're wearing the same
jersey, you're just automatically not going to be championing the team in
the right way.”
In this, Gary referred to the need for champions to create alignment
within the team around objectives, goals, and outcomes. He is supported by
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Whelan et al. (2011), who found that “More than ever, in-house connectors are
needed to complete the circuit. They are the hub of the company’s social
network, the go-to people, the champions of the organization. Much of their
expertise lies in knowing who is doing what and they possess the social capital
needed to rapidly deploy the network to meet that particular challenge and get
the vision aligned” (p.39).
Other participants in this study described the need to facilitate the
alignment of goals and objectives in collaborative innovation projects, such as
Philipp Tuertscher, a CERN Architect who said:
“Rather than determining options by deliberate decision making, the
architecture of CERN-ATLAS was left to emerge. The justification
process led to the creation of partially overlapping knowledge and
presented a new form of learning as different scientists championed their
justification and contributed to the creation of new knowledge. The need
to establish the truth of an argument was not the main benefit. It was the
search for alignment.”
Olaf, a Project Sponsor reflected on a collaborative effort where the
group’s common objective was to manage risk, and he said:
“We were keen to have experienced people with the right competencies
and strong connections on board. The focus was on the short-term
benefits delivery and we put a lot of effort into trying to figure out when
we would get payback. Our objective was to manage risk.”
Olaf and other participants are supported by case study research
conducted by Koen (2010) who found that “complementary skills gave rise to
different ways of looking at the same product and challenges and resulted in
major innovations in short time. The substitution of hierarchy and detailed
functional descriptions with responsibilities and motivation meant that each
project member did what s/he was good and fast at, and the team was working
toward one goal” (p.9). Koen (2010) described the need for individuals to
complement one another in their roles and expertise and to avoid overlaps,
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which may in part explain the comment by James, a Technology Director, who
said:
“The challenge for competitors to collaborate is that they are too similar
and do not possess enough unique capabilities. People don’t network
naturally with the competition.”
Participants in this study felt that the champion of the collaboration had a
vested interest to ensure that contributors had clear and aligned expectations,
and that all individuals upheld the vision. Quincy, a Senior Executive said:
“The ramification of having a strong contributor who helps others to share
the same goals and create a common understanding is that it is not only
good for influencing better business outcomes; they may even help
individuals improve their own career confidence and personal wellbeing.”
Quincy and other participants’ comments resonated with Gallup poll
research conducted by Rath (2010) that found, “Organizational leaders and
champions can help connect their work to a higher purpose. They can focus
more on people’s strengths, which can eliminate active disengagement and
they can motivate employees to achieve their goals and find hope for a better
future” (p.8).
Among the male participants in this study, Paul, a Technology Director,
drew a parallel to sports during his feedback on the importance of team
member alignment when he said:
“When I coached baseball I used to say, ‘Do your talking with your bats
and your gloves and the scoreboard will take care of itself.’ Too often I
find both parties coming to the discussion focusing only on the score
board, not the game, not the fundamentals, not their bats and not their
gloves, and in the process they don’t play the game very well. They are
not real champions in my book. The point is, they lose the plot very
quickly of what they’re really trying to accomplish, which is teaming up to
achieve positive business outcomes.”
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5.4.5 Collaborate On Scale

Ugo, a Business Development Manager, said:
“The easy stuff is not innovative. We are trying to gravitate to the harder
stuff because this is where we believe we can really make a difference in
the world. And what is hard: collaboration with others.”
Participants in this study felt that in order for collaborative relationships to
drive positive innovation outcomes, individuals needed to be able to partner
effectively with multiple others. Marchand, a Professor at the IMD Business
School in Switzerland referred to the necessity to team up, work together, and
cooperate across multiple global alliances, as collaborating on scale. However,
participants felt that when dealing with multiples of individuals across many
companies on scale, the collaboration became much more difficult; especially
when the number of companies increased beyond two. Marc, a Project Director
said:
“I think the chances of success are dramatically decreased. The problem
is in the ability to maintain alignment across that number of egos and
executives for that length of time. Unless it’s launched as a champion
initiative, top down in all companies, and someone is willing to carry the
torch – and keep it lit – from start to finish, I think its chances of success
are zero.”
Adam, a Senior Project Manager echoed Marc’s comments when he
said:
“Every time you add another person it's just that much more complicated
because every company has a legal department that couldn’t care less
about your brilliant idea or deal. Our language is this and the other says
‘Why, I got my own standard, you have to adopt mine.’ So the more
partners you have in the deal, the harder it is. And if you got too many, it
is impossible. The speed and all those things you think of in innovation
get killed.”
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Marc, Adam, and other participants in this study seem to agree with
Kaplan (2010), who found that “For multi-partner collaboration, the partners
must agree a strategy and then design metrics to determine how well the
strategy is being implemented. They must communicate a common vision and
offer incentives that motivate employees to improve the collaboration and
deliver results. They also need a process that allows them to talk candidly about
difficulties, resolve disputes, share information, and continually adapt the
strategy to evolving external conditions as well as to create internal capabilities.
This balanced scorecard management system provides a framework to work
collaboratively and productively to achieve benefits that neither could
accomplish on its own” (p.120).
Carl, a Senior Executive resonated with the above findings when he said:
“The mark of success for effective collaboration and teaming is that at
some point you don’t really notice the difference between the people
anymore in terms of which team they came from.”
In this study, participants felt that the strength and value of collaborative
relationships were fundamental to nurturing and sustaining the success of the
engagement, though when multiple partners were introduced to the
collaboration, the difficulty of maintaining quality relationships increased as well.
Participant views were echoed by Perrin and Blauth (2009) who found
that “Innovation is a team sport. People must work together in a variety of
structures – from informal networks to officially sanctioned teams – to generate,
advance, and implement new ideas and reach the same goals” (p.4). Also,
Claire Whitaker, a Managing Director at Serious Music Producers found that the
“value of networking opportunities and meeting and interacting with a diversity
of people is clearly an important ingredient for innovative working” (Patterson,
Kerrin, Gatto-Roissard, et al., 2009b: 39).
Frank, a Partner Executive reflected on the importance of knowing how
to network and engage with external parties, when he said:
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“You should not only look at subject matter expertise because you run
the risk of selecting a few people that are really brilliant in their domain
but really have never been working with third parties. It’s almost
guaranteed it won’t work. You need to have some people that
understand what it’s like to work with a third party and have the
persistence and energy around it.”
Other participants’ comments resonated with Frank’s, such as those of
Veronica, a Senior Executive who said:
“In all companies there are great people with great ideas but they don’t
know where to go with their ideas. Above all, you need to be open and
able to share your vision to a much larger audience.”
In this study, some participants were skeptical around collaborating on
scale, such as Bob, a Business Development Manager, who said:
“When you're dealing and collaborating with third parties, you're always
conscious of giving away what may be your crown jewels or what
differentiates your company within the market place.”
Other participants in this study felt that despite the challenges that came
with multiple partner collaborations, individuals needed to find a way to
overcome the mindsets and poor behaviors that were detrimental to building
strong relationships. In this they are similar to findings of Patterson, Kerrin,
Gatto-Roissard, et al. (2009b), that by “promoting harmony, conforming to social
conditions, showing empathy and understanding others views, accepting
decisions and authority, and not acting in a rebellious manner,” individuals
would become more successful in achieving consensus and in maintaining the
collaborative efforts for innovation (p.27). Similarly, Mapelli, a Senior Molecular
Scientist at CERN relayed his experience in leveraging these behavioral values
on scale when he said:
“In an international collaboration with tens of institutes and powerful
laboratories, each comes with strong views of their own. That was when
there were conflicts. Our work as leaders was to have others reach the
same conclusion themselves rather than proposing and imposing it or
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asking people to compromise. Ultimately, decisions had to be taken on
consensus.”
Llewellyn-Smith, the CERN Director General echoed Mapelli’s comments
and said:
“It was very time-consuming, but people somehow learned to reach
consensus by respecting each other and maintaining the desire the
achieve the goals of the collaboration together.”
These and other views from participants in this study were supported by
Hart (1998), who found that “If you cannot see the logic of even the simplest
argument then you cannot justify developing the work of another, or suggest
alternative courses of action, or other ways of explaining something” (p.79-80).
Ray, a Senior IT Manager, spoke to the essence of innovation when he said:
“Innovation is all about relationships.”
Wade, a Partner Executive elaborated on Ray’s comment and said:
“Every collaboration starts with having just two people – champions on
both sides of the partnership – who like and trust each other.”

5.4.6 Sustain the Collaboration

Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“Perhaps the best predictors of behavioral tendencies are past
experiences with collaborative innovation. To me, that just makes sense.
Your intuition will tell you which reinforcing rods work best. You need to
trust it. Listen to your gut and you will reduce the risks and increase the
likelihood of a positive collaboration.”
In this study, participants felt that the behaviors needed to stimulate and
sustain collaborative innovation relationships could be taught and learned.
Traditional management practices were no longer enough, and new and
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different approaches at a more personal level would need to be introduced.
Veronica, a Senior Executive said:
“It is not easy to do, because the collaborative tendencies are not
inherent in all people. Behaviors are personal and no two people are
alike.”
Sam, a Commercial Lead, resonated with Veronica when he said:
“By helping people see which behaviors make most sense to themselves
and to the individuals they collaborate with in innovative projects, they
can learn which behavioral senses will work for them the best.”
Interviewees felt that individuals were most stimulated to act, get along,
and support others to find solutions during times of crisis, more so than at any
other time in the relationship. Paul, a Technology Director asked:
“How do we maintain this mentality in this working collaboration, even
when there is not an emergency?”
There were critics of short-term approaches among the participants in
this study, such as Carl, a Senior Executive who said:
“Those collaborations are short-termed and they are going to form faster
and disperse faster, which hinders a sustainable collaboration.”
Participants reflected on their abilities to sustain innovative people, and
during Carl’s interview, I quickly noted a question that sped through my
thoughts (Figure 45): “How will we know if we have made it, where we have
people’s collaborative capabilities focused in the right places? Will we notice it
in the canteen?” The canteen came to mind, as this is the place where I tend to
informally listen and discuss what is on people’s minds. Ian, a Project Sponsor
echoed these thoughts when he said:
“I can tell where the energy and excitement is based on what people are
talking about. That is how I know the impact of our activities.”
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Figure 45: Researcher journal entry: How will we know?

Emily, a Commercial Lead, provided another view of helping to create a
sustainable environment for collaborative relationships when she said:
“A question for all our champions of collaborative innovation, are we
creating an environment where people ‘feel good’?”
In this study, participants felt that the champion of the team was often the
last standing member, who still continued to seek commitment from others to
sustain the collaboration even when all the original players had long moved on
to other new projects. Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“There isn’t always an institutional memory. The original architects of that
deal, probably neither company has got anymore but there may be that
one person who still believes in it and will continue to almost find a way
of reminding people what the purpose was in the first place.”
Carl and other participant views resonated with Ancona (2007), who
found that “Extensive ties, expandable tiers, and exchangeable membership all
contribute to a successful collaboration. The adaptive ability of an X-team is
shown in this point: the founder and core leader left the team, but the core work
of the team continued. Indeed, the intense ties to outsiders, the shifting of the
team’s structure and roles, and pulling in new people as needed, remained”
(p.159).
Paul, a Technology Director offered advice to on scale collaborators for
ways to sustain innovation capabilities when he said:
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“Don’t lead with your quota. Don’t lead with your measurement system,
lead with what are the capabilities that your company or firm offers,
spend the time to align with us and use every engagement to get to know
our customer better. Be an extension of our organization and a champion
of our values.”
Emily, a Commercial Lead felt that in order to sustain collaborative
relationships, it was important to ensure that each individual had a unique role
to contribute to the team, and said:
“There are no winners and losers when you keep people together, where
there is trust and shared value. We sustain the win-win when everyone
feels they can contribute their part to the equation, where people
unconditionally are a part of something that’s exciting and interesting to
them and that they feel heard and recognized and supported.”

5.4.7 Grow New Champions

Legendary tennis star, Billie Jean King, once said:
“A champion is afraid of losing. Everyone else is afraid of winning.”
Patterson, Kerrin, Gatto-Roissard, et al. (2009b) found that champions of
collaborative innovation require adaptability and flexibility, and are those who
“seek originality and dare to be different, who are radical, open, and uninhibited
by current practices” (p.34). David, a Senior IT Manager said:
“The champions in my team are the ones who are willing to take risks in
order to make change happen.”
Participants in this study felt that individuals who take part, or want to
take part, in collaborative innovation, needed to be willing to accept change, be
flexible, and be prepared to grow and develop their capabilities. Wade, a
Partner Executive, reflected on the attributes that hinder collaborative
relationships and innovation outcomes when she said:
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“Really bad, poor behaviors are the ones where people are cynical, they
don’t trust the other people in the room, they are not going to change
their opinion, are very stubborn and almost arrogant types of people. It is
not working with these people. Equally as poor are individuals that are
not confident in themselves or their own abilities to be able to be open.
The non-confident people are a real loss because perhaps they probably
could add something but they are not confident enough to do so. They
need to find a way to evolve.”
Veronica, a Senior Executive, recognized that not every member in the
collaboration is capable of being the champion:
“You cannot expect that 100% of your people will take the opportunity to
start and create new things and innovate. It will not work. There are more
followers than people who are taking the opportunity to champion a new
future.”
Bob, a Business Development Manager felt that some individuals are
driven by fear; fear of the unknown, fear of failure, fear of change, and he said:
“Weaknesses equal defensiveness equal fear.”
These participants’ comments are supported by Mortara et al.’s (2009)
research that also found that another possible reason for an individuals’ fear
was, “R&D staff, who are supposed to develop and implement an open
innovation strategy, are afraid of losing their jobs because they fear that their
competencies may be replaced by outside innovators. Project managers like to
be ‘in control’ of their personal career development. They have developed over
time as project managers with targets and short-term deliverables and must
now change to deliver innovation in the long-term” (p.50).
In this study, participants felt that individuals needed to evolve and adapt
their skills and capabilities in order to champion collaborative innovation. Henry,
an Account Manager reflected on how he taught individuals to learn to adapt,
and said:
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“It’s not about focusing on the things they are good at; it’s about trying to
develop the areas they are not good at.”
The views of Henry and other participants in this study resonated with
Cole (2011), who found that the reality was that, “IT professionals are no longer
simply order takers, they need the capabilities to be active participants in
business process development, in both internal and external relationships. IT
organizations require in-house personnel who are as skilled at developing and
managing partnerships as they are at writing code” (p.7).
In respect to the need to grow new champions in collaborative
relationships, Mortara et al. (2009) found that “The lack of an appropriate skills
blend is seen as an obstacle to innovation implementation. Training is essential,
rather than merely desirable, in order to prepare individuals to be open for
innovation” (p.21). David, a Senior IT Manager, would agree with Mortara et al.
(2009), since he said:
“Average is over. If you are a good solid person with your delivering base
on average level, you’re not going to be able to survive. You need to
reinvent yourself by thinking, interlocking, working and collaborating with
individuals that are above that average to actually start to get something
out of it. Look at the people who champion issues and teams and learn
from them. Average is over and at the same time you constantly need to
reinvent yourself if you are to be a champion of innovation.”
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5.4.8 Reflection on the theme ‘Champion the Cause’

This section explored the primary variables and their relative importance
to the theme ‘Champion the Cause.’ There is a certain sense of heroism that
surrounds the notion of individuals as innovation champions fighting for their
cause. I found it intriguing that participants believe that nearly any individual can
rise to the challenge to become a champion and that there are no bounds
based on ones level or position in the collaboration to achieve this stature. Not
all leaders are necessarily champions, nor do they need to be, however they do
have the unique opportunity to create an environment in which champions can
emerge. The definition of champion does not appear in job descriptions nor is it
referenced in professional resumes. It is a reputation; a sense about how to
connect and stay connected with other people. The attributes, behaviors, and
characteristics of champions are innately human and essentially influential in
the manifestation of relationships for collaborative innovation outcomes.
The

champions

of

collaborative

innovation

teams

demonstrated

competence, credibility, and unwavering curiosity; they enjoyed staying
connected, were open to sharing, and gave others the freedom to learn.
Champions learned to recognize the strengths and weaknesses in each other
and knew when they are needed to apply the right mix of skills and
competencies. They were the glue in the relationships and they thrived on doing
things for someone else’s benefit, and for the greater success of the team.
Through their connective flair, champions carry the clout to create positive,
bonding, inclusive, and encouraging climates. Champions are ever present in
strong collaborations, though they may go unnoticed as they operate behind the
scenes to keep the momentum moving forward and hold the collaboration
together. In the absence of the positive power of champions, the collaboration
risks falling apart and would be a detriment to innovation outcomes.
When champions are identified and encouraged, they step up to remove
obstacles and are the peacemakers to cool tensions when things heat up. They
are the true believers, the unwavering supporters, who command a sort of
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humbling crazy respect. Sometimes they will even save the day. Anatoly
Karpov, a Russian Chess champion once said:
“To be a champion requires more than simply being a strong player; one
has to be a strong human being as well.”
The next section will provide analysis and discussion on the fifth and final
theme, ‘Trust Your Intuition.’
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5.5

Trust Your Intuition
“The desire to do something because you find it deeply satisfying and personally
challenging inspires the highest levels of creativity, whether it’s in the arts, sciences or
business” Theresa Amabile, Professor, Harvard University.

Figure 46: Trust Your Intuition

273

The theme ‘trust your intuition’ refers to the need felt by participants in
this study for individuals to understand their intuitional senses and to learn to
use them in the process of decision making responses and relational situations
with others. Participants felt that intuitional senses were often difficult to
articulate and explain, yet they were important to understand and develop since
emotional dimensions influenced the ability to engage with others, for good or
ill, and could influence the outcomes of collaborative relationships for
innovation.
In this theme, unlike the previous four themes, participants contributed
words and phrases related to individuals’ emotions and feelings, which were
interpreted to be intuitional senses based on what was said, what was seen and
heard, how people felt, and what people thought. For example, phrases such as
touched my heart or hit me right in the gut were interpreted to be emotional
responses rather than literal, physical experiences. Participants reflected on the
phenomena of events and occurrences, referred to tendencies rather than facts,
and described experiential based stimulants that gave them insight to take
decisions. They remarked that things were hard or difficult to explain, and that
there were no words to describe something; only feelings and beliefs based on
personal meanings and experiences that needed to be translated into words.
This theme had two comparative mechanisms, of positive and negative
influences.

Positive

influences

included:

empathy,

passion,

gratitude,

thankfulness, hopes, intuition, gut feelings, self-awareness, and beliefs.
Negative influences included: unwillingness to change, concern, lack of
feelings, lack of experience, unemotional, unconfident, insincere, unsure, lack
of sense, and lack of intuition.
The theoretical causal framework and thematic mapping process
established that the relative size of importance of positive causal powers
associated with the ‘trust your intuition’ theme positioned the ranking of this
category in the middle of the five themes. The negative activation, lack, or
disregard of certain variables related to the need to ‘trust your intuition’
presented certain risk and liability to collaborative innovation outcomes,
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however participants in this study felt they were of less potential detriment as
compared to the other four themes.
I will discuss these behavioral mechanisms in turn, showing how
participants understood approaches to influence individuals to ‘trust their
intuition’ in ways that either stimulated or hindered collaborative innovation
outcomes.

5.5.1 Embrace Soft Skills

In his experience as a Commercial Lead, Sam said:
“I've got this mental framework that says if I can’t relate with someone, it
isn’t going to work, and nothing will happen. My intuition just tells me that
it just doesn’t feel right.”
The comment from Sam would be familiar to Goleman (2006), who found
that interpersonal relations were the sometimes-unexplainable “fascinating
array of interactions with others that affects how we feel mentally, emotionally,
and even physically” (p.112).
In this study, participants felt that there was a need to look beyond an
individual’s résumé and to invest in getting to know the behaviors and attributes
people displayed in relationships, in order to develop mental memories and
intuitional experiences, which could be drawn upon during later decision-making
stages. Ugo, a Business Development Manager said:
“We staff our projects with people we know and trust versus looking in a
database for the attributes and skills to appear. The ones we know and
trust, they just have the same DNA as we do.”
Again, this is similar to Goleman (1996) who found that emotional and
social intelligence “have to do with relating well to other people, having the
social skills and self-control to enlist others’ aid and support, and hence, to
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perform optimally where technical expertise and intelligence quotients fall short”
(p.8). The importance of these emotional requirements on organizations is
described in behavioral economics studies, such as those by Fleming and
Harter (2013), who found that emotional intelligence “emphasizes the role of
psychology and the interplay among rational, perceptual, and emotional
processes in human decision making and economic behavior” (p.2).
Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“Prediction of future performance is based on past performance. If you’ve
got some history with the people then part of their performance allows
you to predict who is more likely to be collaborative and who is less likely
to be collaborative. I use behavioral elements of who exhibits what I think
are short term versus long term behaviors as a predictor, so people who
intend to be short term probably will be less collaborative, because
they’re not building institutional trust in the same way. And if they are not
going to be committed, not willing to build the relationship and we’ve got
no chemistry, then instinctively I know it’s not going to work.”
The above quote from Carl resonates with Fleming and Harter’s (2013)
finding that “economic decision-making is up to 70% emotional and 30%
rational” (p.2). The importance of ‘70% emotional’ was supported by Goleman
(2006) who found that “Emotions spread from person to person. People can
‘catch’ emotions - and altruism - from one another as emotions are transmitted
brain to brain through subtleties of expression, speech, and mood. We affect
one another more than we know and the brain has a strong detector system for
insincerity, all of which can alter our physiological responses and health in longterm relationships” (p.24).
Similar to Carl quoted above, James, a Technology Director, also felt that
past behaviors were strong indicators for future performance when he said:
“You have to make sure that you listen to what you see, listen to what
you feel. If you listen to what you feel, you can be pretty successful
because people tell you a lot in the way they behave and especially in
the way they did behave in the past. I’m convinced that someone’s
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behavior in the past is 85% guarantee of what he will do in the future.
And the other 15%, you have to guess a bit, you have to use your
intuition, and you have to take a risk sometimes.”
Carl, James and other participants in this study echo Fleming and
Harter’s statement (2013) that “Our emotional, cognitive, and perceptual
processes place limits on how rationally we can view the world around us and
use the information we receive from it. These limits have a profound effect on
the decisions we make — and subsequently on the way organizations need to
think about how their employees and customers make decisions and ultimately
behave” (p.2).
Participants in this study felt that in order to stimulate collaborative
relationship outcomes for innovation, leaders in organizations would need to
shift their means for motivating and inspiring individuals and learn to embrace
what many used to consider a soft and fuzzy approach in the workplace. This is
echoed by Colvin (2010) who found that “The traditional answer from
companies to motivate their employees to doing what they wanted them to do
was by firing, demoting, or otherwise punishing those who didn’t. That never
worked very well before and it works even worse in today’s information-based
economy where most employees are using knowledge and relationships with
results that may not be easily observed day-to-day. Companies who are good
at this today realize that they motivate best through a sense of mission and
inspiration” (p.134).
In this study, participants felt that individuals should no longer regard
emotional skills as soft or unimportant since individuals with high emotional and
social qualities demonstrated an increased sense of hope and trust in others,
which led them to want to contribute, give back, and achieve even more.
Participants seem to agree with Goleman (1996) who argued, “Emotional
intelligence matters twice as much as IQ or technical expertise” (p.256). Gary, a
Project Director, echoed Goleman (1996) when he said:
“It is the EQ [emotional qualities], rather than the IQ, that matter the
most.”
277

Participants in this study felt that the positive activation of empathy,
gratitude, and thankfulness would strengthen relationships as they helped
people feel more connected, promoted self-control, and enabled individuals to
feel positively informed about their environment and surroundings. Veronica, a
Senior Executive provided an insightful response when she said:
“The ability to feel gratitude and goodness come to us from sources
other than our own.”
Frank, a Partner Executive said:
“Having empathy, or the ability to put yourself in the shoes of the other
side, really helps.”
Comments from Veronica and Frank resonated with Greer and Lei
(2012) who found that empathy was among the “organizational values of caring
and helpfulness as a significant contributor to sustainable, collaborative efforts”
(p.72). Greer and Lei (2012) further found that “highly personal relationships
that are focused on identifying and satisfying individual needs reflect such
empathy” and “insights into how customers feel and empathize facilitate deeper
understanding and enable organizations to gain knowledge about customers’
experiences” (p.73).
Sam, a Commercial Lead, reflected on his thoughts on the importance of
empathy when he said:
“There are some behaviors that allow you to understand other individuals
better such as how you are listening, through open questioning,
exploring behaviors, and having empathy because only then can you
start to understand what they are really thinking, or what are his or her
concerns. You may have to wait for it to happen. Then you can build that
bridge by connecting with their concerns and by exploring common
ground behaviors that can lead to a decent conversation.”
Sam’s comment above reflected on the need to pause, appreciate, and
understand where the other person is coming from first before responding, and
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this approach could be found in the words of Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1817),
when he described people taking the time to first give the other person the
benefit of the doubt and to imagine “that willing suspension of disbelief for the
moment.” Emily, a Commercial Lead said:
“There needs to be a level of confidence and assertiveness in the
individual, but also the level of receptiveness in the other person as well.”
Sam, Emily, and other participants in this study were supported by
Prahalad and Krishnan (2008) who found “a connection between individual
involvement and emotional satisfaction that creates stronger bonds in a
collaboration” (p.58), and this was echoed by Greer and Lei (2012) who found
this to be the case even in “culturally diverse, multiple stakeholder, virtual
teams” (p.72-73).
In this study, participants felt that having passion and being curious were
table-stakes for innovation. For example, Ian, a Project Sponsor said:
“We are fortunate enough to have people who are willing to make a mind
shift, the ones who have some professional interest but more importantly
have curiosity and passion as well. If that’s not there, you can just forget
it.”
Frank, a Partner Executive, resonated with Ian’s comment when he said:
“It helps if people are really passionate about the subject matter being
discussed. The passion will drive things and will get you beyond some of
the obstacles that you have in any collaboration.”
Ian and Frank’s description of the influence of emotions and passion on
collaboration successes contradicts Fleming and Harter’s (2013) view of rational
found in classical economic and management theory, which assumes
“individuals will always behave ‘rationally’ to achieve the best possible outcome”
(p.3).
Participants in this study felt it was important to humanize collaborative
relationships for innovation, and this meant that they would need to make a
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departure from classical management approaches and find new ways of
engaging with people emotionally and interacting socially with them. Paul, a
Technology Director said:
“It’s not just about engineering or management, it’s about passion, it’s
about believing in what you are doing, changing people’s hearts and
minds, and changing the world in the process.”
Scientists on the CERN-ATLAS project demonstrated a simple, yet
powerful, example of passion for innovation in their collaborative efforts, which
they summarized in their organizational mission statement as: We Promise Our
Best. In my reflective journal (see Figure 47), I interpreted this statement to
convey the meaning of a strong, shared belief system, which motivated
collaboration participants to drive towards achieving positive innovation
outcomes together.

Figure 47: Researcher journal entry: ATLAS passion

In this study, participants would have understood the behavioral
principles associated with a statement such as we promise our best, as it
illuminated the resilience of the social relationships that would safeguard the
collaboration. Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“If you know you are in something for a long term, you tend to be more
thoughtful about the consequences of every behavior.”
The CERN-ATLAS scientists and participants in this study were
supported in their views by Madhok (2006), who found the importance of
keeping these emotional and social qualities positively activated, as this “social
dimension cements the relationship and provides the tolerance through the
social ‘glue’ to tide over temporary periods of disequilibrium” (p.33).
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5.5.2 Use Your Intuition

James, a Technology Director said:
“The nature of innovation every once in a while, is also that it just occurs.
Why? Well, I don’t know. It’s intuitive I guess. It just seems to be a better
idea. Why do we do it like this if we can do it in another way as well? I
can’t quite put my finger on it, but there’s something about the other way
of doing it. And the answer might lead to an innovation that we never
thought of.”
In this study, the variable intuition occurred a total of 798 times in
participants’ responses. Klein (2003) suggested, “Intuition is a subconscious
process we use all the time. Although it is sometimes difficult to explain where
intuition comes from, it is based on our ability to recognize patterns and
interpret cues; it develops as we gain experience in our respective fields”
(p.xvi).
Participants in this study felt that intuition was what guided people
through their daily decision making processes without needing to stop and
analyze every situation before a decision could be taken. These views were
echoed by Klein (2003), who found that “Intuition is an essential, powerful, and
practical tool. Flawed though it sometimes may be, we could not survive, much
less excel, without it” (p.xvii).
Carl, a Senior Executive said:
“I judge people by what they do. We start at fifty-fifty, not at zero and not
at a hundred, and then very quickly you sort of intuitively sense: okay,
have you earned the right to more trust? And am I doing things to earn
the right for more trust from you?”
Carl and other participants seem to be the kinds of people Klein (2003)
described, that is, in whom “Intuition is not a mystical gift that can’t be
explained. We discovered that the more experience people have in any
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particular field, the more they rely on intuition, and ultimately we learned that
intuition is a natural and direct outgrowth of experience” (p.xvi); it is “the way we
translate our experience into action” [by allowing us to] “recognize what is going
on (making judgments) and how to react (making decisions) without conscious
awareness or effort” (p.11).
David, a Senior IT Manager suggested intuition involves the ability to
read the subtle and natural signs given by other people:
“Their body language told me that they did not feel comfortable, and then
I knew, it was going all wrong.”
David’s comment resonated with Goleman (2006) who found that natural
tendencies are essential to let happen since, “Self-conscious attempts to
display social intelligence can often backfire when the interaction feels forced or
is faked” (p.86).
Participants in this study felt that individuals were often unaware of the
process their mind went through to arrive at good decisions, or to come upon
new discoveries, or realize why they acted upon something in the way they did.
Ohr (2012) put this poetically when he wrote that “Intuitive thinking is indicated
for leaving the existing stage of core business values by exploring unknown
terrains” (Online article), and Colvin (2010), who argued that such decisions
might not seem deliberate though “the ‘ah-ha’ moments grow out of hours of
intense thought and study” (p.159). Leo, a Partner Executive said:
“People have to make some intuitive judgments and also to be able to
ask, ‘So how far can I go?’”
He described very well what ‘intuitive thinking’ involves when he said:
“I can’t explain why I thought it was the right thing to do, it just felt right.
Sometimes it is just a feeling for what the right balance should be.”
So although, as Klein (2003) pointed out, intuition has long been
dismissed as “unlikely coincidences and lucky guesses” (p.12), senior
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managers in major organizations rely on intuition to make critical decisions and
to carry out their roles.
Sam, a Commercial Lead said:
“If the individual asks me some questions, if they share with me some
concerns, if they wonder out loud at something, great, now I'm starting to
get more excited about this individual. It's not just behavioral. There are
also some other external environmental factors that tell me, ‘Yeah, okay
this is a good fit.’ And it’s not structural either. It is intuitive. There is no
model that says I can predict the sort of relationships that that individual
will try to build or will have. I can only ever do the basics when I select
and evaluate them. How will I know how they will respond in a particular
situation? I've implemented skills and development profiles a lot and I
don’t quite see a structured way of logging that behavior against an
individual. It's not an easy answer to scale when your decisions are
based on intuition.”
There is a form of rationality in the preference for intuitive thinking of
Sam and other participants, as shown by Ohr (2012) who found that “Intuitive
thinkers tend to focus on validity – the production of a desired outcome,
whether or not it is consistent or replicable. And while analytical thinkers make
for incremental innovation, intuitive thinkers tend to be more suited for radical
innovation” (Online article).
Participants’ feeling that it was important for individuals to give
themselves permission to trust their intuition, are supported by Klein (2003) who
found that “far from being an innate sixth sense, intuition is an essential – and
learnable – skill that anyone can use to improve job performance” (p.42). Leo, a
Partner Executive, reflected on his own experience when he said:
“When you have a trustful memory on the previous corporation, your
intuition will give you a strong motivation to collaborate and succeed to
drive a new topic again. But this cannot operate in a vacuum, it is
established in collaboration.”
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Leo’s comment was supported by Frank, O’Reilly, and Curran’s (2006)
research who found “When memory fails, intuition reigns” (p.700) and
resonated with Sako’s (1992) view that this “rests on the moral norm of honesty
and keeping promises which is inculcated in people through socialization and
education and it exists because at least some actors intuitively endorse honesty
and keeping promises as a moral value and let that be known through their
consistently honest and promise-keeping behavior” (p.43). Compare this with
Emily, a Commercial Lead, who reflected on a particular meeting with a partner
and said:
“He was exhibiting behavior throughout the conversation which was
telling me more than I needed to know because he trusted me and I was
giving back, if you like, the same trust.”
And with Carl, a Senior Executive, who echoed Emily’s comments:
“There has to be a mutual respect in how the relationship is going. If you
fail then your whole evaluation is taken advantage of; your judgment gets
questioned and you just get in to a totally different, more defensive set of
behaviors.”
Emily, Carl, and other participants in this study were supported by
Goleman (2006) who found that the active use of our intuition “influences the
internal state of the people we are with” (p.305), and also with Sako (1992),
who found that “Every partner is judged by one’s consistency of behavior over
time” (p.46). Olaf, a Project Sponsor, said:
“A tremendous weight on how people make decisions is how they
perceive and judge the overall view of the senior management of the
company with respect to the specific initiatives they are promoting. And it
is all based on past experiences and how they use their intuitions.”
Carl, the Senior Experience quoted above said:
“Find a way of looking for something which is a win-win or have the
confidence and say this isn’t going to work. I think far too often people
operate on optimism and hope instead of trusting their intuition and
experience.”
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Again, compare Goleman’s (2006) observation that intuition was “our
‘interpersonal radar’ and the way in which our brain is programmed to respond
to others” (p.96) with what James, a Technology Director said:
“Most of my decisions are made based on my intuition, making sure I
understand what people have done in the past, what drives them, what I
think are great examples of the way they are successful in working alone
or with us and then to translate that into my decision. I just do that by
nature.”

5.5.3 Listen to Your Gut

Wade, a Partner Executive said:
“If I get to pick my own team members, I go with my gut feel. If I have just
inherited people in the team, then I want to get to know what their
strengths are.”
Goleman (2006) would not be surprised by Wade’s comment, as he
argued that, “Great executives often talk about leading from the gut. Indeed,
having good instincts is widely recognized as an advantage for a leader in any
context, whether in reading the mood of one’s organization or in conducting a
delicate negotiation with the competition. Leadership scholars characterize this
talent as an ability to recognize patterns, usually born of extensive experience.
Their advice: Trust your gut, but get lots of input as you make decisions” (p.48).
Similarly Klein (2003) suggested, “We’ve all had ‘gut feelings’ when faced
with making choices at work. You might see a job candidate with an impeccable
resume, but something about him or her makes you pause. Or, all the signs point
to a successful deal, yet you inexplicably sense something is wrong. Because
there’s been no way to qualify these hunches, we may dismiss them as
untrustworthy, only to discover later that our intuition was right all along” (p.76).
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In this study, several participants interchanged the variables intuition and
instinct without much consideration, however some participants preferred to
distinguish the differences between the terms. For example, Quincy, a Senior
Executive, who said:
“When I think of my intuition, it tends to be related to the human spirit
and senses, such as in ‘using my intuition’.”
And Marc, a Project Director, who said:
“People who talk about their instincts sound so predatory to me, like
some type of animal behaviors or physical reactions ... things like ‘animal
instincts’ and ‘gut reactions’ that don’t require a whole lot of thinking.”
Despite these distinctions, both Quincy and Marc would be supported by
Goleman (1996) who found that “Gut instincts and intuitions are more than
mere momentary whims – they are sophisticated calculations based on a quickbut-careful review of past experiences” (p.114). Most participants in this study
felt that a mixture of both intuitive and instinctual qualities were required in
collaborative relationships, and thus resonate with (Klein, 2003) who found that
“The key to success at work is acting on one’s intuition and making quick, savvy
decisions based on experience and, sometimes just a strong gut feeling” (p.54).
In this study, participants felt that individuals who led innovation were
radical, open to new experiences, uninhibited by current practice, and could
make intuitive decisions that were not based on facts alone. On the other hand,
they said that what hindered collaborative innovation relationships were,
amongst other factors, those individuals who could only work within the
boundaries of their scope, were keen to refine available approaches without
applying new thinking, and found more value in seeking evidence over using
intuition. This echoed Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) research, which found that
“Adaptive people for innovation decide on instincts not facts” (p.22).
In Sam’s experience as Commercial Lead:
“There are informal brain synapses that individuals use to make
decisions. It is a reflective and informal process that can’t be replicated
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or accelerated and sometimes it can’t be well explained. It is just their
intuition taking over.”
These informal brain synapses described by Sam above were what
Financial Times columnist John Authers referred to as mental shortcuts. Sam
was also supported by Fleming and Harter (2013), who found that in the
practice of dealing with human beings, we all experience certain “quirks in the
system that we need to take into account — situations in which real people’s
behavior does not conform to predictions of classical economics. People often
use simple, efficient, rules of thumb to make intuitive decisions” (p.2).

5.5.4 Talk About Feelings

Sam, a Commercial Lead, said:
“Giving permission to talk about feelings and express concerns in an
open, trusting fashion can really empower people. It is really valuable,
and quite rare still, quite rare in the corporate world.”
In this study, participants felt that the topic of feelings in the workplace
has been taboo for far too long and that leaders are now coming to realize the
need to find ways to allow feelings to come into boardrooms, especially when it
pertains to collaborative relationships in innovation.
Adam, a Senior Project Manager said:
“The behavior of stopping and exploring what the concern is really all
about is a hugely valuable one. Without doing so will lead to failure. How
is a team to collaborate and innovate if they can’t express their feelings
and concerns about something they are working on?”
Veronica, a Senior Executive resonated with Adam when she said:
“The idea of stepping gently into a subject with ‘has anybody got
concerns’ is really powerful behavior. It’s an open questioning dialog that
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asks, ‘Has anybody got any concerns or anything? How do you feel it is
going? Are we missing anything?’ It's rare to see it, especially at a senior
executive level.”
Participants in this study felt that feeling significant was a key driver that
motivated individuals to collaborate. When individuals felt significant, they
activated a positive response mechanism towards the person or people who
had fulfilled their needs to be appreciated. Henry, an Account Manager,
recalled:
“I just wanted to make it work because it made sense to me and I had a
deep feeling of personal pride to be able to get it done because it had not
been done before. And my boss at the time was thrilled with what we had
done and he went out of his way to tell me so and I was really happy with
what we accomplished!”
Henry’s enthusiasm in his response above resonated with Pink (2011),
who found that “Human beings have an innate inner drive to be autonomous,
self-determined, and connected to one another. And when that drive is
liberated, people achieve more and live richer lives: they are motivated,
productive, and happy” (p.73).
Other feelings discussed by participants in this study were those of
failure and fear. Bob, a Business Development Manager wondered whether
people were able to learn from their mistakes in the light of failure, and he said:
“I think fear hinders the collaboration. It’s a very simple one, fear – like, if
I say this, am I going to anger someone? Does that mean that my
company will get thrown off this project because we disagree? People
are afraid to fail.”
Several participants in this study found inspiration from famous quotes
about learning from failure, such as from Thomas Edison who once said, "I
have not failed. I've just found 10,000 ways that won't work.” And Abraham
Lincoln, who challenged people to consider, "My great concern is not whether
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you have failed, but whether you are content with your failure." Gary, a Project
Director said:
“Learning from our experiences and especially our failures can be very
insightful and can lead to positive outcomes.”
While participants such as Bob and Gary discussed feeling fear and
worries about failure in their responses, other participants mentioned the feeling
of vulnerability, such as Emily, a Commercial Lead who said:
“Over time, the relationship gets more transparent; people are more
honest or open about things. They also tend to be more willing to be
vulnerable and just say ‘I’m sorry, I think we are going to do that but I’m
really concerned’ or ‘I’m scared’ or ‘Oh, my goodness, this is probably a
bit too far out’ or ‘Am I ready for this?’ That’s where you have the results
of people that work amongst each other for longer periods because,
hopefully, there will always be an intent to get from A to B rather than
wanting to be a blocker. But they won’t get from A to B if they can’t talk
openly about their feelings and show some sense of vulnerability.”
Sam, a Commercial Lead, reflected on the feelings of happiness and
enjoyment in his response when he said:
“That’s probably the true essence of why people enjoy their work here in
the organization, because there is definitely a correlation in collaboration
versus the satisfactory levels of how people feel at their work. Are they
being respected, are they happy with what they are doing, and so forth? I
believe it is essential to give them the opportunity to practice and to
grow. That’s the balancing act. They have to really feel that they’re
accountable for ‘I want to collaborate or I want to collaborate differently.’
And as soon as they feel that things are going to change or are going to
work out differently for them in a positive fashion then that’s sort of where
you want them to be. They are human beings and they want to be part of
something they enjoy doing and that makes them happy.”
The above comments from Bob and other participants are not unique to
this study: Pink (2011) found that “Enjoyment-based intrinsic motivation, namely
289

how creative a person feels when working on a project, is the strongest and
most pervasive driver” (p.23).

5.5.5 Find the Click Factor

Participants felt it was important for individuals to get along well with one
another in order to have strong collaborative relationships for innovation. Tate,
a Senior Project Manager said:
“I am quite guilty of finding people I like and who probably like me, and
working with them repeatedly. I sense a real commitment when working
with these people. The disadvantages are that I’m not constantly working
with new people and getting new ideas, which is then outweighed by the
speed with which we can think together due to the common frame of
reference we have from shared experiences.”
Tate was in part echoed by Colvin (2010) who found that “Potential
problems that are toxic to putting together a collaborative winning team include
picking individuals who all have the same skills, low trust, competing agendas,
unresolved conflicts, and an unwillingness to face the real issues” (p.137-144).
However, Olaf, a Project Sponsor, might disagree with Colvin’s (2010) findings
around same-skilled individuals being problematic, since in his experience:
“I am going to look for someone who either has a military background or
has lived in multiple countries over their life or career. Why? Because,
that’s my upbringing, so I know they are going to be more flexible and
adaptable to any situation and they will know how to communicate and
have learned to be curious about how to solve problems.”
In this, Olaf would be supported by Dyer (2009) who found that one
could “Spend a lifetime exploring new and unrelated things in order to develop
the skill of associating, clicking, or successfully connecting seemingly unrelated
things” (p.63).
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In this study, participants felt it was important to develop and use intuition
skills to inform themselves whether relationships clicked or not, what Frank, a
Partner Executive, called the click factor; they also thought intuition might not
always be the most reliable sense to depend on. Paul, a Technology Director
said:
“People can surprise you, and you need to be open for that.”
Several participants commented on the positive power of the click factor
such as Leo, a Partner Executive, who said:
“You have to find a group of people who like to talk with each other and
who like each other, if you want to be successful.”
Veronica, a Senior Executive, resonated with Leo when she said:
“The informal part is key. You need to each be able to have the same
attitude of working together and find a way to click on the individual
level.”
And Bob, a Senior Project Manager echoed Veronica and Leo around
the importance of knowing and liking the people when he said:
“I know when I talked to Alan, he's someone I trust and know and like.
We have a beer when we meet up in Houston. I know that our people
like his people – and we do – we can collaborate with those people.
There are other organizations that it's tougher to get on with because we
just don’t click that well with each other.”
Peter Voser, retired Shell CEO, asked the question “Does our DNA
match?” when getting to know new partners. Bob, a Business Development
Manager asked:
“What natural forces actually bring a combination of companies
together?”
Bob and other participants in this study who discussed the evolution of
collaborative relationships – which started with the click factor – are supported
by researchers Berghetto and Kaufman (in Colvin, 2010) who found that “All
291

levels of creative performance follow a trajectory that starts with novel and
personally

meaningful

interpretations,

which

can

then

progress

to

interpersonally judged novel and meaningful contributions, and even develop
into superior creative performance” (p.159).
However, some participants in this study felt that collaborative
relationship successes may not all come down to just the click factor, since
roles, individual strengths, and personal behaviors also contributed to
influencing innovation outcomes. For instance, roles and motives needed to be
complementary, and goals and interests needed to be aligned and congruent.
Henry, an Account Manager mentioned one collaborative launch which
incorporated a balance of all of the above ingredients when he said:
“It was an informal ‘napkin’ agreement. We never created a slide, we
never created a memo of understanding, we never created a project
charter. We just had two companies connected, and we all had
something unique to offer. It didn’t go through a formal process. We just
clicked. It was just two teams working towards a common goal, and it
worked.”
This is similar to the finding by Madhok (2006) that “The perception of
equity, by increasing overall goal congruence, induces behavior in the interest
of the relationship and reduces the need for monitoring” (p.32). Participants in
this study felt that the initial click stimulated the manifestation and ongoing
compatibility of trust in the relationship, since partners did not feel the need to
have to watch each other so closely. This explains Inkpen and Currall’s (2004)
conclusion that “The presence of trust may negate the need for certain controls”
(p.588-589). Ray, a, Senior IT Manager said:
“When folks get more interested and the collaboration grows, the bonds
between people become more solid, and the trust grows in parallel.”
Carl, a Senior Executive reflected on his experience with one innovation
partner when he said:
“The collaboration between the companies in a maturity continuum you
could say is high. We get along really well and we don’t sort of have an
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out and out competitive mindset. I can easily say to them, ‘Here’s some
thinking which we think you might want to know.’ There’s a sort of
institutional trust that what’s good for you is good for me, and that works
for both of us.”
Inkpen and Currall (2004) explain this in more academic terms: the
“greater the initial level of trust between joint partners, the lower the initial joint
partner monitoring and control, and the greater the initial reliance on social
controls” (p.590).
In this study, participants felt that the chemistry between individuals in
the relationship was essential to the commitment of the collaboraton. Tate, a
Senior Project Manager, asked:
“Do we have the right chemistry with each other to be able to build on
these ideas and make them happen?”
But constant attention and encouragement through formal and informal
means was also necessary to sustain the relationship, as Paul, a Techonology
Director, stated when he likened the care and attention he gave to a favorite
past-time, to how he handled his commitments in relationships:
“My favorite hobby is gardening, and I always think of relationships like
this: you can cut the grass, pull the weeds, and water the flowers, but the
grass will always grow back and the weeds will creep back up too from
time to time. And if you don’t give water, the flowers will die. But with
regular and constant care and attention, you bring out their beauty.
Relationships need the same care and attention as the grass and the
weeds and the flowers.”
Where Paul used the metaphor of gardening, Sako (1992) used a
combination of metaphors to describe the chemistry in relationships as a
“renewable resource that allows trust to multiply with use, especially in longterm continuous trading; it has to be lubricated continually to flourish, as it
atrophies with non-use” (p.41), and should be regarded as “a pre-requisite for
the viability of any repeated transactions” (p.43).
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5.5.6 Add Executive Seasoning

Participants in this study felt that much of intuitive decision-making
stemmed from learning from personal and professional experiences, and not
from textbooks. Pink (2011) similarly observed, “In real life, our behavior is far
more complex than the textbook allows and often confounds the idea that we’re
purely rational. In short, we are irrational, and predictably so” (p.27).
The twenty-three seasoned professionals interviewed for this study
shared many insights into the development of their experiential intuition and the
importance of understanding its influence on decision-making in collaborative
relationships. This final section is a tribute to the experiences of these study
participants, which contributed to the theme ‘trust your intuition.’
On selecting individuals for new collaborations, Adam, a Senior Project
Manager said:
“I've been around for a long time and I've gone down and drilled a lot of
dry holes, so I quickly try to let my instincts tell me ‘Is this person wasting
my time?’”
Wade, a Partner Executive said:
“My experience on developing people is: concentrating your focus on the
strengths – using one’s strengths for the better of the team, and not in
improving the weaknesses of people; this is the bottom line of getting to
a better innovation outcome.”
Fleming and Harter’s (2013) finding resonates with Wade’s experience,
that is, when individuals “have the opportunity to discuss their progress and
have opportunities for personal and professional growth, they build a deeper
emotional commitment to the organization” (p.8).
Ray, a Senior IT Manager described the environment, or decorum for
innovation when he said:
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“For good collaboration to occur, I have learned that there should be a
supportive decorum whereby the discussions can take place; this
includes a proper environment and a positive behavioral set for every
individual involved. In my experience, people are going to need to
change their behaviors and values and modify the decorum, in order to
get to better outcomes.”
Quincy, a Senior Executive reflected on having learned the need for
constant communication in the collaboration when he said:
“My sense is that frequent communication is essential in terms of setting
a regular rhythm of discussion at every interface point in the collaborative
project. I can already sense in projects that are going off track, that the
team is probably not communicating enough or about the right things.”
Paul, a Technology Director agreed with Quincy on the need for open
communications:
“To get to good decisions, don’t try to read our minds. Ask the questions.
And then we will really be talking. I always know the types who think they
have all the answers, since they are not asking any of the good
questions. And my sense is, they will get stuck with their own answers.”
Keith a Commercial Lead supported the topics discussed in the section
‘talk about feelings’ when he mentioned what he had learned about failing:
“I am not too worried about failing. If everything is always running
smooth, you’ve probably not got to the heart of it. My gut tells me you
need the cuts and scrapes in a relationship, to come through them
together.”
Several participants discussed how they have learned the importance of
activating behaviors that stimulate collaborative relationships, such as Paul, a
Technology Director, who said:
“I come back to what are your actions versus what are your words, and I
know a lot based on what I have seen and experienced before that will
tell me where this is headed.”
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Carl, a Senior Executive, echoed Paul’s intuitional experience when he
said, “You can't talk your way out of what you repeatedly do.” And Gary, a
Project Director, elaborated on the above comments when he said:
You have to live by example, and I always start from the ‘How can I help’
service mentality because instinctively, if we are going to succeed on this
then we’re going to need to find a way to work on it together.”
In this, I noted my developing thoughts in my reflective journal (see
Figure 48) around the idea that perhaps collaboration is more than just a mindset; it is a discipline, and the co-creation of value.

Figure 48: Researcher journal entry: Co-creation of value

This idea might resonate with Frank, a Partner Executive who felt that
when it came to the decisions needed for a successful collaboration and getting
the most value out of innovation:
“Eventually that will be based on our experiences, my experiences and
your experiences.”
Participants quoted in this study would find support in the words of the
late entrepreneur Steve Jobs, who said, “Most importantly, have the courage to
follow your heart and your intuition.” Wade, a Partner Executive, echoed this
view, saying:
“You have to be mature in all of this, and you have to know when not to
take things personally and when to put your heart on the table. This
comes with experience and the more you can put people together in
different environments the better off you are going to be because they
are just going to get on with it and deal with it. This is something that I
have learned over time and is now part of the way I intuitively look at
things. I call this executive seasoning.”
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5.5.7 Reflection on the theme ‘Trust Your Intuition’

This section explored the primary variables and their relative importance
to the theme ‘Trust Your Intuition.’ It intrigued me that the participants in this
study felt that individuals do not tend to spend enough time to reflect on why
certain decisions are made. They illuminated how people acted on impulses,
experiences, educated guesses, and sometimes because it just felt like the right
thing to do.
It seems important however for the collaboration, for innovation, to
understand one’s own process for decision-making and to understand how
others’ intuitions and instincts are formulated. Steve Cook once said, “Often the
surprises that lead to new business ideas come from watching other people live
their normal lives.” The same applies in the workplace as well, perhaps more
now than ever before.
Our feelings, emotions, and intuition are important sources of input and
we need to be attuned to listening carefully to each of them. The ability to
interact and bring collaborative value is strengthened through an understanding
of other people’s viewpoints and using examples that are close to their hearts,
and this requires using intuitive human senses as indicators for what has been
seen, felt, and thought, and by having an awareness of how they were
perceived by others. Anthony J. D’Angelo said, “Listen to your intuition. It will
tell you everything you need to know.”
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5.6

Reflection on the Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes
This Chapter about the Analytical Discussion of the Main Themes was

important to enable the underpinning story of this research project to be told
from the participants’ individual perspectives in this study. Grounded in critical
realist theory and the supporting research methodology, design, data analysis
methods and processing approach, the stories and experiences of the study
participants had a central role in helping describe the causal arrangements that
manifest in behavioral situations that either hinder or stimulate successful
innovation outcomes.
As an academic practitioner in the technology industry, the analytical
discussion of the main themes contributes an important part in finding ways to
improve business outcomes through dialogue that illuminates new dimensions
into the behavioral senses and influences on collaborative relationships in
innovation, and examines the causal interactions and complex behavioral
mechanisms of events and occurrences among people.
During the writing of this chapter, it was imperative to be faithful to
participants’ views, convey as much insight as possible to help make sense of
what their experiences mean, and engage in a dialogue about them by sharing
their stories. The illustrative use of graphics, diagrams, and reflective journal
entries aimed to facilitate an understanding and explanation for academic and
management readership alike.
Please turn the page with me now to the Discussion of Theory and
Business Model Development Chapter of this thesis, where the bridge from
empirical analysis to academic theory and practical business application is
established.
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6 CHAPTER SIX: Discussion of Theory and Business Model
Development
One of the main aims as a practitioner researcher is to bridge the gulf
between academia and management. This chapter aims to: bring together the
findings discussed in Chapter Five; discuss the knowledge gained through the
process of empirical research; and to highlight two key dimensions in the
findings through the development of theories and business models: those that
illuminate the theoretical contribution to academia, and those that enable the
useful transfer of theory into business knowledge and technological practice.
Through the development of new academic theory from the findings in
this research, the conceptual implications in relation to leadership and individual
involvement in technological innovation in on scale contexts are expressed in
the section Contribution of Theory to Academia. These theoretical dimensions
aim to ensure that balance is achieved between contribution to business
technology practice and contribution to theory, and they demonstrate the extent
to which this research challenges and/or adds to current academic theory.
A practical learning framework is discussed in the section Transfer of
Research into Business Knowledge and Technology Practice, and proffers
industrial innovationists in organizations with a way to develop and instill the
identified behaviors from this research study into their collaborative innovation
technology practices. This framework may be of interest for use in technological
organizations and for further academic theory development, and is presented
through a writing style developed to appeal to both.
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The main contents of this section are as follows:
Notable Observations from the Five Thematic ‘Senses’
Make it Personal: Focus on the Person
Value Relationships: Strengthen Relationships
Offer Tribute: Re-Examine Measures and Rewards
Champion the Cause: Integration Collaboration and Innovation
Trust Your Intuition: Become a ‘Natural’
Empirical Contributions to Increase the Success of Collaborative
Innovation Outcomes On Scale
Integrating Academic Theory and Management Practice
Framing Topics
Contribution of Theory to Academia
Framing Topic 1: INFORM
Framing Topic 2, Part 1: EDUCATE
Framing Topic 2, Part 2: EDUCATE
Framing Topic 3: INSPIRE
Transfer of Research into Business Knowledge and Technology Practice
Framing Topic 4: APPLY
Rubric for Reflecting on Collaborative Innovation Behaviors
Instilling Collaborative Behaviors in Innovation Practice
Framing Topic 5, Part 1: GROW
Framing Topic 5, Part 2: SUSTAIN
Piloting the Results of this Research
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6.1

Notable Observations from the Five Thematic ‘Senses’
“The significant problems we face cannot be solved at the same level of thinking we had
when we created them” Albert Einstein.

The main objective of this study was to explore the behavioral factors
and traits that experienced technology managers found to stimulate or hinder
their development of collaborative innovation relationships on scale in
technological practices. The findings suggest that behaviors at the individual
level influence collaborative relationships and the ability to innovate with others
in technology practices.
Industrial innovationists will need to think differently about the human
contribution where collaborative innovation in technology is involved: the
increased involvement of multiples of alliances, means the relationships
become more complex, and it is even more important to focus on the individual.
The results in this study provide strong support for the idea that for
individuals to stimulate positive influences on collaborative relationships and
bring out more value in innovation efforts, they should understand and learn to
activate five behavioral senses in collaborative relationships: Make it Personal,
Value Relationships, Offer Tribute, Champion the Cause, and Trust Your
Intuition.
The following discussion will illuminate key observations of the five
senses that humanize collaborative relationships for industrial innovationists in
technology practices.
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6.1.1 Make it Personal: Focus on the Person

Individuals in business organizations have long been neglected. By
looking out across the masses of people in organizations, leaders have lost
their up-close and personal focus. Despite the global scale of the challenge of
collaborative innovation, solutions are highly personal in nature. The imperative
is for leaders to zoom back in and re-discover the importance and value of
individuals.
The findings in this research illuminate the need to look through the lens
of the individual to understand how to get the most out of their performance.
This means giving greater attention to personality traits and behavioral styles in
relationships, assessing and acting on motivators, passions, strengths, and
drivers of individuals, and rewarding contributions in lasting and meaningful
ways in a currency they value most.
The findings have shown that multiple participants increase the
complexity of the collaboration, since the effort needed to identify and
understand other’s behaviors intensify proportionately along with each new
member. This is consistent with Ugo’s experience as a Business Development
Manager, who said:
“The easy stuff is not innovative. We are trying to gravitate to the harder
stuff because this is where we believe we can really make a difference in
the world. And what is hard: collaboration with others.”
In this research, it was shown that the successful innovation outcome of
one collaborative relationship should not lead one to assume the guarantee of
the next success, even when the same participants would be involved again.
Attempts at generalization and oversimplification are futile and such
approaches are not easily replicable or scalable, as they must be tailored for
every person individually, each and every time.
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While traditional management literature and current business practice
suggest that to win in innovation the company culture must change (Vrakking
and Cozijnsen, 1993; Gupta and Singhal, 1993; Ahmed, 1998; Denyer & Neely,
2004; Kelley and Littman, 2006; Dombrowski et al., 2007; Skarzynski and
Gibson, 2008; Tidd and Bessant, 2009; Perrin and Blauth, 2009), the findings in
this research show the importance of understanding the issue at the individual
level.
Leadership attention needs to shift from aiming to fix people’s faults and
weaknesses to that of embracing, emphasizing, and exploiting the unique
characteristics and areas in which individuals are strong. This goes beyond
Fleming’s (2013) finding that “Employees whose supervisor focuses on their
strengths during performance reviews are more than 21⁄2 times as likely to be
engaged as those whose supervisors focus on their weaknesses” (p.9). That is,
focusing on the individual attributes each person brings to teams involved in
collaborating on scale, leads to stronger global relationships.
The findings in this research have illuminated differences in the way
people act, relate, and respond to situations, and this underlines the importance
of understanding the criteria people use in terms of how they view, value, and
experience the world. In learning to leverage the power of these personal
attributes and qualities, the findings suggest that individuals can improve their
collaborative relationships and the outcomes of innovation practices on scale.
Further to the findings in this research, managers’ experiences suggest
that business leaders tend to over-manage the financial and technical delivery
components of innovation and under-manage the “softer” people side. As a
result, not every individual is equipped with the skills or information necessary
to strengthen collaborative innovation relationships, or how to develop these
attributes in others. This is consistent with Dyer (2009) who suggested, “The
good news is, if you’re not born with it, you can cultivate it” (p.62), unleashing
superior individual performance in order to create sustainable innovation
outcomes.

303

The findings in this research imply that many of the personal skills
required to increase the strength of collaborative innovation relationships can
be taught. Social preferences and need for connectivity will prevail to
strengthen relationships so long as individuals are not too self-absorbed with
fulfilling their own needs or seeking personal attention. Individuals are required
to invest time in others and show compassion in order to increase the capacity
for collaborating. This is consistent with Mortara et al. (2009) who found that
“The lack of an appropriate skills blend is seen as an obstacle to innovation
implementation. Training is essential, rather than merely desirable, in order to
prepare individuals to be open for innovation” (p.21). Through an individualized
approach, people can learn the influence and impact their behaviors have on
relationships and how to strengthen them.
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6.1.2 Value Relationships: Strengthen Relationships

The findings in this research suggest that collaborative relationships
should be seen as invaluable and indispensable assets that require constant
personal attention and nurturing. The importance of valuing relationships is
consistent with Goleman’s (2006) research that suggested, “A relationshipbased construct is a set of interpersonal competencies that leaders need, in
order to inspire others to be effective” (p.27), and Colvin (2010), who found that
companies who have the ability to work well with others “hold a strong
competitive advantage” (p.165).
This research illuminates the need for considerably more emphasis to be
placed on valuing relationships; both those built through internal networks and
those that are inter-organizational. Too often, the relationship is taken for
granted and becomes neglected. This study has shown that trust is a major
influence in relationships and requires a significant investment of time through
formal, and most especially, informal means, in order for individuals in the
relationship to feel important, empowered, and continually nurtured. Informal
moments were shown to be significant as they reinforce and validate the
importance to the other party that is placed on the relationship. This finding is
consistent with Bhattacharya (1998) who suggested, “Greater compatibility –
developed formally and informally – manifests itself in greater commitment to
the partnership, which enables broader ‘bands of tolerance’ and makes the
partners more flexible with respect to the operations” (p.462).
The importance of the informal relationship was also supported by
Balachandra (2013) who examined the value of sharing a meal as an example
of introducing less formality during the process of negotiation, which resulted in
an observable increase in deal values (see Figure 49).
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Figure 49: Balachandra (2013), Harvard Business Review

The findings in this research suggest that trust between individuals
proffers strength to the collaboration, whereas lack of trust can damage it
instantly and set the collaboration back, sometimes irreparably. The
vulnerability of trust is humbling, and managers’ experience suggests that its
fragility should not be underestimated. This is consistent with McEvily, Perrone,
and Zaheer (1998), who mentioned that trust “can be your strongest asset and
equally your greatest liability” (p.143).
In this research, trust was shown to be a dynamic attribute that can
change throughout the course of a relationship, thus requiring constant
nourishment even when all signs are positive. The findings show that behaviors
that exhibit control and competition or engender suspicion and lack of interest
will severely damage and devalue the relationship. Painfully so, even heroic
efforts are inadequate to bring things back to where they had been before the
trust disappeared, as we saw with Gary, a Project Director, whose experience
was that:
“You either further build that base of trust, from which in my opinion all
things start, or you erode it. And once you erode it, it's way harder to get
it back than it was to build it at the beginning.”
This research found that managers’ experience is that the length of time
of the relationship they are in, or plan to be in, is important for assessment of
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the type of investment that is required. While a single meeting may not require
developing an in-depth relationship afterwards, the vision of a long-term path
warrants the investment and necessitates ongoing action. The time invested is
directly proportionate to the depth of the relationship.
In this research, managers’ experience suggests that individuals in
organizations have long been taught to see the competition as an adversarial
relationship: getting two or more providers of the same services to work
together is difficult since there is little that differentiates them. The research
findings show that competitors will struggle to collaborate while they focus on
positioning themselves against one another, as they search for a niche space
where they can demonstrate their unique value to the collaboration. The
imperative is to agree the complementary skills that individuals can bring early
in the cooperation, and create an environment that enables the contribution of
all unique skills for the benefit of the collaborative relationship.
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6.1.3 Offer Tribute: Re-Examine Measures and Rewards

In this research study, managers’ experience suggests that individuals in
organizations are incentivized and rewarded according to standard measures
and traditional management guidelines, rather than in ways that reflect what
personally drives individuals’ motivations and achievements, the latter which
has far reaching effects on improving innovation performance.
The findings of this research underscore the point that since individuals
behave and respond according to the way they are measured, traditional
management metrics may be guiding individuals to de-select the behaviors that
could otherwise lead them to become influential collaborative innovators.
Instead, individuals logically favor for identifying with the behaviors that their
organizations measure them by.
Consider two current industry examples that have the vision to
‘accelerate and grow innovation initiatives’. One example called ‘ESSA’ is to
Eliminate, Simplify, Standardize, and Automate processes and production.
Another example is described as a behavioral orientation that measures
innovative competencies based on Speed, Delivery, Commercial Mindset,
External Focus, and Knowing the Customer. While some attributes and
attitudes needed for ‘External Focus’ and ‘Knowing the Customer’ might
influence behaviors in collaborative innovation, the findings in this research
suggest that all other attributes mentioned in these industry examples would
lead individuals to de-select the positive behaviors that inspire collaborative
innovation relationships. There is no ‘I’ in either example, meaning there is
limited focus on the behaviors of the ‘individual’ and there may not be much
‘innovating’ as a result.
The findings in this research show that one way organizations can create
more ‘collaborative innovators’ is to change the way they measure human
interactions, and to reward individuals on the basis of relationship diagnostics.
This is consistent with Payne, Storbacka, and Frow (2008) who identified
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leading indicators such as the “potential use of ‘return on relationships’ as a
metric for evaluating relationships” (p.87). In this, such relationship diagnostics
could allow for the measurement of collaborative innovation relationship
outcomes based on how well people know each other, the level of individual
emotional engagement within the organization, and the rate of informal and
formal interactions between parties.
In this research, managers’ experience suggests that such inclusive
behavioral evaluations can contribute to gaining critical alignment on the vision
and expectations within the collaboration; this will optimally position potential
strengths and talents, create a shared system of values, and enable open
discussions around drivers and motivators. This “human capital management
strategy” (Fleming, 2013) draws upon the behaviors at the individual level that
impact the ability to innovate in collaboration, and allows an organization to
“build a solid emotional infrastructure based on the human nature of [their]
employees to enable consistent and sustained high performance” (Fleming,
2013: 4).
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6.1.4 Champion the Cause: Integrate Collaboration and Innovation

The managers’ experience described in this research, suggests that
organizations do not talk enough about how to collaborate for innovation; they
express a vision to want to be more collaborative, more innovative, and yet they
fail to smartly integrate the two disciplines. People who possess strong qualities
in creativity, subject matter expertise, and ideation need to champion the cause
by pairing up closely with those who are strong in networking, communicating,
and brokering connections. The opportunity to unite and integrate collaboration
and innovation is consistent with findings from Cole (2011) who suggests that,
“Business and IT executives can start at different places in their thinking but
they must arrive at a common language and, more importantly, develop a
common [and collaborative] way to think about innovation and creating more
business value” (p.3).
This research has illuminated the point that leading organizations do
understand that they can create opportunities to grow and be more innovative
by collaborating; yet the new frontiers of multi-company collaboration introduce
formidable complexities around relationship management, knowledge sharing,
technical compatibility, structural enablement, and incentivization. These
findings are consistent with Perrin and Blauth’s (2009) research that suggested,
“Innovation is a team sport. People must work together in a variety of structures
– from informal networks to officially sanctioned teams – to generate, advance,
and implement new ideas and reach the same goals” (p.4).
Through this research study, the lessons from managers’ experience
suggest that individuals lack the insights and know-how to connect the
necessary collaborative behavioral qualities with innovation in order to stimulate
overall progress and growth. Utilizing the findings in this research study, the
locus of attention needs to shift to that of empowering individuals to champion
the five senses that humanize collaborative relationships in innovation, to
integrate innovation with collaboration, and create more ‘collaborative
innovators’.
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I developed the below illustration (Figure 50) out of these findings to
depict the locus of innovation, as it shifts from the independent approaches of
followers or collaborators or innovators, to that of an integrated approach led by
collaborative innovators.

Figure 50: Locus of integration: Collaborative Innovators
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6.1.5 Trust Your Intuition: Become a ‘Natural’

The managers’ experience described in this research illuminated the
point that the effort required for driving collaborative innovation on scale with
multiple alliances is impacted by an increase in the complexity of relationships
and the introduction of multi-faceted business issues and challenges. Leaders
can no longer rely on facts or explicit reasoning strategies alone to arrive at
logically sound decisions: it is now more crucial than ever to focus on allowing
implicit ‘gut level’ human intuitions to enable decision-making on complex
innovation problems. To this point, Henri Poincare once said, “It is through
science that we prove, but through intuition that we discover,” and Albert
Einstein believed, “The only real valuable thing is intuition.”
The findings in this research suggest that it is essential for leaders to
enable a collaborative environment that stimulates human intuition: one that
encourages individuals to develop and apply their intuitive skills where they can
contribute to solving complex problems that improve innovation outcomes. One
industry example is that of IBM Corporation, which introduced leadership
behaviors called the “Three ‘I’s’ of IBM”: Intuition, Ideas, and Insights, to help
manage business complexities and build new business models.
In this, the use of intuition can be a strong antidote to an array of
business innovation problems and allow individuals to prosper in collaboration.
This is consistent with Klein (2003), who suggested, “Intuition is an essential,
powerful, and practical tool. Flawed though it sometimes may be, we could not
survive, much less excel, without it” (p.xvii).
In this research study, managers’ experience suggests that for some
people, intuition is a natural, implicit sense that guides an individual to make
decisions without necessarily being able to provide evidence to explain their
action. In other words, intuition is the internal mechanism through which people
“translate their experience into action” (Klein, 2003: 11). Financial Times
columnist John Authers referred to the use of intuition as taking ‘mental
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shortcuts’ and Sam, a Commercial Lead, called them ‘informal brain synapses’
when he said:
“There are informal brain synapses that individuals use to make
decisions. It is a reflective and informal process that can’t be replicated
or accelerated and sometimes it can’t be well explained. It is just their
intuition taking over.”
The above findings are consistent with Goleman’s (1996) research that
suggested, “Gut instincts and intuitions are more than mere momentary whims
– they are sophisticated calculations based on a quick-but-careful review of
past experiences” (p.114). Angela Ahrendts, a senior executive at Apple
Corporation once said, “Intuition is the wisdom formed by feeling and instinct –
a gift of knowing without reasoning.”
The findings in this research suggest that individuals with naturally
intuitive senses are those who have accumulated a mature collection of
experiential based stimulants that they can call on for making decisions. These
naturally intuitive individuals are able to recognize patterns, interpret clues, and
act on them based on what their ‘gut feeling’ tells them, rather than deciding
with explicit facts alone. This is consistent with Goleman (2006), who
suggested, “Great executives often talk about leading from the gut. Leadership
scholars characterize this talent as an ability to recognize patterns, usually born
of extensive experience. Their advice: Trust your gut, but get lots of input as
you make decisions” (p.48). John Naisbitt, author of Megatrends (1982) once
said, “Intuition becomes increasingly valuable in the new information society
precisely because there is so much data.”
Managers’ experience in this study further suggests that naturally
intuitive individuals have a strong sense of self, and understand how to relate
well with a diverse range of personalities. They are emotionally committed to
the collaboration or organization and use social skills to enlist help from others.
This is consistent with Pink (2011), who found that “Human beings have an
innate inner drive to be autonomous, self-determined, and connected to one
another” (p.73). Intuitively mature individuals openly discuss their hopes and
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beliefs, and are inherently grateful and thankful.
In this research study, managers’ experience suggests that individuals
with an under-developed intuitional sense put more value in facts and evidence,
over using their own implicit skills. Attempts to appear curious or passionate
about something may seem more like a forced interaction. They have lesser
professional maturity and exhibit low trust, competing agendas, are incapable of
resolving conflicts, and are afraid of failure. These individuals are uninterested
in other people’s ideas or in building or sustaining relationships, and they often
fall through on meeting commitments. They have difficulty discussing thoughts
and feelings or expressing concerns, and are inhibited by current practices – an
excuse to justify lack of progress.
The managers’ experience described in this research study suggests that
while naturally intuitive individuals know not to act on intuition and implicit
senses alone, it is an essential behavior, fundamental to drive successful
collaborative decisions and get the most value out of innovation. Frank, a
Partner Executive said:
“Eventually that will be based on our experiences, my experiences and
your experiences.”
These above findings are consistent with Klein (2003) who suggests, “far
from being an innate sixth sense, intuition is an essential – and learnable – skill
that anyone can use to improve job performance” (p.42).
I produced a summary (see Figure 51 below) of the key behavioral traits
of naturally intuitive people mentioned in this section for ease of reference and
to facilitate the learning of these important attributes. Ingrid Bergman once said,
“You must train your intuition – you must trust the small voice inside you which
tells you exactly what to say, what to decide, what to do.”
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Figure 51: Behavioral traits of naturally intuitive people
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6.2

Empirical Contributions to Increase the Success of Collaborative
Innovation Outcomes On Scale
The main research question guiding this inquiry was:

HOW DO BEHAVIORAL TRAITS AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL EXPLAIN A
MANIFESTATION IN RELATIONSHIPS THAT STIMULATE OR HINDER
COLLABORATIVE INNOVATION ON SCALE?
When an individual is the nexus between several, vast, and sometimescompeting technological corporations striving to collaborate on scale, the issue
of understanding human behaviors within the innovation context is often
overlooked due to the increased complexities and difficulties that are attributed
to dealing simultaneously with multiple others in the collaboration.
The current state of knowledge suggests that technological companies
are exploring ways to collaborate better with each other. However, there is a
void in the academic literature to help inform individuals about how to
collaborate successfully with multiple alliances, despite the increasing
movement for on scale collaboration among technological companies. This gap
in knowledge highlights an area that has not been pursued in academia to date.
This research study made it possible to get a deeper understanding of this
topic, by examining a unique perspective that looked through the lens of the
individual, rather than the typical ‘corporate culture’ view, which defaults on
company processes or procedures as the traditional customs and practices that
tend to prescribe how to innovate.
Through the development of new academic theory from the outputs of
this research, the conceptual implications in relation to leadership and individual
involvement in technological innovation in on scale contexts are expressed.
These theoretical dimensions aim to ensure that a balance is achieved between
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contribution to business technology practice and contribution to theory, and they
demonstrate the extent to which this research challenges and/or adds to
academic theory.

6.2.1 Integrating Academic Theory and Management Practice

In the review of literature discussed in Chapter 2 of this paper, the
research of notable theorists, Patterson and Kerrin (2009a), Amabile (1998a,b),
and Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008), influenced my understanding of the current
body of academic research and context of knowledge for this study. Each of the
research developments by these theorists built progressively on the work of the
other, leading me to identify that an integrative understanding of the influence of
individuals’ behaviors within multi-partner alliances for innovation and
collaboration on scale remained vastly under-explored and left a void in the
knowledge base for both academicians and practitioners.
Patterson and Kerrin (2009a), Amabile (1998a,b), and Bettencourt and
Ulwick (2008), independently discussed the motivation for their work and the
contribution of their research to academic theory and management practice.
They chose words such as inform, educate, and inspire to describe the
importance of contributing to academic theory; apply, grow, and sustain were
used to illustrate the significance of linking theory to management practice.
Below are short examples that illuminate the motivation to contribute research
to academic theory and create the necessary links to management practice.

Inform Through Academic Theory
In the presentation of their academic work, Patterson and Kerrin (2009a)
mentioned that a main driver for the output of their research was to inform
individuals on the development, availability, and implications of new policy,
since the delivery of cohesive and integrative theoretical contributions was
lacking (p.13). The authors (Patterson and Kerrin, 2009a) suggested that a “key
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problem with the literature (which partly explains the lack of integration of
findings), stems from the difficulty in defining and understanding the
phenomenon of innovation and how it can inform practice” (p.8), for example, in
how it can inform corporate human resource policy in the area of employee
innovation.

Educate Through Academic Theory
Through Amabile’s (1998a,b) research, she referred often to the
importance of developing academic theory in order to educate others. Amabile
(1998a,b) utilized the control variable of ‘educate’ to measure the impact and
influence of academic theory on an individuals’ learning progress. She
observed the impact of Jean-Paul Sartre's existentialist emotion theory on an
individuals’ understanding to determine the degree that it educated individuals
to translate the theory into successful innovations (Amabile, 1998a). In other
qualitative experiments, Amabile (1998b) contributed theory to explain creativity
variance in order to educate individuals on how to positively predict individual
and team-level innovation. Amabile (1998a,b) mentioned that the drive for her
academic research served to educate employees to understand how positive
relationships were mediated by positive mood and influenced creative
performance in the workplace.

Inspire Through Academic Theory
Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008) mentioned that the purpose of their
research into Service Innovation was to inspire companies, large and small, to
improve their innovation outcomes by adapting the tools and guidance they
provided both at the theoretical and practical level. In their recent publication,
“The Progress Principle: Using Small Wins to Ignite Joy, Engagement, and
Creativity at Work,” Amabile and Kramer (2011) wrote that the aim of their
research was to inspire teams to boost their performance by allowing individuals
the freedom to be creative and innovative.
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Apply in Management Practice
Amabile (1998a,b) wrote that the result of her empirical research into
creativity and motivation yielded a theory of creativity and innovation; based on
her theory, she developed methods for assessing creativity in management
practice, and suggested that leaders and organizations learn to apply these
methods. Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) research was motivated by their desire
to understand how people apply innovation in real organizations, and as such,
they developed theory around driving a culture of positive innovation, and
offered ways to apply their theory through practical validation and behavioral
assessment methodologies in the workplace.

Grow in Management Practice
Patterson and Kerrin (2009a) recognized that innovation was either ‘very’
or ‘extremely important’ for organizations to be able to compete and survive in
the global marketplace (p.9). However despite aspirations, the most important
factors, practices, and initiatives that might enhance innovative working are not
being adapted in company policy, hence creating a disadvantage for individuals
– and innovation results – to be able to grow. In her academic work, Amabile
(1998a) expressed the importance for individuals to learn to rapidly form
external partnerships as an imperative to grow through innovation.

Sustain in Management Practice
Academicians and business leaders are ever cognizant of the abrupt
shift to a more innovation-driven economy in recent years. Amabile (1998a)
observed that the best companies learn how to create and sustain a culture to
support and manage creativity and sustain innovation outcomes on a global
scale. Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008) mentioned that the ability to sustain
competitive advantage was not about ‘luck’ but rather in the delivery of essential
principals and structures that increased institutional capability for innovation.
Their innovation research (Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008) that focused on
climate change, pace of life, and population growth, illuminated vital examples
around the need to scale partnerships in order for cities to sustain growth.
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Through an exploration of linkages with the above-mentioned research
and policy initiatives, the output of my research embraces an integration of
these motivations to inform, educate, and inspire individuals through the
development of theory that expands the body of knowledge, and enables
individuals to apply, grow, and sustain their innovation performance successes
in practice. The output of my research builds on the body of current work and
extends beyond the research conducted in this field of interest, and has shown
that international technological corporations seeking to work together, when it
comes to it, are actually about multiples of individual people who can liaise and
collaborate with each other. It is the human element that is vital to these global
corporations’ success.
Two foundational dimensions are intrinsically linked to the central
outcome of this research: that is, the integration of academic theory and
management practice that galvanize the understanding of behaviors at the
individual level that impact the ability to innovate in collaboration on scale in
technological practices. An overarching diagram of the findings of this study can
be brought together and summarized in humanizing collaborative relationships
in innovation practices on scale (Figure 52). The illustrative figure below
represents my contribution to academic theory and the development of practical
business models, which extend the current body of knowledge in this field.
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Figure 52: Humanizing collaborative relationships in innovation practices on scale

Anchored by the understanding that behaviors at the individual level
impact our ability to innovate in collaboration, my research contributes one
academic theory with three aspects that inform, educate, and inspire individuals
through the important outputs of this empirical study:
! Inform individuals about ways to humanize collaborative innovation
through the Theory of Humanizing Collaborative Innovation;
! Educate people by deepening an understanding of the influence that
individual behaviors have on collaborative relationships through the
Theory of Deepening Individual Behaviors for Collaborative
Innovation; and
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! Inspire individuals to gain further knowledge and insights on how to
stimulate and activate collaborative innovators through the Theory of
Stimulated Collaborators.

Figure 53: Inform, Educate, Inspire

The other contribution of my research that expands the body of current
work is the imperative to transfer academic learning to business knowledge and
technological practice in order to apply, grow, and sustain the learning for
industrial collaborative innovators. Based on the outputs of this research, three
business models offer industrial innovationists the ability to apply academic
learning in practice:
! Apply a common language and practical framework to describe the
influencing behaviors found in collaborative relationships through the
RUBRIC for Reflecting on Collaborative Innovation Behaviors;
! Grow individuals through the use of the Five Collaborative
Innovator Individual Behavioral Self-Assessments that help them
understand areas of strength and opportunities for improvement; and
! Sustain collaborative innovation efforts through the use of the
Individual Development Plan Overview that guides individuals to
grow and nurture collaborative innovation relationships.

322

Figure 54: Apply, Grow, Sustain

The development of these elements is now described in the following
section of this chapter: Empirical Contributions to Increase the Success of
Collaborative Innovation Outcomes On Scale.
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6.2.2 Framing Topics

Five framing topics (Figure 55 below) were formulated in the original
research design for this study project (see Section 1.3) to guide the journey of
this empirical research:

Figure 55: Five framing topics that guided this research study

Framing topics 1-3 are discussed through the development of three
theoretical perspectives in the Contribution of Theory to Academia, Section 6.3
that follows next.
Framing topics 4 and 5 are illustrated through three practical workplace
elements and are included in Transfer of Research into Business Knowledge
and Technology Practice, Section 6.4.
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6.3

Contribution of Theory to Academia
“The things of the visual world are not made by material or technique alone. The human
th

element must be present” Tuska, a 20 century artist.

This research project explored the behaviors of individuals and the
influence those behaviors have on collaborative innovation relationships in
multi-alliance technological contexts. One of the aims of my research is to
contribute new thoughts, ideas, and knowledge to academia through the
development of theory. The primary theoretical contribution of my research to
academia recognized that the characteristics of innovative collaborative working
in technological contexts differ and are distinguishable when scaling to
collaborate with multiple external alliances. It is the regard for the human
element that differentiates them.
As

noted

in

Chapter

Two,

academic

literature

that

integrates

collaborative innovation on scale with individual behavioral influences is still
quite limited, both in terms of the number of authors who have researched and
written about the topic and in terms of the amount of published material
available. Patterson and Kerrin (2009a), Amabile (1998a,b), and Bettencourt
and Ulwick (2008), are notable theorists who influenced my understanding of
the current body of academic research and context of knowledge for this study.
Each of the research developments by these theorists built progressively on the
work of the other, however their empirical outputs taper off when it comes to
understanding the integrative complexities of human involvement when
collaborating on scale for successful technological innovation, and highlighted
an area for this research study that had not been pursued in depth before.
Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) research, that began with a corporatist
view of company alliances and their impact on individuals, reached a turning
point when they embraced the individualist view and explored the individual
differences of innovationists within firms. Their study of behavioral factors
focused on motivation, openness to ideas, helping others, and problem solving
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skills, and they found that individuals’ behaviors could be measured. The
development of Patterson and Kerrin’s (2009a) Innovation Potential Indicator
(IPI), offered small companies within the United Kingdom a pioneering
assessment approach to help individuals identify their potential to innovate
within their firms. The focus on individuals’ behaviors for innovation was
expanded through the research of Bettencourt and Ulwick (2008), who
recognized drivers such as helping behaviors, individual initiative, and
cooperation based activities, and that complementary traits needed to come
together across teams. Bettencourt and Ulwick’s (2008) emphasis was on the
‘human side’ of innovation.
In the journey of her research, Amabile (1998a,b) began with a focus on
individual creativity and evolved to explore the dynamics of team creativity.
Most recently, Amabile paired up with Kramer (2011) to examine the
perceptions, emotions, and motivation levels of individuals working in small
teams, and to identify how these human elements affected team performance.
In “The Progress Principle: Using Small Wins to Ignite Joy, Engagement, and
Creativity at Work,” Amabile and Kramer (2011) described their academic
contribution through the Progress Theory, in that when individuals learn to
continually take small forward steps on meaningful projects, they are more
creative, productive, and have better engaged relationships, which in turn,
stimulated work performance in a positive way.
Amabile and Kramer (2011) identified six mechanisms that managers
can apply to help their team achieve and recognize small wins and encourage a
‘rich inner’ work-life balance. They are:
o Set clear goals and objectives.
o Allow autonomy.
o Provide resources.
o Allow ample time.
o Provide support and expertise.
o Help people learn from "failure."
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The academic contribution of my research ventured beyond the outputs
of these researchers, and explored the interaction of individuals’ thoughts,
beliefs, hopes, personal truths, and interpretations of the technological contexts
that formed their knowledge of the interconnected world where they live and
work. The focus of this research study on the human involvement in multicorporate industrial collaborative innovation brings theoretical knowledge to a
level beyond the Progress Theory (Amabile and Kramer, 2011), and shows the
perspective of leaders, managers, and technologists within multi-alliance
contexts as individuals, with motivations, needs, ideas, and intuitions. My work
therefore contradicts classical management and economic theory that regards
staff and managers as nothing more than cogs in an organizational machine.

This research provided five important themes that are central to the topic
of leveraging human senses in order to get the most value out of collaborative
innovation for technologists involved in multi-alliance relationships. These
human senses are:
o Make it Personal, which is appreciating and respecting the individual
technologist in the context of collaborative innovation on scale;
o Value

Relationships,

which

is

individuals

nurturing

multiple

relationships in the context of collaborative innovation at scale;
o Offer Tribute, which is empowering individual intrinsic motivation and
meaningful recognition in the context of collaborative innovation at
scale;
o Champion the Cause, which is enabling safe and diverse
collaborative environments for technological innovationists at scale;
o Trust Your Intuition, which is a technological individual embracing
phenomenon, affect, and the non-logical in the context of
collaborative innovation at scale.
The distinguishable empirical mechanisms that drive each of these
human senses underscore the need to nurture well-rounded individuals who
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can work well with other people and develop the environment necessary for
successful technological collaboration for innovation at scale.
These five senses extend Amabile and Kramer’s (2011) six mechanisms
because these human senses (a) provide a better understanding of the
psychology and behavioral influences of industrial technologists involved in
collaborative innovation on scale; and (b) show that Amabile and Kramer’s
(2011) ‘one size fits all’ approach (where everyone requires clear goals and
objectives, autonomy, resources, time, support, etc.) fails to take into account
the differences between individuals. Not only do the complexities of the human
participant make the process less ‘neat’ and less linear, they also cannot be
addressed by Amabile and Kramer’s (2011) theory alone, since the complex
human requires much deeper insight, know-how, and understanding.
Underpinning these empirical mechanisms, my research contributed new
academic theory comprised of three constructs that provide an explanation of
why these mechanisms are happening, and why similar mechanisms are likely
to happen in similar situations, and they tell technological individuals in
collaborative innovation relationships working on scale, what they need to do.
They are:
1. The Theory of Humanizing Collaborative Innovation that informs
individuals about ways to humanize collaborative innovation;
2. The Theory of Deepening Individual Behaviors for Collaborative
Innovation that educates people by deepening an understanding
of the influence that individual behaviors have on collaborative
relationships; and
3. The Theory of Stimulated Collaborators that inspires individuals to
gain further knowledge and insights on how to stimulate and
activate collaborative innovators.
The framing topics developed at the outset of the research design for this
study (see Section 1.3 and Figure 56 below) guide the discussion of these
theoretical contributions to inform, educate, and inspire technological
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innovationists and increase the success of collaborative outcomes on scale.
Please turn the page with me to explore the theoretical contributions to
academia that resulted from the outputs of my research.

Figure 56: Framing topics 1-3
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6.3.1 Framing Topic 1: INFORM

How do behaviors at the individual level impact our ability to innovate in
collaboration?
Through the process of thematic analysis and emergence of the five
behavioral themes, it became evident that individual behaviors do impact
peoples’ ability to innovate in collaboration. Chapter Five: Analytical Discussion
of the Main Themes described how certain behaviors bear more significance
and impact than others. For example, attributes in ‘Make it Personal’ were seen
to be most significant in terms of their relative importance to collaborative
innovation outcomes, while those in ‘Offer Tribute’, notwithstanding their
importance, stimulate results the least.
The results of this research study identified that it is equally as important
to recognize the negative liabilities and inhibitors as those that stimulate
relationships, and to understand the consequences of them. The managers’
experience in this study suggests that activating negative influences, for
instance, distrust or disrespect, will produce as damaging and detrimental an
effect on the relationship as the omission of reinforcing positive attributes, such
as when recognition or appreciation are neglected.
The final thematic mapping developed in Chapter 4 (Figure 57), is pivotal
to the results of this study, and serves as a reference to the five main
behavioral themes that denote the causal positive powers and liabilities that
influence relationships for collaborative innovation, and the relative importance
each theme bears on collaborative innovation outcomes. Gaining familiarization
of the five themes and their influential attributes will serve to inform individuals,
and enable them to learn how to humanize collaborative innovation.
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Figure 57: Behaviors at individual level impact collaborative innovation outcomes
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6.3.2 Framing Topic 2, Part 1: EDUCATE

How do individuals vary their behaviors according to closed or open
collaborative innovation conditions?
The literature review discussed in Chapter 2: Context for this Study
illuminated several definitions of open and closed collaborative innovation. For
the purpose of this study, it was assumed that closed collaborative innovation is
primarily internal to a company where individuals typically work one-on-one or
with-few-others inside the same organization with limited external knowledge or
input; open collaborative innovation is on scale, where there are many, possibly
unlimited (“N”) numbers of external participants and sources of knowledge,
working united, to produce innovation outcomes.
A theoretical contribution based on this study’s findings and illustrated on
the following page, depicts varying attributes and potential types of collaborative
innovation participants, associated with an increasing number of participants
and the result of activating stimulating or hindering behaviors. The potential
types of participants range from Collaborative Innovation Inhibitors to Borderline
Talents, Traditional Contributors, and Collaborative Innovators. These types are
referenced against varying attributes beginning with a single participant and
hindering collaborative behaviors, through to multiples of participants and
stimulating collaborative innovative behaviors. This Theory of Humanizing
Collaborative Innovation can be summarized illustratively in the following Figure
58.
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Figure 58: Illustrative figure for the Theory of Humanizing Collaborative Innovation

The important message conveyed through this theory is that individuals
should not ‘just vary their behaviors’ according to closed or open collaborative
conditions, but more definitively speaking, that they must vary their behaviors
as they strive to shift from a position of inhibiting collaborative innovation to
becoming strong Collaborative Innovators.
Note in the lower left corner of the illustration, that the situation is
characterized by the presence of inhibiting behaviors, which limits the individual
in their ability to connect with others and hinders the possibility of creating
collaborative relationships. Inhibiting behaviors are seen to limit the capacity of
individuals to engage and involve others in order to collaborate on scale.
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Moving up and to the right of this box, Borderline Talents appear. These
individuals may be challenged to collaborate with more than 2 others as they
present certain behaviors and traits that are potential liabilities to collaborative
innovation relationships, however they will exhibit a sense of willingness to
learn, re-skill, grow, and move beyond their current position. Being borderline,
these individuals have the potential – or will face the risk – to move in a
direction towards either being a contributor or an inhibitor. Inhibitors exhibit the
preference to work in isolation, whereas contributors require encouragement to
seek ways to get connected since they often possess the talent and skills
necessary for collaborative innovation, but lack confidence in their own abilities
and may therefore underperform. These findings contradict Amabile and
Kramer’s (2011) Progress Theory that emphasizes the need for individual
autonomy. When given the knowledge, reassurance, and encouragement to
activate positive stimulating influences on collaborative relationships, borderline
talents have the potential to increase their participation in collaborative
innovation and create exceptional value for their organization or community.
Traditional Contributors are in the next category at the middle-right side
of the illustration. These individuals understand and embrace the benefits of
working with multiple collaborators for innovation and they activate many
positive causal influences in all of their relationships. However, they face
constraints: possibly time, skill, or knowledge related, or a combination of all
factors. This understanding offers deeper insight than the findings in Amabile
and Kramer (2011) Progress Theory that suggests individuals simply need
“ample time.” Despite the growing importance to accelerate stimulating
influencing behaviors and the increasing pressure due to on scale complexities,
the conventional knowledge they possess will limit Traditional Contributors from
getting the most value out of their relationships for collaborative innovation.
As seen at the far right side of the illustration, individuals who aspire to
maximize the value of innovation and become strong Collaborative Innovators
learn to activate stimulating behaviors and understand the potential
consequence of negative liabilities that influence the manifestation of
collaborative

relationships

with

multiples
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of

participants.

Collaborative

Innovators humanize the innovation effort by demonstrating positive personal
behaviors and appreciating human emotions at the individual level, deeply
honoring relationships, trusting their intuition, demonstrating competence and
credibility, and by personalizing recognition and rewards.
The most significant collective change for individuals innovating in
organizations today is the current movement towards the need to co-create
value, share knowledge across borders, and the ability to collaborate with many
others on scale. For Collaborative Innovators to be successful they must
increase the activation of stimulating behaviors and be mindful of the causal
influences these behaviors have on multiples of individuals in simultaneous
relationships: the complexity will increase concurrently for technological
individuals involved in managing collaborative relationships on scale.
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6.3.3 Framing Topic 2, Part 2: EDUCATE

How do individuals vary their behaviors according to closed or open
collaborative innovation conditions?
The above findings described in the Theory of Humanizing Collaborative
Innovation (Figure 59) leads to the emergence of another new theory, which
suggests that:

Figure 59: Theory of Deepening Individual Behaviors for Collaborative Innovation

This theoretical perspective is depicted graphically in the Theory of
Deepening Individual Behaviors for Collaborative Innovation (Figure 60), which
illustrates how the evolution of business practice along a continuum ranging
from internal business practices to closed innovation, open innovation,
collaborative innovation (single partner), and to collaborative innovation on
scale, are directly proportionate to the increasing complexity of this undertaking.
Correspondingly, the need for human focus deepens from that of general
company culture behaviors, to organizational and team behaviors, to the
personal level of individual behaviors.
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Figure 60: Illustrative figure for the Theory of Deepening Individual Behaviors for
Collaborative Innovation

Based on managers’ experiences in this study, the lower left corner of
the illustration depicts a traditional management understanding related to
internal business practices, which considers that individuals are guided by
company culture and internal processes that dictate what is expected of their
performance and how to achieve desired results, with little focus placed on
individual needs or behaviors.
As the continuum moves to the right from internal participants and closed
innovation to the inclusion of external participants and open innovation
practices, complexity increases through the introduction of more participants
and a focus on introducing and aligning organizational and team behaviors.
This complexity intensifies further still at the far right side of the
illustration as the need for collaborative relationships extends outside the
boundaries of the company. The innovation knowledge, ideas, technology, and
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processes become distributed among a large number of participants on scale
and along with it, the increased need to pay even more attention to the
multiples of individuals’ behaviors, motivators, and needs.
The central problem arising from on scale collaborative innovation is that
contrary to current management practices, there is a need to get more
personal, not less. It is not enough to default to company culture for the rules
and ways of working, as the cultures of many now need to be shared and
understood by all members of the collaboration. One organization is no longer
in total control of how the collaboration will come to fruition – it is up to the
individuals involved from many organizations to make it happen, and to create
and stimulate collaborative relationships across borders. The more people that
get involved, the more complex and difficult this becomes.
The illustrative depictions of these initial two theories might lead the
reader to think that the categories of individuals and the mechanisms that
stimulate collaborative behaviors is a linear process. However, the complexities
of human involvement – such as the acceptance of failure, the non-personal
language of the business, the intrinsic personal motivation drivers, or the feeling
of lack of acceptance, to mention a few – create critical tensions that will make
this a lot less neat or linear, and require deeper understanding by all
innovationists involved in the collaboration.
By stimulating the five senses that humanize collaborative innovation,
individuals may find new ways to increase the success of the collaboration in
their relationships with others, both internal and external to their own
organization.
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6.3.4 Framing Topic 3: INSPIRE

How do individual’s motivations and need for recognition vary from person to
person in relation to collaborating for innovation?
The findings of this research study illuminate the important role that
behavioral economics has at the individual level, as it provides valuable insight
to the attitudes, mindsets, drivers, motivators, and preferences of individuals
involved in collaborative innovation relationships. Specific to the third framing
topic, the findings of this study show that behaviors at the individual level vary
from person to person, especially when it comes to how individuals are
motivated and the meaning of recognition.
I developed a third theoretical perspective from the findings in this study
as depicted graphically in the Theory of Stimulated Collaborators (see Figure
61), which illustrates how greater understanding and attention of personal
motivation drivers is directly proportionate to the offer of meaningful recognition.
As these components grow and intensify proportionately, the degree of
stimulation for individuals involved in collaborative innovation increases as well.

Figure 61: Illustrative figure for the Theory of Stimulated Collaborators
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This theoretical perspective is supported by Ring and Van de Ven (1994)
who suggested that “Since the foundation of innovations are ideas and it is
people who develop, carry, react to, and modify ideas, it is critical to study what
motivates or enables individual innovative behavior” (p.112). By returning to the
four types of collaborative participants from the findings in this study, I will
illustrate how motivators and recognition may vary for the range of individuals
involved in collaborative innovation relationships.
The first example is of Collaborative Innovation Inhibitors, who feel a lack
of being appreciated. Due to this insecurity, Collaborative Innovation Inhibitors
constantly seek out ways to gain self-validation and have a tendency to receive
unwanted or negative attention as a result. These individuals are incapable of
recognizing others, as they are too internally focused on addressing their own
needs in their battle for self-preservation. This type of individual tends to be
unthankful, unmotivated, unfocused, and controlling, and together, these
attributes work against them, only to amplify feelings of being ignored or
rejected by colleagues.
The tendency of Borderline Talents as far as their personal motivational
drivers are concerned, is the feeling that they need to show they can ‘beat the
competition’ and solve all problems on their own. While these individuals prefer
to run the business in isolation, their constant need to seek clarity for their own
direction is draining for other resources that strive for alignment. These findings
show that the emphasis on “individual autonomy,” as suggested in Amabile and
Kramer’s (2011) Progress Theory, is counterintuitive and detrimental to the
need to encourage and create an inclusive environment for successful
collaborative innovation. Borderline talent individuals are critical of giving and
receiving feedback and may feel threatened or under personal attack when they
do not hear what they want to hear. When these types of individuals are in the
position to recognize or reward others, they will choose to reward all individuals
equally based on company policies and extrinsic drivers. Their personal
motivator is to do it just for the money.
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Traditional Contributors thrive on completing tasks, and while they may
need additional support or stimulation to try out new ideas, their primary
motivation is to achieve the objectives given to them. They are keen to tackle
important known issues in the workplace though may feel restrained to embrace
new information, and may lack the ability to imagine or create new ideas on
their own. Traditional Contributors are concerned about taking too many risks
and prefer clarity to ambiguity. This understanding expands beyond the findings
in Amabile and Kramer (2011) Progress Theory that suggests individuals simply
need “clear goals and objectives.” Similar to Borderline Talents, these
individuals have a tendency to reward and recognize others according to
standard protocols and extrinsic drivers, such as giving bonuses and financial
rewards, which is often reflective of keeping to company guidelines and
satisfies their preference to operate within a zone of comfort.
The model citizens of this topic are the Collaborative Innovators, who
seek to understand and respect the intrinsic drives of other individuals, and
know how to act on rewarding those motivational factors in a meaningful way.
They are finely tuned-in to situational cues and seek to understand and
embrace other people purposes and individual drivers. It is important to
Collaborative Innovators to help others feel good about themselves and to get
others involved. They demonstrate a devotion and total absorption in their work,
become easily bored with routine tasks, and actively desire to change the status
quo. Collaborative Innovators have clout in their community, stemming from a
reputation for having tremendous passion and a high sense of principle and
purpose in all they do.
The findings in this study show that for Collaborative Innovators,
recognition of thoughts and ideas is the ultimate reward in place of receiving
cash and prizes. These individuals are innately aware of the benefit of
understanding the personal motivation drivers of other people and they seek
ways to offer meaningful, lasting tributes, in order to increase an individual’s
performance and improve collaborative innovation results.
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These findings are supported by a study conducted for the Harvard
Business Review by Kube, Marechal, and Puppe (2012) on “The Currency of
Reciprocity” (see Figure 62) that suggests if the goal is to increase performance
and productivity, leaders will achieve better results when offering individuals
meaningful intrinsic incentives, rather than cash. However, this study also
suggests that not all individuals are motivated by intrinsic incentives – rewards
need to be individually designed.

Figure 62: The Currency of Reciprocity (Kube, Marechal, and Puppe, 2012)

A fundamental aim of this research was to contribute new theory to
academia and business technology practitioners. My findings have led to the
development of new theoretical contributions that add to the knowledge base
for both academicians and industrial innovationists, and they explain the way to
inform, educate, and inspire individuals involved in collaborative technology
innovation practices on scale. These aspects of my academic theory include:
342

! Theory of Humanizing Collaborative Innovation
! Theory

of

Deepening

Individual

Behaviors

for

Collaborative

Innovation; and
! Theory of Stimulated Collaborators

Further still, my work contradicts classical management and economic
theory that regards staff and managers as nothing more than cogs in an
organizational machine. Industrial innovation cannot be fully realized without an
understanding of the individuals involved in the advancement and acceleration
of multi-alliance technological collaborations.

The important academic contributions from this study provide the building
blocks (see Figure 63) to inform, educate, and inspire individuals in the way that
they gain further understanding of the interface and integration of these
disciplines, how they complement one another, and how their strengths need to
be leveraged in order for technological individuals to bring even further value
out of collaborative innovation practices across organizations on scale.

Figure 63: Contribution of theory to academia: inform, educate, inspire

The next section focuses on the contribution to business knowledge and
technological practice, and utilizes framing topics 4 and 5 as the main
mechanisms to describe the transfer of findings from this research study into
useful application for industrial innovationists involved in collaborative
technology practices on scale.
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6.4

Transfer of Research into Business Knowledge and Technology
Practice
“In theory, there is no difference between theory and practice. In practice, there is” Yogi
Berra.

The Doctor of Business Administration program at the Bradford
University School of Management has the objective to “make a significant
contribution to the enhancement of professional practice in your area of
business or management” (Bradford University, 2012).
An important aim of this study reflects this objective to bridge academic
theory to business practice, and is to provide a practical and usable business
model framework for use and adaption by individuals in technological
environments that are focused on collaborative innovation initiatives on scale.
Where academic theory, as described in the previous section of this chapter,
explains the “what and why” of empirical mechanisms that are happening,
business model frameworks are created to describe them and show individuals
“how” to put theory into practice.
Longer-term benefits of these findings are intended to help technological
individuals to apply, grow, and sustain their knowledge and practice of
collaborative innovation in the way that they: 1) enhance an individual’s
awareness and understanding of the impact of behavioral tendencies in
collaborative innovation relationships, 2) improve the outcomes of relationships
as they manifest across multiple partnerships, and 3) instill and propagate the
new learning throughout an organization and the community where people work
and live.
The importance of such a contribution to management practice is echoed
by a landmark survey by Price Waterhouse Coopers (2011) of 1200 global
CEOs, which suggested that the need for innovation results now surpasses all
other means of potential expansion in terms of increasing business value. The
PWC study (2011) found that “The next decade will be the 'most innovative
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time' since the industrial revolution due to the dynamics of over a billion new
customers, global connectivity, and radical new technologies and science.” The
trend is most significant in technology sectors, and CEOs are urged to re-think
their approach to innovation by “seeking to collaborate with outside partners
and in markets other than where they are based. The drive for innovation must
arise from a culture of individuals who are open to new ideas and systematic in
their approach to the future developments” (Online article).
An aim of this research project was to explore the complex intersection of
business management and behavioral economics fields in order to expand
understanding and knowledge in the context of behavioral influences on
relationships for collaborative innovation. These aims were reflected in a
Fortune 500 study of executives (see Figure 64) conducted by Zenger and
Folkman (2009) who found that among the top fatal flaws for the lowest-scoring
executives, the most common areas of weakness relate to collaboration,
innovation, building relationships, inspiring and developing others, powerful
communication, expertise, and championing change.
Fortunately, the Zenger and Folkman (2009) study went on to suggest
that it is possible to improve these leadership weaknesses, and for the sake of
improving collaborative innovation, it is vital for individuals in organizations to
learn and to build strength in these areas.

Figure 64: Source - Zenger and Folkman, Ten Fatal Flaws that Derail Leaders
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Managers’ experience in this study suggests that well-working
collaborative innovation relationships are fundamental not only to daily
operations and the delivery of goods and services, but for the entire value
chain, which includes the creation of future solutions for customers and
communities globally. The contribution to business knowledge and practice
based on findings from this research is significant.
The following sections are guided by questions posed in framing topics 4
and 5 (Figure 65 below), and set out to describe the components of a practical
framework developed from the findings in this research study, with the aim of
helping individuals to work with the business models developed herein as a
means to improve collaborative relationships in business innovation practices
on scale.

Figure 65: Framing topics 4 and 5
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6.4.1 Framing Topic 4: APPLY

How do social and behavioral frameworks guide individuals to make better
partnering decisions on collaborative innovation projects?
An opportunity to bridge theory to business practice appeared in
response to the fourth framing topic. The availability of a collaborative
innovation framework is a signal to individuals that their organization is
committed to offering a structure that provides the expected language and an
alignment on the known behaviors that influence collaborative innovation
relationships, and a way to understand and apply them. A framework will help
individuals to align on the vision, the context, and the goal; it will act as a
mechanism to ensure clarity of communication, and as an enabler for
individuals who are focused on developing their skills, mindset, and the
environment in a direction that acts to reinforce the stimulating values to be
applied in collaborative innovation working practices.
Findings from this study highlight the importance of self-reflection and
self-assessment. There is a need to get to the personal level to understand
one’s own self before assessing others, and to realize, take ownership, and
accountability for one’s own behaviors, strengths, and contributions before
seeking to understand others. These findings are echoed by Harter (2011) who
found that individuals who are good at self-reflection are much “more likely to
produce high-quality work and help their organizations grow and improve the
well-being of their workforce” (p.2).
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6.4.2 Rubric for Reflecting on Collaborative Innovation Behaviors

In the previous, Contribution of Theory to Academia section, the Theory
of Humanizing Collaborative Innovation (Figure 58) illustrated four collaborative
innovation participant types that resulted from the findings in this research
project based on the activation of liabilities or stimulating behavioral influences:
Collaborative Innovation Inhibitors, Borderline Talents, Traditional Contributors,
and Collaborative Innovators.
Through the presentation of a matrix rubric (see Figure 66 below), the
five behavioral themes – the human senses for collaborative innovation
relationships: Make it Personal, Value Relationships, Offer Tribute, Champion
the Cause, and Trust Your Intuition – are squared off with the four
corresponding collaborative innovation participant types to proffer individuals a
clear and comprehensive overview and guide an understanding of the influence
and implications of behaviors that manifest in relationships in collaborative
innovation.
The managers’ experience in this study suggests that the diversity of
individuals means there is no one right answer and there is no guarantee of the
outcome. While this matrix rubric may not be the only possible solution, the
findings of this research enable individuals to apply the learning as they begin
to reflect on their own current standing and set out to evaluate the types and
behaviors of others through a common language and framework. Through the
identification and understanding of target behaviors, individuals can develop
their natural intuitive senses in order to identify and select the valuable traits,
behaviors, and characteristics they seek with others, and continue to grow and
nurture relationships for collaborative innovation.
The complete matrix rubric is shown below, and to facilitate visual clarity
of the fine print, each of the five senses that humanize collaborative innovation
is extrapolated, magnified one-by-one, and depicted in Appendices 9-13.
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Figure 66: Rubric of influencing behaviors for individuals in organizations
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6.4.3 Instilling Collaborative Behaviors in Innovation Practice

“Tell me and I forget. Teach me and I remember. Involve me and I learn”
Benjamin Franklin.

The matrix rubric (Figure 66) was developed to help guide individuals to
reflect on their own behaviors against a set of target variables from the five
senses that humanize collaborative innovation. The findings from this research
study have shown however, that the skill of reflection and self-assessment
remains under-developed for many individuals, and this is echoed by Zenger
and Folkman (2009) who found that “ineffective leaders were often unaware
that they exhibited flawed behaviors; in fact, those who were rated most
negatively rated themselves substantially more positively” … it is vital that
individuals take a “very hard look at themselves and ask for candid feedback on
their performance” (p.18), as the potential for optimizing collaborative innovation
outcomes depends on it.
Contributing to the challenges for individuals to learn the practice of selfreflection and assessment, research conducted by Patterson, Kerrin, GattoRoissard, et al. (2009b) found that while “characteristics and behaviors that
enhance innovative working can be clearly identified, there is limited evidence
that organizations are actively integrating the research evidence into corporate
HR policy and practice” (p.3).
Indeed, throughout the course of this academic study, a question
frequently posed by interested colleagues was “how will we get to learn what
you have learned from this research project?” The managers’ experience
described in this study suggests that the behavioral attributes that influence
relationships in collaborative innovation can be identified and learned.
The imperative now, is to apply the knowledge in business practice so as
to not dim the excitement of the momentum of learning, to grow individuals
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skills and capabilities, and sustain the learning by instilling them as widely and
rapidly as possible (Figure 67).

Figure 67: Transfer of research to business knowledge and practice: apply, grow, sustain

The fifth framing topic will describe grow and sustain elements of this
framework, and then I will further discuss how this research is transferred into
practice.
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6.4.4 Framing Topic 5, Part 1: GROW

How can collaborative behaviors and skills be learned by individuals in order to
bring out the fuller value of innovation in organizations?
Referring to the matrix rubric (Figure 66) as a guide to help individuals
identify and reflect upon their own style, I developed of a set of Collaborative
Innovator Behavioral Self-Assessment questionnaires (below) to understand the
implications of individual’s style and aid them to put the learning from this
research into practice. This approach builds on remarks from Sam’s experience
as a Commercial Lead, and his observation that:
“By helping people see which behaviors make most sense to themselves
and to the individuals they collaborate with in innovative projects, they
can learn which behavioral senses will work for them the best.”
By utilizing the questionnaires for each of the five themes, individuals
can tangibly involve themselves in the process of learning and facilitate their
own self-assessment, request candid feedback on their collaborative style, and
develop a personalized learning plan. In doing so, individuals contribute to the
creation of teaching materials that share tailored learning on the behavioral
influences on relationships in collaborative innovation for use within their
organization or community.
The method of using the self-assessments is for individuals to read the
statements and rate themselves – or have a trusted partner provide a rating for
them – according to behavioral strengths ranging from ‘rarely to usually to
always,’ on a scale of one to five. As an example, for Self-Assessment in the
theme Make It Personal, a response to Statement #8 could be ‘I enjoy tapping
into what is of interest to other people = usually’; or Statement #6 in Value
Relationships, ‘I promote and invest in informal relationship building with
internal and external partners = rarely’; or Statement #4, ‘I am dedicated to
making sure that every member of the collaboration stays connected = always’
in Champion the Cause.
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The total sum of the individual scores will guide the person to understand
whether they are Collaborative Innovators who are ‘prone for collaborative
innovation’ on the high end of the scale, or whether they are Collaborative
Innovation Inhibitors, meaning it is ‘important to change my behaviors.’
The results of the self-assessment aim to deliver a personalized learning
plan for the individual by outlining and highlighting the specific strengths they
should continue to bring to their collaborative relationship practices, as well as
areas of focus for further development. The five self-assessment questionnaires
are depicted in the following Figures 68-72.
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Figure 68: Collaborative innovator behavioral self-assessment for Make It Personal
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Figure 69: Collaborative innovator behavioral self-assessment for Value Relationships
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Figure 70: Collaborative innovator behavioral self-assessment for Offer Tribute
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Figure 71: Collaborative innovator behavioral self-assessment for Champion the Cause
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Figure 72: Collaborative innovator behavioral self-assessment for Trust Your Intuition
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6.4.5 Framing Topic 5, Part 2: SUSTAIN

How can collaborative behaviors and skills be learned by individuals in order to
bring out the fuller value of innovation in organizations?
Upon completion of all Collaborative Innovator Individual Behavioral SelfAssessments, individuals can then transfer the final score from each of the five
themes onto their own Individual Development Plan Overview (see Figure 73)
and track their progress over time. An executive summary of the behavioral
influences for each of the five senses is visible on the learning plan overview,
and depicts the spectrum of both strong ratings that indicate Collaborative
Innovator types and low ratings, representing Collaborative Innovator Inhibitors.
Individuals working in collaborative innovation are urged to repeat the
Self-Assessment process as part of a regular performance review evaluation,
and to reflect on areas of progress and continued opportunities for development
that sustain continuous improvement in collaborative innovation relationships.
This easy-to-reference development plan overview serves as a
personalized reminder of the areas of strength and opportunities for
improvement that will increase the value and outcomes of collaborative
innovation practices at work and where they live.
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Figure 73: Collaborative innovator – Individual Learning Plan Overview
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An aim of this research was to contribute practical application of the
findings in this study towards the development of business knowledge and
collaborative innovation practice in technology contexts on scale. The
significant contributions in this section described the development of three
business models that provide the frameworks and mechanisms to apply, grow,
and sustain industrial innovationists (see Figure 74), and offer the ability to put
academic learning into practice and bring even further value out of collaborative
relationships across technology organizations on scale. These business models
are:
! RUBRIC for Reflecting on Collaborative Innovation Behaviors
! Five Collaborative Innovator Individual Behavioral Self-Assessments
! Individual Development Plan Overview

Figure 74: Transfer of Research into Business Knowledge and Technological Practice

The final outcome of this research can be conceptualized in a holistic
and integrative practical framework as a proposed mechanism to help bridge
academic theory (inform, educate, inspire) to technological business practice
(apply, grow, sustain). Based on the findings from this study, a pictorial
illustration of these mechanisms that humanize collaborative innovation for
individuals in organizations can be summarized in the following Figure 75.
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Figure 75: Bridging empirical theory to business technology practice
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6.4.6 Piloting the Results of this Research

With an aim to bridge learning and observe the contribution of these
research results in business practice, I returned to the original participants of
this study to launch an initial pilot and put the “Apply – Grow – Sustain” (Figure
74) materials to use. My continuous engagement with the participants through
the member check process of research made this an easy request, and they
were eager to pilot the findings of our collaboration. Following are remarks and
constructive feedback shared by several of the pilot participants thus far:
“I like the suggestion to pair up with someone you trust to have them fill
in the questionnaires for you! I think I learned much more about myself this way
and was able to set real, honest objectives for my development” – Ray, Senior
IT Manager.
“These 5 Senses really resonate with me and I don’t think I’ve ever seen
them or read about them quite like this before. They really get to the heart of the
behaviors we need to focus on to help improve our collaborative efforts. I think
they could be used beyond innovation to other areas of collaboration in
business” – Wade, Partner Executive.
“By using these materials, it becomes very clear, very quickly what one
needs to do to move up the scale from being an Innovation Inhibitor to a
Collaborative Innovator. The next step is in how the person is going to change
his or her own behaviors to make it happen. A very comprehensive and clever
package of material!” – Olaf, Project Sponsor.
“I used this behavioral package right away in a team building event.
Since people did not know each other very well yet, they did their own selfassessments. I gave them the rubric reference sheet AFTER they did their
assessments and we used that as a discussion topic to understand the
behaviors that may help or hurt our efforts to collaborate on innovation projects.
This really helped us get to know ourselves better, and to get to know each
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other. One thing this highlighted for us as a team, is that we have some real
work to do on improving our ‘Offer Tribute’ behaviors as a whole” – Emily,
Commercial Lead.
“Champion the Cause hits the nail on the head. I never thought about it
this way before, but it is so true. This puts the need for a ‘champion’ squarely on
the table. Every good working collaboration I know has someone who is the
champion of that cause” – Gary, Project Director.
“When I first looked at the materials I thought ‘oh wow there is so much
in here to absorb. Where do I start? How do I get my teams connected to this?
How do I get my partners connected to this?’ And then it hit me … I need to
start with myself” – Bob, Business Development Manager.
“It is humbling – and refreshing – to have a discussion at the business
table about our behaviors with partners. This professional approach made it
possible to talk about it without it being awkward to discuss. By applying these
approaches, each and every one of us can be personally accountable for the
outcomes because we now all know the behaviors that are needed to be
successful” – James, Technology Director.
“Wow, the power of Intuition! These materials are the return to humanity
and getting back in touch with real people values that we seem to have long
forgotten in business” – Tate, Senior Project Manager.
“I did the self-assessments with my team and I think we all learned
something new from it. For me, I like the way it focuses on people’s strengths,
and even if you are not so good at something it talks about how you can
develop yourself rather that talking about ‘weaknesses’. Overall, very positive” –
Ian, Project Sponsor.
“Simple, easy to use, informative, and spot-on” – Marc, Project Director.
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“The new reality for me is that this is even more personal than ever
before. I can see how this is needed, and also how much we miss the mark. It is
not top down, though leaders need to show these behaviors too. It’s taking it
one person at a time, and it’s not going to be easy. It will take time. And it’ll be
worth it” – Ugo, Business Development Manager.

The responses gathered to date from the initial pilot participants help to
reinforce the significance of the contribution that this research makes to
business

knowledge

and

practice

and

highlight

areas

for

continued

improvement.
The transfer of the package of materials (Figure 74) into the hands of
innovation practitioners who can put it to use is of vital importance, and needs
to proliferate and grow: leaders are urged to expand and integrate the learning
from this research in order to bring further value out across collaborative
innovation relationships in the businesses and communities where they work
and live. The need is anticipated for managers to help develop the necessary
training, support, and mentoring opportunities that would be involved in helping
participants develop their collaborative innovator skills.
The next and final Chapter Seven highlights research gaps and proffers
suggestions for further study. Turn the page with me now to journey through
these final concluding remarks.
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7 CHAPTER SEVEN: Concluding Remarks
This final chapter identifies gaps in the research and proposes potential
areas for future research study.
The main contents of this section are as follows:
Research Gaps and Suggestions for Further Study
Suggestions for Further Study to Make it MORE Personal
Suggestions for Further Study to Value Relationships MORE
Suggestions for Further Study to Offer MORE Tribute
Suggestions for Further Study to Champion the Cause MORE
Suggestions for Further Study to Trust Your Intuition MORE
In Closing: The Boundaries of this Research
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7.1

Research Gaps and Suggestions for Further Study
“Live as if you were to die tomorrow. Learn as if you were to live forever”
Mahatma Gandhi.

Beyond the scope of this research that has looked into the unique
perspective of behaviors at the individual level that influence the manifestation
of relationships in collaborative innovation practices, there are still many open
issues related to the topic that could be explored on the research frontier. This
closing section will address some of the key gaps and propose suggestions for
further study.
Interview participants and industry experts shared insights, suggestions,
and experiences throughout the course of this research around the issues
encountered in daily practices for collaborative innovation. These are integrated
with findings from current academic literature according to each of the five
themes, and depicted in the following tables, Figures 76-80.
This collection of suggested topics should serve as an important gauge
for where future research should and will need to go, and highlights the fields
and areas that business professionals and academicians are most currently
pursuing. The call for deeper exploration and understanding into collaborative
innovation behaviors is evident and clearly identified in many important
respects.

7.1.1 Suggestions for Further Study to Make it MORE Personal

Curiosity and discussion ensues around opportunities to advance
business practice in the area of behavioral influences for collaborative
innovation. Considering the need to Make It MORE Personal, I am intrigued to
find researchers (West and Gallagher, 2006; Bettencourt and Ulwick, 2008;
Goleman, 2008; Pink, 2009; Rath and Harter, 2010) call for more systematic
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cross-organizational studies in this field, the urge to practitioners to heighten
focus on total well-being in collaborations, and the need to find ways to
leverage well-being as a competitive advantage.
Another observable trend on the Make It MORE Personal theme may
revert business approaches to those of earlier practices, as researchers
(Amabile, 1998; Colvin, 2010; Pink, 2011; Bettencourt, 2011) question why
traits such as creativity, imagination, and wondering, which used to be valued in
organizations, seem to have disappeared from performance expectations in
today’s commercial world.
At Royal Dutch Shell, a past recruiting practice called HAIR assessed
individuals on skills around Helicopter, Analysis, Imagination, and Reality.
Current day, people are predominantly recruited based on what they know. For
collaborative innovation, researchers call for more wonderers. This resonates
with author J.K. Rowling who once said “Imagination is not only the uniquely
human capacity to envision that which is not, and, therefore, the foundation of
all invention and innovation. In its arguably most transformative and revelatory
capacity, it is the power that enables us to empathize with humans whose
experiences we have never shared.”

Figure 76: Suggestions for further study to Make It MORE Personal
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7.1.2 Suggestions for Further Study to Value Relationships MORE

Critical thought around the theme of how to Value Relationships MORE
suggests that people’s abilities to build and foster well-working collaborative
relationships for innovation have become so commercial, they have lost the
human touch. Practitioners ask how collaborative innovation can ever flourish,
when individuals seem to have reached the limits of human compassion,
respect, interest in others, and trust. People are too internally focused on
themselves, and on their own organization. They need to be behaviorally retooled for a collaborative and borderless world. Researchers (Barge-Gil, 2010;
Rath, 2010; Whelan et al., 2011) call for the need to strengthen social networks
and establish socialization processes outside the organization. The imperative
is to build relationships from the outside in, with your insides out.
Practitioners acknowledge the increasing need to create ways to extract
more business value from collaborative networks and competitive relationships.
Individuals are pressed by the accelerating demand to integrate knowledge
from everywhere, though concerns and blockers arise when partnering with the
competition. Clearly, there are as many circumstances where this approach is
beneficial, as situations when it is not.
Studies are underway (Klein, 2003; Inkpen and Currall, 2004; Goleman,
2006; Rath, 2010) to explore this further, and researchers and business
practitioners should extend their investigation and integrate findings and
experiences on approaches to teaming with the competition, for the benefit of
collaborative innovation.

369

Figure 77: Suggestions for further study to Value Relationships MORE

7.1.3 Suggestions for Further Study to Offer MORE Tribute

Significant feedback gained through the course of this study calls on the
need to orient future research and business practitioners towards re-examining
the approaches to measure, recognize, and reward individuals for their
participation in collaborative innovation initiatives. Innovation is taking place on
the human side now and as McAfee (2009) mentioned, “Quite honestly, the
biggest risk is that a company will turn its back on a proven source of great
ideas: its people” (p.80).
Organizations should look at the whole of the people: the collaboration of
human beings who create, develop, and deliver, and not just the ones that wear
the same company badge. Leaders must consider the total human asset if they
are to Offer MORE Tribute.
Researchers Doz and Arinio (2004), whose current studies focus on
individuals in collaborative relationships, suggest that individuals are more
important than the firm as a unit of analysis. Other academicians disagree
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(Sako, 1992; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994; Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla,
1998; McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer, 2003), especially when it concerns longterm relations between firms, which often live longer than the individuals in their
own position. An important area of future research points to the need to look at
inter-firm relations, eco-systems, and alliances and to re-examine the
behavioral and emotional economics of sustainable collaborative innovation.
Researchers (Chan, 2008; Mortara et al., 2009; Kaplan, 2010; Greer and
Lei, 2012) suggest that a new performance management platform is necessary,
and should focus on employee engagement and loyalty to the firm. The platform
should incorporate leading indicators such as ‘Return on Relationships’ and
measure what a ‘good relationship’ or collaboration looks like. Leaders should
also consider factors that motivate individuals to participate, especially in cases
where the engagement stretches them beyond their normal scope of work. This
is supported by Mortara et al. (2009) who found, “Targets are not always the
best approach for all. Everyone responds differently. Make sure the motivational
approach matches the people involved – not everyone responds in the same
way” (p.48).
The dilemma for business practitioners is to seek solutions that balance
the recognition of individual performance outcomes, ways to reward network
effectiveness, and to offer tributes according to personal values of worth.
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Figure 78: Suggestions for further study to Offer MORE Tribute

7.1.4 Suggestions for Further Study to Champion the Cause MORE

Fields related to connective sustainable capacity and business
networking configurations are growing, and include aspects around connecting
people in non-linear situations, studying the behaviors and actions of individuals
in crisis mode, and an almost hero-like mentality of ‘leave no one behind’ where
even

dissenters

and

nay-sayers

are

encouraged

to

turn-about

and

harmoniously join in on the collaboration. Everyone counts and needs to be
made to feel included. The people with ideas need to connect with the people
who act, and good networkers need to bring the idea generators and actors
together fluidly. Researchers (Madhok, 2006; Perrin and Blauth, 2009; Mortara
et al., 2009; Rath, 2010; Whelan et al., 2011) call for further study around how
to champion the collaboration, keep the momentum going, and help individuals
to find ways to adapt to change, even in light of turbulent events and situations.
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Business practitioners point to the need to create social equity of
information related to collaborative innovation. There is no longer value in
coveting or safeguarding information for ones own use; information de-values
rapidly as time increases unless it is shared and put to good use. The value
comes when transparency is enabled, and it is vital to create new approaches,
different tools, and technologies, to leverage information and data across
multiple parties in collaboration.
Researchers (Patterson, Kerrin, Gatto-Roissard, et al., 2009; George and
Zhou, 2001; Fleming, 2013; Glass, 2013) suggest further focus on concepts
that investigate the approaches and attitudes of people, to learn how to transfer
tacit knowledge more rapidly in collaborative settings, and gain a deeper
understanding of individual’s perspectives through the development of social
innovation. In addition, studies conducted by the International Data Corporation
(IDC) suggest further exploration into Social Business Frameworks (2010) that
redefine relationships through the use of “socialytics” which enable business
value transformation through “innovative methods of communication and
collaboration, and where trust takes on new importance” (p.2).

Figure 79: Suggestions for further study to Champion the Cause MORE
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7.1.5 Suggestions for Further Study to Trust Your Intuition MORE

Future research should investigate the use of intuition as a value of
measurement in performance metrics, especially as it pertains to collaborative
relationships. There is debate and divergence of thought related to the reliance
of intuition in decision-making processes. Some academicians (Goleman, 2006;
Patterson and Kerrin, 2009; Colvin, 2010; Greer and Lei, 2012; Fleming and
Harter, 2013) stress the need to heighten awareness around learning to
leverage intuition and use of judgment in relationship based decisions, however
critics such as McAfee (2013) say that robots can perform certain decisionmaking tasks better than humans.
It would be prudent to comparatively examine the impacts and outcomes
in collaborative innovation cases as determined by fact-based or intuitive-based
decisions. One believer in the power of intuition, IBM’s past CEO Sam
Palmisano said, “Innovation is societal, not technological. It is the phenomenon
that arrives from the intersection of invention and intuitive insight.”

Figure 80: Suggestions for further study to Trust Your Intuition MORE
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7.2

In Closing: The Boundaries of this Research
“There are no limitations to the mind except those we acknowledge” Napoleon Hill.

This research study considered the unique perspective of exploring
individuals’ behaviors and interactions involved in collaborative innovation
relationships, with an aim to understand how human behaviors manifest in
relationships that stimulate or hinder collaborative innovation on scale.
Behaviors of individuals can be significantly influenced by the organizational or
institutional culture or setting in which the collaboration occurs. Therefore, the
qualitative critical realist interview-driven approach to data collection was
chosen as a primary source of input to this research to facilitate the study of
individual’s behaviors, thoughts, beliefs, and senses with minimal manipulation
or control from other factors within the organizational setting.
Due to the group size of twenty-three participants involved in the study,
generalizability of the findings is limited. The integrative manner of data
collection that included academic literature, participant responses, reflective
learning journal notes, company reports, and industry documents allowed an indepth examination of the particular topic, however there is still opportunity to
explore this further.
The thematic approach to the analysis allowed the data to develop and
helped to tell the story. Through the analysis and discussion, readers could
make their own informed decisions about whether or not the themes that
emerged from the research would be transferable to others’ situations. There is
no ‘guarantee of success’ that the themes discovered would lead to innovation
successes due to behavioral differences in individuals that influence every
human interaction. Our comprehension and understanding in this area still
leaves much to be learned.
Research into the corporatist perspective, which investigates the
influence of company culture on individuals involved in innovation, lies outside
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the bounds of this report. In other words, this report does not discuss strategy,
structure, IP management, systems, tools, commercialization, or testing
business elements related to the traditional process of innovation. Considering
the complex nature of this multi-dimensional topic into human behaviors, the
research integrates theory from the fields of management in the social
sciences, sociology, and behavioral sciences.
The research design did not attempt to distinguish between age, gender,
demographics, or company size and this allows for other potential avenues of
new research study that could be investigated in future research.
The research design, methodology, and analysis proffered academic and
management readership alike with an insight into the originality of the research
conducted, whereby data emerged naturally from its sources and told the story
through an engaging presentation. Critical analysis enabled the strengths and
weaknesses of the research approach to be explored, which as Hart (1998)
found could “produce a careful, considered, and justified evaluation; conceding
that the approach or point of view has some merits which can be useful, but that
others need to be rejected” (p.176).
The research frontier is limitless so long as our minds are open to the
journey and there is a willingness to explore and discover new thoughts and
ideas. The opportunity of this empirical research study allowed the possibility to
study and explore the theme of behavioral influences at the individual level that
manifest in relationships for collaborative innovation on scale in technology
practices. As a result, new thoughts, theories, and ideas have emerged with the
aim to help individuals consider the important role behaviors play on influencing
multi-collaborative relationship outcomes. In the pursuit of knowledge and
applied learning, I hope that the audience of this paper will act on the learning
herein, and find ways to bridge academic theory to business practice in order to
get more value out of collaborative relationships, for the sake of innovation.
It is possible that other thoughts and ideas related to this research
project do exist and have not been identified, and they may be important to
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pursue in order to deepen an understanding on the topic even further. Choices
in the research design, philosophy, methods, methodologies, literature, data
analysis, and interpretation led to the emergence of the results documented in
this paper; other approaches may have delivered different results on the same
data collected. Vital to the ethical considerations and moral practices upheld
throughout the course of this research process, was the promise to participants
to safeguard their identities, while remaining faithful to the data gathered from
them. The knowledge and work contributed by others was respected, with the
aim to strengthen the credibility of this research.
The findings and learning from this research project suggest there is still
much opportunity to explore topics further and learn how to leverage behavioral
influences in order to bring out the full value of innovation through collaborative
relationships in technology practices. My passion and curiosity are abundant,
and the quest to keep learning will continue on. The journey does not end here,
for it has only just begun.
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9 Afterword
Since childhood, my mom, Sandra Joannes Antoine has been one of my
greatest sources of inspiration as she has continually sparked my imagination
and tirelessly stimulated my quest for learning and understanding. In the
process of researching and writing for my doctoral study, her curiosity in my
choice of topic led to many passionate and insightful discussions as her interest
in my topic abounded. In a simple gesture of gratitude and honor, I could think
of no better person to reflect on the thesis experience with, than to recall some
of the recent chats I have had with her. To help make my research document all
the more personal for the audience that reads it, the following are a collection of
some of the questions she has posed to me during the course of my study.
Thank you, mom!
Mom: What is the biggest change of mind you have had since beginning your
thesis research on Innovation?
Me: I think a real turning point was when I realized that the niche in designing
my research was the value of seeing this through the lens of the individual,
rather than taking an organizational view. That realization changed my thinking
and approach completely and allowed me to go from something quite generic
and already overly publicized, to something that had not really been explored in
all that much depth yet (until now!).
Mom: Could you have done anything differently in your data gathering?
Me: I have learned through the course of this doctoral study that I have a strong
preference for qualitative research, and as such, I minimized my focus on
quantitative methods in this study. You know, I happen to be very good in math
and numbers; however when it comes to people and problem solving, my
deeper qualitative sense tends to naturally take over. I had produced some
statistical self-assessment surveys that I handed out to friends to practice
quantitative techniques prior to starting my thesis research. But instead of
looking at their raw data, I found myself defaulting to discussions to talk through
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what was behind their responses. Perhaps a semi-quantitative approach is
something to consider in future research, though the eternal qualitative realist in
me has doubts that this approach would have added more new perspectives.
Next thesis.. ?
Mom: Where does your drive and interest come from?
Me: I am quite curious by nature. Growing up, you and dad always let me
search things out and form my own opinions. The answers were never given: I
needed to figure things out for myself. I think there was a phase when I became
quite opinionated! We did many creative things together that required a lot of
thought and patience. I was fascinated to read the manuals of every techy
gadget that came into the house. That’s when my interest with technology
began. But in reading the manuals cover-to-cover, I always thought there was
more to know and that I could find a way to improve the “how-to.” I think the
instilled combination of curiosity, creativity, trouble-shooting, wanting-to-knowmore, and not worrying about “coloring inside the lines” gave me the freedom
and desire to explore real-life problems in depth and search for my own
solutions.
Mom: How will new technology shape different desired outcomes?
Me: The speed of change in terms of technology right now is phenomenal. I am
fascinated with the trends in social media, watching how younger people
interact with each other and taking part in all it myself. The timeframes that new
trends stay trends seem to be condensing into shorter periods. Just as one new
thing becomes hype and is picked up by the masses, those who were on the
beginning of the curve are already moving on to the next new thing. I think
people are befuddled and confused. They are losing all sense of the importance
of communication. The real smoke screen in my mind is that despite people
thinking they are communicating more with one another, they are actually
communicating less of what really matters and is of value. I think there will be
consequences for these evolving behaviors in the future and we need to find
ways to help people get (re)connected in more meaningful ways.
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Mom: What unexpected results have you discovered in developing your thesis
document?
Me: I have been really amazed by the power of research and analysis, and that
in staying close to the data, it would help me tell the story. When the themes
started to emerge based on the empirical results, the evidence astounded me. I
really had not expected it to be so transparent and revealing. I realized that by
being faithful to the process and true to the data, the story could be told in
greater volumes, even more than I had imagined.
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11.1 Appendix 1: Transcribed and Analyzed Interview Example
File Name:

DBA Thesis 3 Interview
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Length of file:
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MP3
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Interviewer: Okay, so thank you. We are here today to talk about this research
study, and trying to explore further the behavioral traits at the individual level
that will help us to understand and explain the manifestation in a relationship
that will either help us to stimulate or hinder collaborative innovation in scale.
What I’m looking at is how we do this with numbers of partners, and recognizing
that we might need to be thinking about the behaviors that we apply differently
when we involve even more partners into our collaboration.
So the first question that I would like to ask you is: If you consider your
own behaviors as a leader in the role that you have in your company, how do
the behaviors in terms of your definition of them, the skills, the competencies,
the capacities that you apply, how do they help bring people together to solve
problems and help them focus on that problem and then sustain that for the
future? So what is your definition of collaboration and what that means to you,
in terms of the behaviors that you apply in that light?
Interviewee: Okay. So collaboration as opposed to innovation at this point,
yeah.
Interviewer: To collaborate in order to innovate.
Interviewee: Yes, okay. Well, I mean I think it starts with a number of positive
reinforcing behavior, so teaming, and thinking constructively what facilitates
good teaming and conversely figure out what gets in the way of the teaming. Is
this sort of a bit of a starting point for collaboration?
culture aspect, I suppose, in terms of the way an
organization

encourages

teaming

which

Does the
Hinders

probably

depends, or certainly varies, by the nature of the organization itself, so if I look
at my own company, or indeed many of the different clients you work with they
all have their own unique culture. Some common elements and some
differences as well, depending on what their business purpose, business model
is.
Certainly, in a services company, which my Company is one, and there
are many, you know that idea of teaming, collaborative, working together, you
know, the sum is more than the individual. You work together towards
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implementation of something, an idea through to execution, is very much sort
of, goes with the territory, it’s sort of encouraged, as a sort of good set of
behavior so, actually I’m thinking about this a little bit before we met. I was sort
of thinking: You have to sort of strip away what you take for granted in one
organization because it’s just reinforced so routinely, versus where you might
actually find that less constructive behaviors around collaboration.
It implies, you know, and there is the trust word, is a big word in this, so if
you sort of, if you are working in teams, you are trusting that you are not going
to be doing everything yourself, and other fine people will do their parts of it. So,
I think part of your question there was: How do you create that? I suppose you
have to be open, you have to be clear, in terms of what the particular objectives
are, and you have to, sort of, find examples of good behavior and reward them
and you have to find examples of bad behavior, which there will be always, you
know, people, for whatever reason, holding information to themselves, not
teaming in such a good way, not being clear whether the…their own personal
interests are going to be, you know, achieved as well, if they
share things for the broader interest, so, that’s some sort of

Hinders

selfish, selfishness or protectiveness in that behavior perhaps.
But I think, you know, that collaboration is something which can be
infectious, you know, if that’s the way which people think the organization
works, you don’t have to spend a lot of time worrying about it. If I just think a
little bit about my own company, you know, we sort of have to live or die by our
ability to team and collaborate, you know, whatever you think of different things
that the company does, it has created an environment where instinctively
people are encouraged to share, because, you know, we need to serve our
clients in a sort of effective way and people often
comment when they come in how unusual it is, especially if

Stimulates

they come not at a graduate level but in a more experienced
level. But you know, I send an e-mail out and didn’t expect to get a response,
but I got ten, why is it that you do that? It’s because it’s sort of, I suppose,
enlightens self-interest. You know, if you do something, other people will do it
back for you and the common purpose, if you like, I would say that rather
uncommon enemy is somewhere else, rather than inside, so the more effective
you can be by working together, probably it just helps everybody. So be careful
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to behave in a stream of consciousness in covering too much space and give
me some sort of guidelines if I’m going off track for you.
Interviewer: Not at all, thank you, you are addressing the behavioral level which
is where I wanted to get to and, so I appreciate that. I guess what you are
leading me to ask is the next question around, so, you have described a little bit
your own approach, do you see that others within your Company have similar
approaches, or are there individuals that you think: Ah, there is a person who
collaborates in a different way than I do, who’s highly successful, and I’m
interested to know more about how that persons practices are working for
them? Are others different than your own employees?
Interviewee: Okay, so this is much more personal than the
first… I mean, everyone is different of course, and so there

Key to

will be nuances of behavior, and I suppose what I was

languages

trying to, sort of, set out was more general culture of
sharing and teaming. Because, it’s in the organizations

greater

good and therefore the individuals, what they’ve had recognized, that’s the case
as well. I mean, at a personal level, I suppose, being open, not being
hierarchical, encouraging, you know, good ideas in, not just in, say the whole
incentives reward, which, by and large, and not monetary, it’s more a question
of recognition in terms of people having done
things. I think that is a fairly uniform outlook
would it be different is people who probably
up to the right attitude set.
Then other examples of for instance, some

constructive
where

Link to

don’t live

motivation

people have

a very nice way of being, getting people to say more than they have expected
they would. Making people feel good about themselves, so I think that all plays
towards trust. You know, humility goes quite a

long

way. If people sort of recognize this person who

Link to building

isn’t trying to get some edge, it’s almost easier to

relationships

think of the bad behavior than the good behaviors.

You

do not want people taking credit for other people’s ideas because that leads to
an environment where people don’t share their ideas. You don’t want people
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feeling they are not able to

voice their ideas, because they're not at

the right level in the organization

for people to recognize

Hinders

that their opinion counts, where it’s

increasingly a different

sort of social interaction technology world, you almost want the people with, you
know, the younger people, the younger generation, to be speaking up, because
they have some different perspective to things.
You don’t want people hoarding on to information because it is some
kind of control.
know, they

So you need to find a way where they see that, you
Hinders

shared

are more than a sum of the parts by having
something and it also needs to lead to

something. I think one of the challenges is…and I'm
Align goals

probably drifting into innovation rather than collaboration
here, but I mean, people have to team well in order to

deliver what we do, I mean, we don’t generally operate in sole practitioners
doing in the bits of pieces of work. It has to sort of somehow pull together things
and really appropriately collaborate with our clients you know, and there’s all
sorts of examples whether we don’t, you know, we can get our price and we
can sort of get it to you know, that’s maybe caused some friction and you know,
so that it comes back to the trust point, collaboration isn’t just

within it has

to be in a sort of broad

delivery

whatever the outcome is

Stimulates

you're

Hinders

looking for here.

of

Interviewer: Indeed. And I’d like to ask one question referring to something you
mentioned a minute ago around so when the behaviors aren't working well, so
when people don’t behave the way we expect them to, where is the
consequence of that then, within your Company? What happens when people
don’t behave as we’re expecting them to in collaboration?
Interviewee: I mean, it’s such an endemic part of the culture, you know, we
have 6 core values,
almost…people
performance

global
Stimulates

get

teaming
called

out

is
so

in

one,

it’s

our

own

management process if you want to get

to the hard labor, when people talk about their contributions, we look at through
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things through 3 lenses you know: their ability to create value, you know, for the
clients and for the firm, their ability to develop people, you know, in how they
contract and team, and their ability to manage the business, you know,
effectively as a good operations so there’s value, people, and business
operation are the 3 sort of lenses we tend to look at things.
People who don’t collaborate generally don’t create much value because
they worked…they lose in all 3
like. If you like, all 3 bundles of that

balls, if you

Importance of value

model. And then when they're being

little

creation

compared

against their peers and we do operate a forced
distribution so only 5% of people can be
exceptional, 5% are probably need to be

What are those fine

looking somewhere else then we have

differences??

the Bell curve, you're looking at very fine
differences. Now it’s probably worth saying a
little bit actually, when we recruit people probably it’s

almost

half

and half now between kind of graduate versus experienced and that’s been
quite a shift over 20 years and in 20 years together that might have been close
to a 100% graduate. Nevertheless, in that recruitment, we tend to look less at
someone’s academic background in terms of the subject but more in terms of
some of the things that go around the person so people involved in teaming,
team

sports;

it’s just a much better cultural fit in terms of

Relationships; Building collaboration

what you're trying to do at
the company.

Interviewer Q2: Thank you, thank you for that. I wanted to come back to…so
we talked a little bit about the behaviors that you observed at your Company.
Now what happens when you want to collaborate with parties outside of the
company, do these behaviors change then? How do they differ if they do, when
you're wanting to collaborate with other parties? So no longer within your
company, but now you're thinking about okay I need to work with this outside
party, do your behaviors change at all in terms of how you approach the
collaboration?
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Interviewee: So just tell me, collaborate with clients or if we could, particular for
us, or collaborate with other people in the broad ecosystem who may be, you
know, alliance partners and so forth…?
Interviewer:

Yes, you can take either example that you’d like and we can

discuss it [overlapping conversation] [0:11:26]
Interviewee: They're both, I mean certainly within the family there’s one set of
rules and naturally you can inculcate the right behaviors of what you're trying to
do there generally in terms of collaboration and certainly for services that
complete our cause, it’s very hard to be successful if you don’t collaborate
internally. Of course the most obvious thing is we only exist because of our
clients so you have to collaborate with your clients and that collaboration I think
has to be built on a sort of the right set of behaviors so that long term trust is an
aspiration which I hope are the signs you

would typically look for.

You may be immediately contracted to
do something and I think you need to have very

Need to collaborate to be

clear expectations aligned between both parties

successful.

so collaboration can be facilitated by having
Stimulates. Competences
and capabilities.

completely aligned expectations. Now, okay
we want you to do these things, we expect
you to work with our people in this way, we

want

you

to

bring

some

external

experience that we wouldn’t have otherwise, we expected the challenges in the
right way, so all of that sort of thing leads to effective collaboration and teaming
and the mark of success is at some point you don’t really notice the difference
between the people except you don’t want that to get too far because then you
say well why are you hiring somebody from the outside in the 1st place if they
are not bringing value beyond their ability to collaborate with us?
So I think there’s a sort of certain client service ethos that isn’t…you
know, if you can't collaborate with your clients then you're not in business now
perspective. Of course we’re not going to let them. I mean it’s very seldom I
think which one company can do on its own or even the client we’d look to one
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supplier to be providing either it’s because they have to work with others within
the client’s sight, where there’s a way of bringing more value by working with
others. I think that sort of external collaboration, you have to be a little bit more
structured into chunking it down into the right sort of areas perhaps sort of
thinking a little bit more about sort of…and maybe there’s a smaller chunks at
some process that goes around that management process because some
things which if you're collaborating with one firm, they may in another situation
not be your natural partner or you may have a position in your ecosystem which
gives you sort of informed choices. You know, in this area we will typically want
to

collaborate

actually

in

a

with
different

Company A but
Competences and capabilities.

or a different market or

situation
industry

we might collaborate with B.

Now A and B

may be competitors, so how you handle that collaboration where you want
to…if you might be able to work effectively with one party in one situation but
actually the other two companies wouldn’t want you to be sharing obviously
means you have some structure around it so you need to have some, again,
agreement/basis about how your partnering and what the collaboration is and
maybe no more than what the clients came to expect just to work together so
we need to know a little bit more about each other through to well we’re going to
have a joint proposition which the client is going to expect us. It doesn’t want to
be, or one of us, to be primed, if you like, in that relationship whether that’s
contractually primal or sort of a evenly primal so that you have to go through the
right degree of alignment. In the end, it comes back to trust.
You can do all the right things but if people
Stimulates

don’t trust each other because their motives are
misaligned, we might be thinking half of what we

worked together for something that’s good for the next 5 years and the other
side may be thinking well as long as we make our profit at the end of the year
on this I don’t care what we do with these guys so you have to sort of build the
personal level as well as the sort of simple handrails which will keep them
honest. What do we expect after this? What are your expectations? How are we
going to deal with conflict? We want the collaborate and do things but there’s
some things which we need to protect because it may be in our interest not to
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share so you…let’s be…you wouldn’t find people more joined together than us
but doesn’t mean we’re married, there’s stuff we won’t be able to share in the
context of this relationship and stuff we don’t want you to share with us as well
so I think…I don’t know if this is sort of confusing or not, I'm trying to sort of say
you have to draw some boundary conditions around the collaboration if it’s
external in a way which you would just take for granted because it all part of the
family.
Interviewer: Right, right
Interviewee: Obviously ..
Interviewer: And with those boundaries you would be very clear about what
those boundaries are and you would agree them together with your partner?
Interviewer: Yes
Interviewee: Okay because it’s part of the trust factor isn’t it? That you're very
open about what those boundaries are?
Interviewee: I wouldn’t say everyone’s perfect, I mean very often some people
can drift in to something making assumptions about what those parties want
and the other thing which is important is that well it’s…especially with
companies, in large companies, it needs to live beyond the individual. Typically
speaking you can have great things with two people half of them might hit it off
but I mean then they might move in to different things and you’ve still got this
relationship for some time.
The collaboration in the market, either broad market or for a client where
you're expected to perform so if you haven’t gone through the exercise of sort of
embedding that and some type of formalization and then dealing with the
changes that happen to it, how do we govern this? Who’s the sponsor of it?
What are we really trying to achieve? How do we know its working? And then I’ll
ask you to sort of say, well, if the collaboration isn’t working we thought we’d be
doing these things together but we’re not finding, I don't know what it is, it is a
sales term [inaudible] [0:17:17]. We’re showing up with a client and you bring in
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the people who haven’t got a clue about the particular reason we teamed
together if that’s what the situation is.
Hinders

Interviewer:

You’ve used the word

trust a few times

and I wanted to come back to that if I may. Do you set that as an example
indeed, in all the academic literature that you read, I completely agree with you
that trust is fundamental to establishing the relationship and it can also equally
be your greatest liability? If you think about trust in maybe a recent example
that you could describe, what were some of the attributes around trust that
helped to create a very positive collaboration and what were some attributes
around trust that hindered that relationship? So what were the things that
people were doing that either really inspired a very trusting situation or that
damaged it?
Interviewee: Well, yes, that’s a very good question. I mean trust and behaviors,
you can't talk your way out of what you repeatedly do so a lot of people might
say something but do something different and then because they say it with a
power of authority, with a lot of conviction you might say, well you know, okay
we’ll go with them. You know, I pretend to sort of judge people very…everyone
of us starts with you know, okay I'm very happy to trust you, but then I’ll see
what we do and if you do things the way I do things which you read as trust
then you can't expect to have to talk your way back to it so that’s a general
thing, it’s obvious I suppose. Far too many people don’t follow that. They think
they can sort of say one thing and do another.
I think you look for examples of where

Erodes trust

someone had a choice and they did something
which was reinforcing and I mean, if it’s within a company, the collaboration,
you have to be mindful of the hierarchical power structures that might exist
because obviously there’s a sort of possible relationship that exists… everyone
has got someone who has a sense in them so sometimes it may be because
you expect that of the role. If you're looking at collaboration, I think you have to
really almost test it across teams, so where there isn’t a sort of whether it’s a
[inaudible] [0:19:46] or sort of serve…you know, something which would force
that…doing what common sense, actually going extra to sort of work across
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boundaries. It’s probably easier within the company because you again expect
that at the end of the day you are trying to make the enterprise successful.
You have to go even further I think to build the trust across enterprises.
You have to sort of have some sense of okay, well at an individual level that
person is someone who acts with integrity, they seem to have never had a bad
experience, or I have no reason to doubt them and then occasionally they’ll do
things which sort of really positive surprise you. I mean I don't know where to go
with this necessarily but I mean I had a call with Joe who will be at this meeting
on Friday, don’t really know him but met him at a few of these meetings over
the last 3 or 4 years, but my going in position was I suppose one of, because
he’s “Company A” and we’re [who we are], I trust you. I'm actually…he was
very open in the dialog with me. I said to him
know

I

gather

you

you

Conditions of

worked at

How it is approached

established trust

a

when trust already

[collaboration]

exists

event

this

year,

“Oh, how do you know that?” I said “Well, I just
Googled you and I watched you on Youtube, and he said “Oh” and I said and I
saw my CEO was there as well, he was also…I don’t know how much you know
about the [collaboration] event but it’s a sort of…and then I said so how would
you rate Company Conch’s version of an ecosystem versus what Company B
do with the [innovation] event? And he went through someone who’s the exact
sponsor on U.S. Army, on Company Conch, and on Company B. I mean sort of
sensitive without going into…I would recall the conversation say what he said
about each of those but clearly for him Company Conch was here {interviewee
raising hands up high towards the ceiling}. I might have expected it you know,
Company B to be here {interviewee pointing even higher up towards the ceiling}
if you like and so what?
He was exhibiting behavior throughout the conversation which was
telling me more than I needed to know
me and I was giving back, if

because he trusted

Mutual trust and sustaining

the same. So you know,

the relationship

suppose I'm just thinking about
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you

like,

I'm not…I

allowance, it was a sort of example of okay, that’s good and I said so we’ve
been asked to do this little session and I said well, here’s where I think we could
go now and what can also happen is that the two guys, you know, my guy and
young Pete who worked for him proactively came to us and said “look, here’s
some thinking which we think you might want to know” so that collaboration
between the companies you’d say in a maturity continuum is high. There’s a
sort of institutional trust that what’s good for you is good for me and we don’t
sort of have an out and out competitive mindset.
Now, it’s a very good relationship to sort of analyze a bit because in the
market, it’s center, Company A is…you know, on the one hand we have a huge
collaboration JV and so one of the things that I've noticed over a period of, and
that’s 10 years old now, is and in place to people changing, so the original
architects

of

that

deal,

Champions the Cause

probably neither company has got
anymore, so you know, people can sometimes be critical or less positive about
Loss; Hinders

some of the things and you have to almost find a way of
reminding people what the purpose was in the first place

so
institutional

there’s no…what’s my point? There isn’t always an
memory which would you know, so you don’t get trust

because two people once agreed when it was the best thing to do. You have to
find ways of renewing trust. I suppose it’s almost a different theme so you can
have behaviors with group force, I always said it’s…it takes years to gain and it
takes a moment to lose and then it’s very hard to get back quickly to the same
level. You should never take it for granted, and the fact that your predecessor
had a good relationship with somebody else doesn’t mean that you do because
there’s a personal element to it. Yes, you're from Company C or Central HQ,
Company D, Company Z, but if you in the end, do I like you? Do you…Do I feel
that I can trust you at a personal level? Because that’s part of how you get
effective collaboration.
Interviewer: Absolutely. Your words echo a lot of the research that I’ve done
and it’s very reassuring also from that perspective. So, from a personal level,
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then, what motivates you to collaborate? What motivates you? Why do you
want to collaborate?
Interviewee: Well, it’s [collaboration] the most effective way of getting things
done, really. You know, I mean, there is... for me, I mean in a professional
sense, I mean, I look after a broad range of areas and, you know, I can’t
possibly

get those…. You have to have the ability to
helicopter

Refer to interview from CC

them

and

somewhere into the front of

on hiring talent

time,

above

and you have to trust the people who

are working for you, whether that’s for client delivery projects or internal
initiatives or market level alliances. You just, if you do it on your own you’ll be
far less than doing it together, so you want to find a way to multiply the talent in
front of you, so, one way of doing that is to have an effective trust based
collaboration, so people feel that, you know, they get their personal win out of it.
It’s not always easy, you know, I mean to gloss over has made it all
sound nice, but I mean, sometimes you come up against behaviors which you
really don’t like, you know. And you then have to decide how you will deal with
that. You better make me stop to think about why do I do it, there couldn’t be
any other way, you know. It’s like the wrinkles that I have because that’s how
you get to the sort of thing to
is by working together
teams, and you learn the

get things done,
For further study? Limitation
on other cultures.

Sometimes you don’t get it right

in

effective

hard

way.

yourself.

You

think okay, well I’ll do this and you might realize that you… so you have to be
very sensitive to handle the stakeholders perhaps, or how people feel, so
actually feeling respected is quite an important thing and then you bring in the
whole global work. Which is a huge thing for you, and it’s a huge thing for us.
And then you bring in cultural differences and norms, so most of what I probably
talked about here if I were to listen to the tape, I think, actually that’s a very, sort
of, western centric version of things and actually, what works in different
cultures, is not always the same. So you have to be alert of that. Maybe there is
a different theme here. A completely valid collaboration is collaboration in global
organizations. It’s not just your ability to collaborate internally and externally, but
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also how you collaborate across cultures. Who is the Dutch guy, the power
distance thing and, you know, there is a number sort of social norms around
different that, isn’t it? Sort of behavioral dynamics.
We find, you know, I mean it’s interesting so Company A has 230,000
people. Almost all of our growth at headcount is in Asia, India or China. So
actually, we have our own version of our YouTube. We call it The Media
Exchange and we are increasingly using that as a mechanism for collaboration
and

sharing

and

getting

leadership

messages

out

to

our

people.

Communicating our response to uncertain economic times, you know,
communication is the key thing and so,

we are by nature a collaborative

company. If you look at
comments on

the
the

For further study? Limitation on other cultures.

media
exchange,

and

you

realize

just,

you know, it tells you, what’s obvious I suppose is that culturally as a company,
60-70% of our people are not, they don’t look like us, if you like, and I think
that’s the sort of important element to consider, if you like, the changing
demographic within your company. You mentioned earlier on that the persons
based themselves in Beijing, well we have a similar, very positive discrimination
bias towards the priority emerging markets, that’s where the growth is, it’s
obvious. But you have to do it in a way of how can you be authentic in the local
culture?
Interviewer: Yeah
Interviewee: And so, good collaboration in Central HQ in The Hague probably
isn’t the same as good collaboration in different environments. I think, having
the organizational alertness, if you like, to think about that, and coach people
about how to do things differently and what is the
Training and coaching

right sort of way of building trust in
different cultures, it sounds obvious, but

maybe you can walk past that sometimes without even focusing on it. And just
expect it to go when it doesn’t.
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Interviewer: No, absolutely. You mentioned earlier, about some rewards, and I
think that you had said that rewards might not be necessarily monetary or
financial. Can you talk just a little bit about what you experienced in, as a
leader, when you want to recognize someone for having contributed in a
collaboration, what do you think is motivating them, in terms of what I want to
reward because it’s monetary, or I want to be recognized, respected for what I
contributed? Where do you think people tend to lean in terms of that
motivation?
Interviewee: I think all of the above, actually. At the end of the day, certainly
financial rewards are part of recognition but more people feel that they are
progressing broadly, and one of the reasons would be because they’ve done
what they do in the right way. People just acknowledging what’s been done in a
constructive
just
say,

I

way

quickly,

Twain quote on compliments-

goes an awful long way. Just

relationship building; Positive

saw someone, or I went to a

project they

mentioned something good about

you and just passed that on is almost a very low barrier of entry but it doesn’t
happen that often enough. And almost the difference in distance between the
person passing on the compliment and the person receiving it also, adds a
multiply to that, I think.
We do formally look at people’s teaming. So we have a sort of,
leadership survey for all the executives in the company which is completed
every year. So is an employee survey for all two hundred thirty odd thousand
people and within that is a section on leadership where people can
anonymously talk about people who they think demonstrating good leadership
behavior. Some part of that is, you know, how you create and foster teams and
create part of collaboration. That’s not used as a stick, it’s used as a carrot so
Competence; Positive

people who have a lot of that are sort of called
out and recognized that you know, “a lot of people

talked about the way that you run your team and it was all very positive,” so the
correct accounts will find out something about that.
We did create a few years ago now, a celebrating performance incentive
mechanism so it gives people points which they can then actually use to buy
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stuff. So, you know, everybody gets a number of budget points, proportional to
the number of accounts of these that they are looking after. So I do, normally
say I get 5,000 points and then through the 12 months I can distribute that. The
rewards, they can be quite good, you know. People get themselves a pair of
Jimmy Choo shoes, if that’s what you’re into, or a plasma telly or a toaster, you
know, that sort of consumer items from a…so it’s a scheme and it actually it
goes a long way, so… so I have a meeting, well prepared, I can just sort of go
to the system, I say: Here’s 50 celebrating performance points. The very act of
doing that, triggers a notification to someone, so they feel good about it. We
have in one of the things which we’ve done in, sort of, when we get into the
innovation scheme because we, maybe we’ll get to that, but I mean, some of
the innovation and what we hope also specifically and explicitly budgeted for
celebrating performance awards to be part of the budget of running an
innovation process.
So it’s a way of saying we are not going to write blank checks, but we
actually do want to recognize and reinforce the good behaviors when we see
them, and that may be more than the individual would have had in their own
personal budget for doing such. So it’s just one lever that I think that sort of
institutional recognition through the company’s overall performance monitoring
process. The recognition through an engagement survey of employees which is
a pretty respected symbol somewhat similar to yours but it’s a pretty
comprehensive survey up to a number of questions. A simple thank you, at the
point in time which is close enough to the event to be worth something and that
being shared and then you know, this sort of, additional amplification of the
behavior through celebrating performance points is...so those are a number of
techniques if you like. And then you can do other things, I mean, we’ve….the
individual who came up with the
“Drive”- Motivation theme; how to reward

description or the name for
our company when we had
to

rename

it.

That

was

an

employee

got a trip to Australia or something. So I think
appropriate reward for what’s being done.
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competition. So they
you have to find the

Q3 Interviewer: Okay, thank you. I have one, in fact two questions, but I will
combine them together because I think this will help to, sort of, summarize the
journey we’ve been on here and so the question really is: So, considering all of
the things that we know can work well and the things that we are starting to
learn don’t work well in collaboration to innovate, do you think is there a way to
predict those in advance, so if we want to select the team, the members of the
team, we want to select the companies or the partners that we are working with
to solve the problem together, is there a way to predict the tendencies to be
able to collaborate together? And if so, how can we instill that in, I guess
maybe to extend the question slightly as in thinking about your own role, how
do you instill that in the organization in terms of how you model these
behaviors? So first looking at how we predict them and some thoughts about
prediction, and the other is about how then we instill these good behaviors once
we have discovered what they are.
Interviewee: Yeah, I mean I still struggle with that one. It’s quite a tough…
Some thoughts on it, I think you can certainly look at prediction based on past
performance. So if you starting entirely a new area with clean sheet of paper
that’s obviously not relevant. But in general if you’ve got some history to a
situation, either between companies, or in that particular area, what areas
you’re doing. So I
allows you to

think part of performance
Experience -> Intuition

collaborative

predict who is more likely to be
and who is less likely to be

collaborative. I think another, if you would think about some of those behavioral
elements we are talking about, I mean short term versus long term as a
predictor, people who intend to be short term probably will be less collaborative,
because they’ll, you know, they’re not building institutional trust in the same
way. They are more transactional.
Interviewer: Okay. By short term you mean more transactional?
Interviewee: Correct. I mean, I don’t think trade is a particularly collaborative for
example. They are about options and sort of arbitrage and see what the
immediate win is. Whereas if you know you are in something for a long term,
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then you tend to be more thoughtful about consequences of every behavior, so
I think a predictor you know, what is the dynamic of the company and the
individuals in their roles with respect to the thing you’re looking to collaborate
on.
I think you can look at reinforcing rods, they are not so much predictors
as they are sort of reducing the risk if you like, so all increasing the likelihood of
a positive collaboration. Some of those reinforcing rods since I guess, for me at
least, would be clear expectations, because that creates alignment, simple but
effective governance, so you know
to resolve things as or when they are not

where to go to,
Stimulates; Positive

working, or how to just test that it is
working.
I think you can look at some obvious non-starters, you know,
collaborating between… You need to have some sense of equality in what you
are collaborating on if the people are…even so collaboration requires openness
and trust. It requires people to think that there’s a greater good solved by
working together, rather than working on their own. So if you have an
organization which is sort of there and that really rather be anywhere else, but
this is just that sort of useful expediency to get something done, you know,
probably isn’t going to last the test of time very well. What was your second part
about?
Interviewer: So we talked about the predictors. And then so how do you instill
this in the organization? In your role as a leader, what do you do to instill
collaborative behaviors, how do you model that?
Interviewee: Well I think you lead by doing, that’s a cliché and you try and find
good examples and highlight them and share them and similarly you find bad
examples and deal with them, you know, the right coaching way and then find
out what the other options are. I think storytelling is very powerful as a
technique, so just sort of explain in a right
environment how you know, it didn’t have to be
like this, there was a set of good examples of
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Stimulates; Positive

good behaviors that led to this outcome, personal and corporate enterprise
perhaps, in terms of how people work together. And I think, you know, the
teaming word is such a fundamental part of…with my place that it sort of…I
miss wondering, and even in this conversation here, you take it for granted a bit
too much. You sort of expect it; it’s a norm rather than it being a sort of
exceptional behavior. So I don’t find that I am spending a lot of time thinking
about how do I go about creating good collaboration because it sort of comes
quite a lot the territory.
But in...certainly when you cross the bridge and say, well we need to
collaborate together with a different party, you know, obviously the client
situation is unique. But if you like… if you take that part members of the
ecosystem collaborating then you need to find a way, you know, how do I
predict whether it’s going to work well? You need to create some personal
chemistry and trust and sort of, how are you going to…some of these
companies, I won’t mention their names, but some people in the ecosystem
would more like to be very competitive.

Hinders the collaboration

Look at the stats. Why? Because in the next
opportunity that within the client or the next
client down the street, the environment will be when and where the last thing
you are expected to do is collaborate together.
Yet that doesn’t mean you can’t find a way of collaborating effectively
within this ecosystem, so what do I look for in that, how do I predict that? I sort
of judge people by what they do, you know. They start, you know, fifty-fifty we
don’t start at zero

and they don’t start at a hundred, and then very
quickly you sort of sense: okay, have you earned

Looks for competences,
capabilities

the right to more trust? And am I doing things
to

earn

the

right

for more trust

Hinders the

from you? A mutual respect about…whereas

collaboration

you fail you’re evaluation is taken advantage of.

if
That’s

out of the window very quickly, and then you just get in to a different, more
defensive set of behavior, so I think, you know, what’s the predictor on that?
How do you measure trust? Which is at one level quite a personal thing,
because I might have a different level of trust to you. I mean that would be
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perfectly reasonable or preferred a similar third person. Eventually that will be
based on our experiences, your experience, my experience with that person.
So I think companies which you
into a lot of these situations even

know, we get
Senses, experiences, instincts

in

working for yourself well we have
third parties who maybe a small part of the total cost of a program for example,
but a large part of the risk. We need to find a way of you know, sort of what’s an
obvious [inaudible] [0:41:43] like a software? You know, instead of the license
fee maybe 10% of the cost of the total program but we’ll leverage on that if it
doesn’t work in terms of functionality and performance and testing will be much
higher so that the pain is felt by everybody else other than the customer...
So how can you create some…those leverage in a way, over that
dependency you know, what would be a predictor of that good collaboration?
You need to find a way of looking for something which is a win-win. So I think a
good predictor of a positive collaboration is where you can see a win-win.
Where you can only see win-lose or lose-lose, then you have to have the
confidence and say this isn’t going to work. And I think far too often people
operate on optimism,

while somebody else will sort it out for them and it

will drift and then it

will get to a point
Optimism (Hinders?) VS Instinct?

where you’re in
because typically the

the worst place,
customer or client will

say: Well, we sort of expected this of you. And we’ll say: Yeah, but it wasn’t….
How could we control that? Because well, it’s just because of who you are in
your brand and so you need to be quite savvy to part, I think. So turn it off,
covered a bit there [laughs] [0:42:59]
Interviewer: No, no fantastic! The comments are great and you know, we have
touched on this piece around competitiveness and I sometimes wonder it’s…my
brain is thinking in that direction too. If we sometimes deselect the opportunity
to

be

collaborative

by

creating

competition because the two words that
are absolutely in conflict with each
other is competition and collaboration,
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Partnering with the competition;
Love your enemies

can’t do two in the same sentence. So, I just wonder if things like RFP
processes, asking multiple companies to try to…applying for the same project
and demonstrate how good they can be. If we are not deselecting
…[overlapping conversation] [0:43:37]
Interviewee: I think we are a betwixt and be…I mean, I’ll talk a bit about your
company and maybe just more about my other roles outside, I mean, so the
eco-system I’m a big fan of. I think it’s achieved a lot I mean, if you wanted to
give a financial audit of savings and fast achieve it better, I think that would be
hard. But I think in terms of setting the tone of collaboration it’s different to how
it would have been otherwise. And I can point lots of very real examples of that.
Me showing up in Company C’s offices and some of the people who know who I
am but not in the context of why I’m there, so they think what on earth is he
doing here?
And…but actually having a very constructive dialog because it’s holding
for your company. So I think it’s just holding your client around a defined set of
boundary

conditions

expected of you,
What’s

and you know that that is what’s
Stimulates; sets conditions

then

then

that’s

good.

confusing, is if you’re

then put by two pit bulls in a ring to tear lumps of flesh out of you at the same
time while we are told to work out together the best price. So, you know, here
we wanted you to team and collaborate and bring your best ideas and share
what you’ve done between the two of you, you should have most knowledge of
how

to do certain types of work, and now

Competence and Expertise

we

want you to prove why one of you is

the right people to swept to

something outside. You get the

pre-contract behaviors and the post-contract behaviors. I mean post-contract is
all about solving for the client. Pre-contract, bluntly it’s about you making the
right choice of who you want to work with and the supplier sort of figuring out
how they get there. So that’s never going to go away. It just means you have to
be adult about it, and mature.

Collaboration on scale

That is an obvious one but I could talk
about Company E and Company F or, you know, you can pick about any two
providers in your area, that you find pairing which can be, you know, north and
south pole or a magnet also two north poles, depending on what the situation is.
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Outside, I mean increasingly on today and it’s just going to be more and more
the case, any one company seldom does anything on its own anymore, it’s
obvious to say that. The combinations will vary on every situation, so you have
to have a majority. At least in my case or Company at this point in time, our
position in the ecosystem is the independent services for everyone. But, we’re
not agnostic, we have an opinion, but our opinion on who the right people are
will vary depending on what the situation is. And then further complication is, we
typically find we have these 3-way relationships where we, we maybe a
supplier to a customer, the customer may be a supplier to us, and then we may
have some type of go to market arrangement as well. And that creates the
obvious sort of tensions about how…
Interviewer: Hierarchies…?
Interviewee: Well, not just, yeah at our company but also well, hang on, we
thought, you know, why are we doing this much business with you if you have
now just teamed up with
here? Well you say, well
are not so relevant in

somebody else over

Short termed
relationships; quick fixes

or... So those relationships, if

that’s because you
this part of the world
you

like,

the

collaborations I think, are going to form faster, disperse faster, you know, very,
and if you think about what’s going with the technology step at least in terms of
where people are staking out position, either to have of full slice of it, from top to
bottom, I recall again an example of the bits they’ve decided they need to own,
you know, Company B and Company C would be examples. Or that people who
where disruptors because they could operate a little bit. I think especially as we
get more business application providers through the cloud. Different versions of
form factor, PC’s, mobility devices, everything connected, all of that stuff.
You’re going to find

that the need for people

collaborating is going

Opportunities in

to be different levels,

and I think it points to

Technology field

more complexity so then

you get to how do you

navigate that complexity in

a way which is going to be effective and then I come back to write some of my
other words about trusted behaviors I mean these sort of behavior, if you think
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you got something to act by being together rather than just being independent
then you need to be able to explain that.
Interviewer: It almost feels like it comes down to needing to identify the right
people to be on the team, regardless that you’ll have one from this company,
one from that company, it comes down to the people factor I think at the end of
the day who have something to contribute…
Interviewer: Yes
Interviewer: And every one of those individuals would be unique because they
bring a certain knowledge or certain skill or certain competency but they don’t
conflict or compete with each other, they're all unique. And if we had that sort
of teaming concept here, to use your words from earlier, that shows how we
bring a team of people together, doesn’t have to be a whole team from one
company then, but maybe it’s an individual from this company, an individual
from that one.
Interviewee: No, that’s right, that’s right! I mean I have a very good example
right now I won’t go into that for obvious reasons but I mean where the
collaboration across, well you know, it’s a lot of program, but it’s probably not
where I need it to be but actually, that’s a consequence of having probably too
many people of the same type and that’s being
necessary so it’s the same type of very driven

Need for diversity

people who will get something done, has its point,

in the team

you know, you won’t land on the…I don't know what the
right phrase should be, but you won’t land on the Normandy Beaches by
accident, you have to have a sort of almost military precision plan of how you're
going to do it, all the
you're going to freefall.
But

then

you

logistics

are

how

Need for structure/strategy

have to sort of

in the project

recognize where you are.

So

the

right

team…so I've completely ripped your point. So I think a predictory behavior is
actually part of performance and also the individual. There’s an enterprise thing,
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and there’s an individual thing, and actually, without being too metric about it or
anything, but you should actually look at different personality types and what
you don’t want is a whole bunch of peas from the same pod because they’ll just
reinforce each other and over time that reinforcer could become to the
detriment of good collaboration because

if one way is my way or the

highway, all the people that want their
because

this

little

group

voice to be heard

has

Need diversity in

close and then it sort of can start

the team

then you’d find ways of breaking

become
to

too

disinterest

that down which

is also easy sometimes.
Interviewer: I wonder if in our sort of corporate approach to things where we’re
guided by frameworks and by methods and methodologies and things like this,
models, toolkits, whether there’s a kind of framework that we could apply in
terms of making better decisions to select partners or team members, members
of the team to participate in a certain collaboration with us and whether that
would be useful in the corporate context. I've seen some in academia and have
in fact tried to leverage the models and applied them to some case studies. It
was interesting to me to find that in fact if we had known that before we had
applied that kind of a model, probably we wouldn’t have selected the partners
we did and we could say, “Okay, now I understand why they didn’t grow so well”
and so I wonder if there’s something in here… [overlapping conversation]
[0:50:52]
Interviewee: So we…say we institutionalize that a little better actually, isn’t it a
bit prompt? I mean there are many people who will give you frameworks and
methods but our stuff, we sort of landed on one of them the last several years
which has

come a bit at the language but at least

Difficult to put labels on people; what if we
ask THEM what stimulates / motivates

in my company, and you
know and see variants
of each in

them?

other places and it’s sort of worth it and it’s sort of…it basically tries to
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understand an individual in terms of their dominant behavior trait, now we’re all
chameleons with not varied, changed that, you can have a combination of
different things, and then how they react under stress.
So in very simple terms, if people who are more analytical versus driver,
people who are more sort of expressive versus sort of more, you know, they
keep it within themselves, and if I'm looking at assembling a team, or meeting a
new partner or client and they say what is that person? And then we have little
bit of fun back and say, “Oh, he's an analytic,” “oh no, no, no, no, he’s a driver,”
“no, no he’s expressive,” “no he's an amiable,” they say we’ll I'm honked! So
that gives me now the 4 options of what they could be, tell me why you think
they're such and such? And then you know, so actually even a framework
could be misapplied because people sort of read the wrong thing. You know,
analytic doesn’t mean the person is necessarily introverted, it means that
they're

more

comfortable

expressive is someone who
likes to be heard so if
you're

looking

at

with

detail.

Whereas

an

Mis-matching people based on personalities.
What about what motivates them as the driver?

approaching your team and you team

up Bipolar

people, you each are going to be getting some pretty strong coaching because
otherwise, one’s going to frustrate the hell out of the other. You know, I'm big
picture and you'll going to give me the detail. More like you’ll give me all this
high level…I just want to know what to do.
So I think we have found that technique powerful, and I suppose to be
frank about it, it started out more from a sales situation, you know, how do we
win more business? And so understanding your customer but then having the
maturity to apply it in all situations if you like, so what was in the real dominant
behavioral aspects they took in to get to create a good collaborative spirit?
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah. And I haven’t come across one yet that relates to
identifying the behaviors for collaborating to innovate, and on scale, so again,
so how do you then apply something like that to give yourself a better predictor
of the tendencies? It will never be a hundred percent right but might put you a
little bit into the range that says, yeah, these grouping of partners may have a
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better tendency than if you did this grouping of partnership people. And so I
wonder if there’s something in there that will help us to better at those
decisions?
Interviewee: I mean collaboration for innovation is a [inaudible] [0:53:46]. I
mean difference of course, you’ll probably be all stuck here, that I don’t need to
tell you but I mean I think for me at least the trouble or the challenge with the
innovate word is that people apply their own interpretation to it very quickly and
you almost stumble across it. I
simple

as

we’ve…I

script it, test it.

So

mean innovation may be a

Defining the many
faces of “innovation”

don't know, in an IT project,
we do it cheaper or faster

next time around.
Somebody

else

might

think

oh

that’s

not

innovation at all, innovation is being able to drill 5 miles into the Earth’s crust
and then go at a right angle and then sort of do something else with that, you
know? So we’re poles apart, now the better examples of innovation, you then
get, we want to have a culture in which people innovate because generally
you’d associate it with good ideas would lead to better outcomes, or we want to
explicitly find a way of doing something better so you have focused innovation,
you have generic innovation.

I found that we’ve wanted to…if I talk about

internally at least, great motivation, I mean what generally fails is the sort of
classic funnel pipeline type thing where you get a bit of encouragement and
seek calm and come up with a thousand ideas and then we’ll filter those and
then filter…why do they fail? Because they're quite hard to sustain over the
length of the time they're needed. The rewards are like 5 years out yet the costs
are now and actually knowing what those things are ever going to meet, and
you can't afford to be a VC in what you're trying to do, so the answer I think has
to vary…it depends what you're talking about but I think first we’re being very
clear on what type of innovation you're really looking for. I could not forget the
collaboration right now.
The P&T guys called here, the moon-shots or whatever they were, we’re
not fundamentally different to probably where most of the power of the
ecosystem could be channeled actually, so there’s almost a risk of a
disconnect. There is a gap from the get go because you got the business
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cycles. I mean in a resource extraction industry, you're a 15 to 20-year business
cycle, sort of mindset in terms of the capital expense, many of the apartments
you’ve built in your supply landscape
mentioned in quarters, or

will

be

Defining the many faces of “innovation”

they may be 2-year software
protocol, there’s a different sort of game in the collaboration means to sort of
step back and think about what is the win-win here, you know, that we’re really
looking for and what is the thing that we’re trying to foster the collaboration
around so I think it’s a really, really interesting topic. I haven’t actually got my
mind around it, hopefully I'm sort of talking out loud with you but so I think
the…or thinking out loud, I think you have to be careful not to expect any word
is understood because all the words are known that will mean something to
everybody so I’d be different. So I think decomposing to what we actually want
is this, and we all know that we’re getting somewhere if the following happen,
now how can we play together to do that? It’s probably more likely a success
than what generally happens is unstructured idealism, which doesn’t really last
the test of time.
Interviewer: A great academician who writes about this and she says basically
that there is no way to predict the outcome of an audience’s reaction because
every person sitting in that audience comes with their own sense of self, their
own sense of experiences, their own thoughts, their own beliefs, their own
morals, et cetera and so you can stand in front of a group as I might do
tomorrow and hope that certain messages might get across but you can never
predict how the audience will react, every person, it won’t be an audience
reaction, every individual will have their own reaction, and so how do you know
then how that audience really thinks about what’s being communicated in any
situation? Everyone comes with their own perspective and that’s difficult to
predict. But at an individual level, we can start to think about the tendencies that
people might have like you gave examples of the frameworks and the models
so I think there could be something in there for us to [overlapping conversation]
[0:58:17]
Interviewee: And I think just what is the ambition on innovation? Is innovation
just doing my project for 10% less? Or what are the innovative ideas we could
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have that would do that? Or is the innovation something which is a completely
different level. We never want to do a project like that again because we want
to avoid it. What would the ideas be beside that? I think we, it’s an obvious
word, it’s a misused word.
Interviewer: There are a thousand different definitions for innovation and then
even within the company we wouldn’t agree, you know, if you ask 3 people
sitting in the office here they’ll give you a different definition of…
Interviewee: What I know almost certain to fail is when companies try and turn
it into a program with some centrally managed corporate activity of looking at
ideas and go heavy on process and almost the opposite of innovation actually.
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah, exactly.
Interviewee: But it happens a lot
Interviewer: Yeah, yeah. I think the challenge these days in fact is everyone
feels they own some part of innovation but at the end of the day, then nobody
knows how to do it because it doesn’t come together but I agree it doesn’t
happen, it doesn’t exist just in one place, it’s everywhere, innovation is
everywhere, it has to be.
Interviewee: Yeah
Interviewer: Yeah, interesting. Thank you very much for your feedback, you're
thoughts, for sharing that with me. Those were the questions that I had for you.
Was there anything still on your mind that you wanted to comment about that
maybe I triggered for you that you didn’t get to respond to through the formal
questions?
Interviewee: Uhm, there may be but not immediately at the top of my mind so
happy to drop you a line if I…
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Interviewer: That’d be great!
Interviewee: …think of anything
Interviewer: And if I may follow up with you, I’ll go back and listen to our tape
as well and in case there’s another line of thought that I might have wanted to
follow. I didn’t want to interrupt you throughout …
Interviewee: No, you know when you go off on a stream of consciousness and
then you think I actually have missed that road and this part so anyway…
Interviewer: That’s okay; we’ll go on with it
Interviewee:

You're interviewing a lot of people so I'm sure it’s a bit of

something
Interviewer: It’s okay. I appreciate it. Thank you, I’ll turn this off?
Interviewee: Yeah sure!
END
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11.3 Appendix 3: Informed Consent Form

Dear Participant,
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Ms. Cara Antoine, Doctoral
candidate at TiasNimbas-Bradford University School of Management and Global Business
Solutions Manager for Lubricants and Commercial Fuels at Shell Downstream Services
International, The Hague, The Netherlands.
Ms. Antoine hopes to learn how behavioral traits at the individual level explain a manifestation in
relationships that stimulate or hinder collaborative innovation. You were selected as a possible
participant in this study due to the professional collaborative nature of the relationship and
innovative activities within/between Shell and your role/organization.
If you decide to participate, Ms. Antoine will invite you to one 30-minute in-person interview
during which she will pose a number of semi-structured questions for your response. She will
take written notes and the session will be audio-recorded. The questions are intended to allow
reflective responses in order to explore individual’s beliefs and behaviors that have either
stimulated or hindered their abilities to innovate in past collaboration activities. Ms. Antoine may
request an opportunity to contact you again following the interview to seek clarity and validation
on your responses and the possibility to test the emerging theory.
The research aims to bridge theory to practice by developing and applying a behavioral
framework to a future collaborative business innovation project, to enhance awareness and
instill new learning’s throughout the Shell organization and with Shell’s key partners. Ms.
Antoine cannot guarantee, however, that you will receive any benefits from this study.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you
will remain strictly confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. The audio
recording will be transcribed by an external third party service in order to preserve the
confidentiality and anonymity of the participants. No monetary compensation will be awarded to
participants of this study.
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with Royal
Dutch Shell, The Hague, The Netherlands. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw
your consent and to discontinue participation in the study at any time. The Ethics Committee at
Bradford University, UK has reviewed and approved the present research.
If you have any questions with respect to this research study, please contact Ms. Antoine at +31
6 XXX XX XXX and she will be happy to answer them.
You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep.

YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH
STUDY. YOUR SIGNATURE INDICATES THAT YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE,
HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE. THANK YOU!!
SIGNATURE: _______________________________ DATE:______________________
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11.4 Appendix 4: Main Research Question and Framing Questions

The main research question guiding this inquiry:
HOW DO BEHAVIORAL TRAITS AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL EXPLAIN A
MANIFESTATION IN RELATIONSHIPS THAT STIMULATE OR HINDER
COLLABORATIVE INNOVATION ON SCALE?

The following five framing questions will guide the research, and provide
directionality throughout the data collection process:
1: How do behaviors at the individual level impact our ability to innovate
in collaboration?
2: How do individuals vary their behaviors according to open or closed
collaborative innovation conditions?
3: How do individuals motivations and need for recognition vary from
person to person in relation to collaborating for innovation?
4: How do social and behavioral frameworks guide individuals to make
better partnering decisions on collaborative innovation projects?
5: How can collaborative behaviors and skills be learned by individuals in
order to bring out the full value of innovation in organizations?
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11.5 Appendix 5: Research Sub-Questions and Interview Structure

1) How do behaviors at the individual level impact our ability to innovate in
collaboration?
a) How do you approach the practice of collaborative innovation in your
role?
i) That is, what are the skills, competencies, and capacities that are
associated with success in bringing people together, helping them
focus on a common problem, and sustaining the energies necessary
to manage the problem?
b) How is the practice of collaborative innovation approached by individuals
in your organization?
c) In what ways does this approach to collaborate innovatively differ for
individuals?
d) Does this collaborative innovation approach differ for other organizations
that are present in the collaboration?
2) Which behaviors at the individual level stimulate and which behaviors hinder
our ability to innovate in collaboration?
a) Please describe which behavioral practices of individuals stimulate our
ability to innovate in collaboration?
b) Please describe which behavioral practices of individuals hinder our
ability to innovate in collaboration?	
  
3) How do behaviors differ at the individual level when collaborating internally
(for closed innovation) as compared to collaborating with external partners
(for open innovation)?
a) How is collaborative innovation practiced internally within your company?
b) Do collaborative principles vary within your company by organizational
divisions, project teams or by other conditions? In what ways do they
vary?
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c) How is collaborative innovation practiced in the organizations of the
partners/suppliers to your company? How do their approaches
(practices, behaviors and skill sets) differ from your own company?
d) How is collaborative innovation practiced between your companies,
when working together in collaboration for innovation? Do the
approaches and behaviors change when collaborating together, than
when you are working internally?
i) With competitors?
ii) Formal / informal approaches? Seen as part of the role or above and
beyond the job?
4) What motivates you to collaborate with internal stakeholders? Does this
motivation differ when dealing with external partners? If so, explain the
differences.
5) Please describe how you would prefer to be rewarded / recognized for
achievements related to collaboration and innovation.
a) How do you reward others?
6) How can we identify individual behavioral tendencies in order to select
partners to innovate in collaboration? Please describe your approach.
7) Describe examples of existing frameworks, guidelines and/or methodologies
that are used in your environment to help individuals identify their own
collaborative tendencies.
a) Describe

examples

of

existing

frameworks,

guidelines

and/or

methodologies that are used in your environment that help improve
partner selections?
b) What are the gaps in these existing frameworks, guidelines and/or
methodologies and how could they be improved?
8) How to instill collaborative innovation behaviors and practices at the
individual level throughout the organization?

458

a) What are the most effective strategies or approaches for developing or
promoting collaborative innovation in your organization? Between
multiple partners?
b) How can the skills, competencies, and capacities be strengthened in
individuals and partner relationships?
c) Can these behavioral tendencies that are needed for collaborative
innovation, be trained in individuals, or stimulated differently? (eg,
Perhaps openness, communication, honesty, putting the collaborative
goal above the own goals and aspirations such as career could be seen
as conducive to collaborative innovation behavior. But can this be
trained, stimulated differently?)
d) Can collaborative innovation behaviors be incorporated into “traditional”
accredited training programs in order to be integrated into our
organizational cultures?
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11.6 Appendix 6: Thematic Analysis Process of Emerging Themes

460

461

11.7 Appendix 7: Mini Viva Research Design Proposal Presentation

Developed and Presented by Cara Antoine
TiasNimbas and Bradford University School of Management
June 17, 2011
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11.8 Appendix 8: Mini Viva Presentation Evaluation
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11.9 Appendix 9: Rubric for Make it Personal
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11.10 Appendix 10: Rubric for Value Relationships
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11.11 Appendix 11: Rubric for Offer Tribute
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11.12 Appendix 12: Rubric for Champion the Cause
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11.13 Appendix 13: Rubric for Trust Your Intuition
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12 The Last Word
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