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Introduction 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
‘No organization is an island  

– all need relationships with other organizations to survive and grow’ 
 

(Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011) 
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Raison d’étre – ‘Mind the gap’ 

Continuous supply of and access to resources have become crucial elements for organisational 
success in contemporary volatile contexts where growing pressures and challenges develop not only 
within, but also between and across organisations (Lotia & Hardy, 2010; Powell, Koput, & 
SmithDoerr, 1996). These escalating pressures and challenges emerge from the increasing 
complexities and interdependencies of “economic, environmental and social problems, coupled with 
the virtual saturation of new communication technologies” (Walker & Stohl, 2012, pp. 448-449). As 
a response to these growing pressures, many organisations participate in and rely on collaborative 
problem-solving in inter-organisational collaborations (IOCs) that leverage knowledge, skills, and 
resources from both within and beyond organisational boundaries (Gray, 1985; Hardy, Lawrence, & 
Grant, 2005). Organisations do so in order to address those problems out of the ability or scope for 
any single organisation to adequately solve unilaterally - what has also been called ‘meta-problems’ 
(Seidl & Werle, 2018).  

Problematically, previous studies have shown that 50-70% of IOCs fail and that many 
collaborations do not meet the expectations of participating organisations (Barringer & Harrison, 
2000; Park & Ungson, 1997). Despite this, an increase in theorising and practising of inter-
organisational relations (IOR), and specifically IOC, is evident  (Di Domenico, Tracey, & Haugh, 
2009; Fonti, Maoret, & Whitbred, 2017; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010). Partially motivated by observed 
failure-ratios of IOC activities, IOC scholarship is often concerned with understanding and enhancing 
possibilities of collaborative success and opportunities for realising collaborative advantage (Hansen 
& Nohria, 2004; Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 2005).  

Accordingly, recent calls have highlighted the need for qualitative research of IOC dynamics 
(Greve, Baum, Mitsuhashi, & Rowley, 2010; Park & Ungson, 2001; Walker & Stohl, 2012) as a 
prospective way ‘to explain why IOCs with the same characteristics thrive and others underperform’ 
(Majchrzak, Jarvenpaa, & Bagherzadeh, 2014, p. 1338). Qualitative research is arguably relevant for 
such exploration since qualitative approaches allow for the development of detailed understandings 
of each of the possible factors at work in IOCs and offer a way to enhance the possibility of 
accomplishing successful collaborative outcomes (Hibbert & Huxham, 2010). When IOCs are 
successful they support organisations, such as small- and medium-sized enterprises whose resources 
are limited (Hossain, 2015; Hossain & Kauranen, 2016), in acquiring resources, reducing uncertainty, 
enhancing legitimacy, and attaining collective goals (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004, p. 
802) through the ‘reciprocal, preferential, and mutually supportive interactions’ (Doerfel & Taylor, 
2017, p. 936) that make up IOCs. Correspondingly, IOCs can be defined as those ‘cooperative inter-
organisational relationships negotiated in ongoing communicative processes, which rely on neither 
market nor hierarchical mechanisms of control’ (Hardy, Philips, & Lawrence, 2003, p. 323).  

Historically speaking, such perspectives are not new. Evan (1965) highlighted how all 
organisations are, to some degree, dependent upon their environments, and how a theory of and 
systematic inquiry into inter-organisational relations was needed. Similarly, Gray (1985) noted a “… 
growing need to promote collaborative problem solving across various sectors of society, e.g. among 
business, government, labor, and communities. Organizing such collaborative efforts requires 
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focusing on the interorganizational domain or set of interdependencies which link various 
stakeholders rather than on the actions of any single organization.” (p. 911). Arguably, Evan’s and 
Gray’s shared sentiment spurred a line and field of studies dedicated to variation in IOCs.  

The field currently spans such structural forms and relationships as alliance partnerships, joint 
ventures, buyer-supplier agreements, licensing, co-branding, franchising, cross-sector partnerships, 
networks, trade associations, and consortia (see Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011 for a meta-
review). Across these structural forms, several theoretical perspectives have been explored and linked 
to achieving successful IOC outcomes. This includes such diverse theoretical perspectives as trust 
(e.g. Bachman, 2003; Lui, 2009; Swärd, 2016), learning (e.g. Hagedoon & Duysters, 2002; 
Holmqvist, 2003), power (e.g. Lyon, 2016), knowledge (e.g. Collinson & Wilson, 2006; Janowicz-
Panjaitan & Noorderhaven, 2009; Lam, 1997), tradition (e.g. Hibbert & Huxham, 2010), coordination 
(e.g. Grandori, 1997; Grandori & Soda, 1995), and contracts (e.g. Blumberg, 2001), with more recent 
foci turning temporal in order to uncover dynamic perspectives  (Majchrzak et al., 2014; Van de Ven 
& Poole, 1995). Within the dynamic perspectives on IOC, communication research has centred on 
the notion of collective identity as a mechanism for collective action (e.g. Clegg, Rhodes, & 
Kornberger, 2016; Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016; Ren, Kraut, & Kiesler, 2016).  

Arguably, IOC research has developed into a large, and somewhat fragmented, body of 
scholarships, yet remains an important and relevant area of research (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992b; 
Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Vangen & Huxham, 2003) since current scholarship on IOC is not able to 
explain why some collaborations sharing similar characteristics fail while others succeed. This lack 
of understanding can be seen as a result of IOC research being predominantly based on either purely 
conceptual or quantitative foundations (Hardy et al., 2003) focused on structuralist and 
instrumentalist ideals (Lewis, 2006) at the neglect of qualitative and detailed descriptions of the 
factors at work in IOCs and how IOC is accomplished. Correspondingly, past IOC reviews reveal 
only limited qualitative accounts (Grandori, 1997; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Oliver & Ebers, 1998).  

More recent studies and reviews point out that there are still virtually no discussions of the 
processes that characterize interpersonal relations between organizations (Ellis & Ybema, 2010, p. 
298) and only limited research of the dynamics by which IOCs result in collaborative success or 
failure (Majchrzak et al., 2014). As Walker & Stohl (2012) note ‘while many models and studies 
make assumptions and predictions regarding the dynamics of collaboration, there is only scattered 
empirical evidence regarding the fundamental characteristics’ (p. 449). In other words, Lawrence’s 
1997 claim that little is known about the way in which work is actually accomplished in IOCs may 
still apply (Arnaud & Mills, 2012; Lawrence, 1997). This is problematic because detailed 
perspectives are important ways of enhancing the possibilities for IOC success (Hibbert & Huxham, 
2010; Huxham & Vangen, 2005). Therefore, recent calls for research highlight qualitative 
perspectives such as practices, routines, procedures, and collective experiences as essential for further 
exploring inter-organisational organising (Swärd, 2016). Practice approaches centralise human action 
- what people do in practice (Yanow, 2012). Thus, to respond to the outlined problem and calls for 
research in the field of IOC, this dissertations seeks to answer the following research question:  

 
How is inter-organisational collaboration accomplished in practice? 
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Practice approaches consider social and organisational life as the real-time accomplishment 
of ordinary activities (Nicolini & Monteiro, 2017) and hold central that ‘everyday actions are 
consequential in producing the structural contours of social life’ (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011, p. 
1241). As will be argued in Section 1.2, the dissertation’s explicit focus on practice, rather than 
traditional perspectives on IOC structure, converges with recent calls for qualitative research of the 
collaborative dynamics that occur during IOCs (Majchrzak et al., 2014). This convergence motivates 
the dissertation’s research objective and sub-research questions.  
 
 
1.2 Research framework: Research objective and research questions 

The research objective of this dissertation is to explore dynamics in IOC contexts by 
employing a practice perspective in order to provide a better understanding of how IOC is 
accomplished in practice and thereby address the research question. This extension of the research 
question into a specific research objective is motivated by the dissertation’s recognition of the 
convergence between: 
 

(a) The recent proposition that ‘environments, organizations, and interorganizational relations 
are dynamic’ as opposed to treating IOCs as defined by ‘a single function or a characteristic 
(such as contractual frames or organizational structures)’ (Majchrzak et al., 2014, p. 1357).  

(b) The affordance of practice perspectives for a focus on dynamics, relations, and enactment 
(Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011) 

and  
(c) The necessity for qualitative research in inter-organisational organising that draws on a 

practice orientation (Swärd, 2016) in order to (1) enhance the possibility of achieving 
collaborative success (Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Huxham & Vangen, 2005) and, in effect, 
(2) develop a practice-oriented theory of IOC (Vangen & Huxham, 2003)  

 
 

Accordingly, the dissertation broadly addresses how IOC is accomplished in practice by 
exploring dynamics in IOC contexts from a practice perspective. To do so, the dissertation draws on 
the distinction by Majchrzak et al. (2014) that IOC dynamics can be defined as any change in (1) 
conditions, (2) processes, or (3) mechanisms in IOCs over time. To operationalise foci for each of the 
three aspects of dynamics, the dissertation draws on the proposition to study practices by ‘zooming-
in’ and ‘zooming-out’ (Nicolini, 2009), i.e. switching theoretical lenses and re-positioning in the field 
to foreground certain aspects of practice and bracket others (p. 1391). Accordingly, each paper in this 
dissertation covers a specific ‘zoom’ in relation to one of the IOC dynamics (see Figure I-I). 
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Figure I-I – Overview of research framework  

  
The first paper in the dissertation examines the conditions necessary for specific IOC 

interactions to emerge by answering the question ‘how does practice alignment constitute a condition 
of accomplishing inter-organisational collaboration?’ It does so in keeping with Nicolini (2009)’s 
proposition that a starting point for zooming-in on practice should be the detailed study of the 
discursive and material accomplishment of practice in order to understand conditions of local 
accomplishment. The paper develops a two-by-two model detailing practice alignment and the 
grounded notion of directionality as conditions related to accomplishments of four different IOC 
interactions and outcomes (see a summary of paper one in Table I-I).  

Reserach Question
How is inter-organisational collaboration

accomplished in practice?

Research objective: 
Explore IOC Dynamics from a practice perspective

IOC Dynamic #1:
Changes in IOC 

conditions 

Sub- RQ 1:
How does practice alignment 

constitute a condition of 
accomplishing inter-

organisational collaboration?

Paper one: 
Practice alignment and 

Directionality as Conditions of 
Accomplishing Inter-

Organisational Collaboration

IOC Dynamic #2: 
Changes in IOC 

mechanisms

Sub-RQ 2: 
How and for what purpose(s) 

are multiple collective 
identities communicatively 

constituted in inter-
organisational collaborations?

Paper two: 
When 'we' is not just a 'we': 

The communicative 
constitution of multiple 

collective identities in inter-
organisational collaborations 

IOC Dynamic #3: 
Changes in IOC 

processes

Sub-RQ 3:
What are practices of 
collaborative service 

innovation and how are they 
procesually organised?

Paper three: 
A practice-based approach to 

collaborative service 
innovation – findings from a 

multi-actor case study
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Table I-I - Summary of paper one 

 
The second paper in the dissertation ‘zooms’ further in on the dimension of directionality 

from paper one. Specifically, paper two ‘zooms in’ on a component of directionality, namely the 
communicative constitution of collective identity as a mechanism for collective action. It does so by 
answering how and for what purpose(s) multiple collective identities are communicatively constituted 
in inter-organisational collaborations. The paper identifies the communicative constitution of 
multiple collective identities and discusses the mechanisms of such constitutions in relation to 
realising a variety of different collective actions (see a summary of paper two in Table I-II). 
 
 

IOC Dynamic Research Question Research Design Key Contribution(s) 

Changes in IOC 
mechanisms 

How and for what 
purpose are 
multiple collective 
identities 
communicatively 
constituted in inter-
organisational 
collaborations? 

Qualitative case study 
drawing on 
ethnographic data: 
- Participant 
observation 
(audio/audio+video 
recordings) 
 
Method of analysis: 
- Nexus analysis 

IOCs are characterised as consisting of 
multiple communicatively constituted 
collective identities related to four 
overall mechanisms: unity through 
similarity, unity through dissimilarity, 
unity through meta-organising, and 
unity through outcome-orientation. 
Each mechanism relates to specific sets 
of collective action and inaction realised 
through the constituted collective 
identities.  

Table I-II - Summary of paper two 

 

IOC Dynamic Research Question Research Design Key Contribution(s) 

Changes in IOC 
conditions 

How does practice 
alignment 
constitute a 
condition of inter-
organisational 
collaboration? 

Qualitative case study 
drawing on 
ethnographic data: 
- Participant 
observation 
(audio/audio+video 
recordings) 
- Documents 
- Observational notes 
- Informal interviews 
 
Method of analysis: 
- Template analysis 

Conceptualises IOC as dynamic 
accomplishment in situ to empirically 
demonstrate how IOC outcomes are not 
static but dynamic accomplishments 
that change over time within the same 
IOC. According to two conditions, 
practice alignment and directionality, 
the paper identifies four types of IOC 
outcomes related to three distinct 
dynamics.  
The paper theorises collective 
directionality as a specific collaborative 
teleo-affective orientation of practice 
necessary for accomplishing IOC 
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The third paper in the dissertation zooms out and details IOC practices as a process related to 
innovative outcomes by answering what are practices of collaborative service innovation and how 
are they procesually organised? The paper specifically addresses innovation processes because 
effective collaboration has been defined as cooperative inter-organisational action that produces 
innovative and synergistic solutions (Hardy et al., 2005). The ‘zooming-out’ in the third paper 
operationalises the theoretical lens switch proposed by Nicolini (2009) to uncover connections 
between the ’here-and-now’ of situated practising and the ‘elsewhere-and-then’ of other practices (p. 
1392). It does so by linking conditions of local accomplishment (zooming-in) to broader textures 
(zooming-out). Accordingly, the third paper in the dissertation discusses three sets of interrelated 
practices and their organising in a temporal process in order to demonstrate the effects of such 
processual organising on the IOC collaborators and the IOC as a whole (see summary in Table I-III).  

 
 

IOC Dynamic Research Question Research Design Key Contribution(s) 

Changes in IOC 
processes 

What are practices 
of collaborative 
service innovation 
and how are they 
processually 
organised? 

Qualitative case study 
drawing on 
ethnographic data: 
- Participant 
observation 
(audio/audio+video 
recordings) 
- Documents 
- Observational notes 
- Informal interviews 
 
Method of analysis: 
- Template analysis 

Collaborative service innovation is 
organised in three sets of interrelated 
practices: conceptual co-mapping, co-
transforming, and co-evolving. These 
are enacted as a cyclical and continuous 
innovation process that lead to co-
ontogenetic and co-phylogenetic effects.  

Table I-III - Summary of paper three 

 
Seen together, these three papers qualitatively cover IOC processes from (1) conditions that 

enable collaboration through (2) practices of doing collaboration to (3) achieving successful outcomes 
from a longitudinal and dynamic perspective of the enacted practices. Thus, by answering the 
proposed research framework and answering the three proposed sub-research questions, the 
dissertation participates in responding to calls for developing a practice oriented theory of IOCs 
(Vangen & Huxham, 2003) and calls for qualitative and detailed and thick descriptions of the factors 
at work in IOC processes (Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Huxham & Vangen, 
2005; Oliver, Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl, & Vaara, 2015).  
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1.3 Approach to the research 
Corresponding with the overall research agenda’s focus on practice, and the subsequent sub-

research questions’ foci on practices in relation to specific IOC dynamics, the dissertation takes as its 
premise the ‘turn to practice’ in the field of organization and work studies (Miettinen, Samra-
Fredericks, & Yanow, 2009; Nicolini, 2012; Sandberg & Dall’Alba, 2009). Such an approach is 
called for by organisation and management scholars in order to ‘bring work back’ to organisational 
studies (Barley & Kunda, 2001; Nicolini, 2012). The turn to practice reflects a pivot in modern 
organisational studies, which has moved from investigating organisations as entities, through 
examining organisations as theoretical discourses, to studying organising as a social process (Clegg, 
Hardy, Lawrence, & Nord, 1996; Nicolini, 2012; Nicolini & Monteiro, 2017). Accordingly, by taking 
a practice perspective, the dissertation is founded on a distinct social and constructionist ontology 
and relational epistemology (Burr, 2006; Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 1997, 2002; Schatzki, Knorr 
Cetina, & Savigny, 2001), with a particular interest in the embodied, materially interwoven practices 
that are centrally organised around shared practical understandings (Schatzki et al., 2001, p. 12). In 
accordance with the social ontology and relational epistemology outlined in practice theory (Nicolini, 
2012; Schatzki, 1997, 2002; Schatzki et al., 2001), this dissertation is positioned in the philosophical 
approach, or research paradigm, of social constructionism. The following sections detail the 
convergence between the theoretical perspective offered in practice theory and the philosophy of 
science proposed in social constructionism and how this convergence is operationalised in the 
dissertation.  

 
 
1.3.1 – Social constructionism as a research approach 

Practice theories are concerned with centralising and explicating human actions – what people 
actually do (Yanow, 2012). Such an interest coincides with the social constructionist dedication to 
the socio-active, or as Berger and Luckmann (1966) note in their original treatise of the social 
construction of reality: “Social order exists only as a product of human activity. No other ontological 
status may be ascribed to it without hopelessly obfuscating its empirical manifestations. Both in its 
genesis (social order is the result of past human activity) and its existence in any instant of time 
(social order exists only and in so far as human activity continues to produce it) it is a human 
product.” (p. 70). To see social activity and actions as the foundation of social construction of reality, 
Berger and Luckmann state that “[w]e not only live in the same world, but participate in each other’s 
being.”. They link such participation to recurrent actions – routines – as the pivot of 
institutionalisation in which reality is perpetually reaffirmed through interaction (p. 169). 
Accordingly, social constructionism converges with a practice perspective in its occupation with 
social practice. Burr (2006) accordingly proposes that an anti-essentialist account of social life 
“argues that human beings together create and then sustain all social phenomena through social 
practices” (p. 10).  

Berger and Luckmann (1966), in their sociology of knowledge, delineate three processes that 
can account for the creation and sustainment of social life through social practices: externalisation, 
objectivation, and internalisation. In an homage to German thinkers of the 1920s, such as Scheler, 
Marx, Nietzsche, Durkheimer, and Weber, Berger and Luckmann see the sociology of knowledge as 
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concerned with the analysis of the social construction of reality. They argue that reality from a social 
constructionist stance be seen as a specific agglomeration of ‘reality’ as specific to social contexts 
and relationships that have to be centralised in contextual analysis for adequate sociological depth. 
The processes of externalisation, objectivation, and internalisation are the roots of such an endeavour.  

In her interpretation of social constructionism for application in the social sciences, Burr 
(2006) re-interprets externalisation, objectivation, and internalisation. According to Burr, 
externalisation can be defined as the enactment of individuals of their social world from which they 
produce artefacts and practices. Objectivation, then, is the process of proposing those artefacts and 
practices into the social reality in ways in which they become objects of reality through 
institutionalisation. Over time, externalised artefacts and practices become objectified and reach a 
state of socially agreed-upon reality. Institutionalisation then, Burr argues, are processes in which 
artefacts and practices as objects of reality are internalised as reality – often by newcomers becoming 
socialised into a particular reality. In this way, a current state of affairs – the convergence of artefacts 
and practices – is experienced as reality both by individuals that have taken part in the production of 
such artefacts and practices, but especially by individuals entering into a new socio-reality by means 
of socialisation. Seen together, Burr interprets the three processes of externalisation, objectivation, 
and internalisation as the subjective social construction of reality in and through social practices 
experienceable through participation, in contrast to viewing the world as an objective reality for social 
exploration.  

Accordingly, in its drawing on practice theory from a social constructionist stance, this 
dissertation addresses each of the three processes of social fabrication of reality, and is, as a result, 
inherently processual in its understanding of how to approach the research process. The dissertation 
addresses externalisation by drawing on Burr’s notion of ‘acting on the world’ as investigable through 
artefacts and practices, which is interpreted in this dissertation as the investigation of how 
collaborators dynamically act on the IOC and produce artefacts of such acting over time. This 
corresponds with propositions that IOCs may best be investigated over longer periods of time in 
which change can be observed (Alexiev, Volberda, & Van den Bosch, 2016; Majchrzak et al., 2014). 
Next, the dissertation addresses objectivation in its focus on how practices (i.e. externalisations) are 
formalised into objects visible in empirical materials such as formal statements of practice and 
prescriptive documents and guidelines that guide future practising. These objects, representing 
externalisations, become internalised over time as the ‘current reality’ or state of the IOC, that is, the 
IOC collaborators see current sets of practices and artefacts of practices as depictions of how the IOC 
is and does.  

Such an understanding of social reality aligns with how practice theorists see the field of 
practice, namely that, a practice lens has a particular capacity “… to describe important features of 
the world we inhabit as something that is routinely made and re-made in practice using tools, 
discourse, and our bodies … the attraction of the practice idiom stems in particular from its capacity 
to resonate with the contemporary experience that our worlds is increasingly in flux and 
interconnected, a world where social entities appear as the result of ongoing work and complex 
machinations, and in which boundaries around social entities are increasingly difficult to draw.” . 
(Nicolini, 2012, p. 2). In this quote, Nicolini highlights the dualism in social experience of our world 
as ongoingly worked and machined, yet experienced as ‘the world’.  
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Berger and Luckmann (1966) dealt with a similar seemingly dual reality when writing their 
book ‘The Social Construction of Reality’. Even the title eludes to a treatise of something constructed, 
yet, in some sense, a construction of something experienced as ‘real’. They termed this ambiguity a 
dualism between the objective and the subjective, in an attempt to recognise that while the world is 
experienced as physically there, it is simultaneously an act of social construction. They illustrate this 
point in their discussing of the concept of man: “Man’s specific humanity and his sociality are 
inextricably intertwined. Homo sapiens is always, an in the same measure, homo socius.” (p. 69). In 
other words, as Burr (2006) notes: “… the world, is a product not of objective observation of the 
world, but of the social processes and interactions in which people are constantly engaged with each 
other.” (p. 4), which this dissertation interprets as an invitation to understand sociality, and the very 
fabrication of understanding, in social processes and interactions investigable through practice.  

Having outlined the paradigm of social constructionism in this section, the following section 
reflects on the role of the researcher in the constructionist research process.  
 
 
1.3.2 The role of the researcher in the constructionist research process 

Gergen’s now famous article ‘The Social Constructionist Movement in Modern Psychology’ 
(Gergen, 1985) offers several reflections on the role of the researcher in constructionist research, 
which are valuable in cogitating about how to conduct social constructionist research. While there is 
no ‘one feature’ which identifies all available social constructionist positions, some similarities 
between different positions can be addressed in four themes or stances commonly adopted by 
researchers conducting constructionist research (Burr, 2006).  

According to Burr, firstly, researchers adopting a social constructionist stance must be critical 
towards taken-for-granted knowledge, in the sense that a social constructionist stance invites critical 
reflections on ideas of how the world will not unproblematically yield itself and cannot be observed 
in objective and unbiased ways. As Gergen (1985) asked: “how can theoretical categories be induced 
or derived from observation (…) if the process of identifying observational attributes itself relies on 
one’s possessing categories?” (p. 266). Accordingly, these critical reflections involve contemplating 
that the very categories and divisions, artificially set up for our understanding of the world, are exactly 
that, rather than ‘true’ representation of how the world is and does.  

Secondly, a social constructionist stance takes on historic and cultural specificity in the sense 
that the categories and concepts by which we understand and comprehend are historically and 
culturally specific (Burr, 2006), that is, whether something is or is not is bound to the very context 
and construction in which it is. In this sense, social constructionist research urges a consideration of 
the importance of historical and cultural relativity in fluctuating contexts.  

Third, social constructionism entails a social processual perspective of knowledge (Burr, 
2006), that is, that knowledge be seen as constructed between people in social interactions and 
‘reality-as-perceived’ is fabricated socially during such day-to day-interactions in which knowledge, 
or rather, versions of knowledge, are constructed. In that sense, what can be understood as real, truth, 
or knowledge at any given time is always a product of social processes, or as Gergen noted: “[s]ocial 
constructionist inquiry is principally concerned with explicating the processes by which people come 
to describe, explain, or otherwise account for the world (including themselves) in which they live.” 
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(Gergen, 1985, p. 266) in ways that are dependent on ‘vicissitudes of social processes (e.g. 
communication, negotiation, conflict, rhetoric)’ (Gergen, 1985, p. 268).  

Finally, social constructionistic researchers take on the perspective that knowledge and social 
action are intertwined, that is, that there are always multiple possible social constructions of the world 
that invite ‘a different kind of action from human beings’ (Burr, 2006) in the sense that descriptions 
and constructions of the world ‘serve to sustain and support certain patterns to the exclusion of 
others’ (Gergen, 1985).  

Operationalising these four reflections in the field of IOC means considering IOC not as one 
static, objectifiable, and quantifiable reality, but, rather, as lived and sustained in multiple experiences 
and ‘realities’ constructed by collaborators as they interact about and in collaborative relations. Thus, 
the critical perspective on taken-for-grantedness of social constructionist research is particularly 
conducive for turning practical and qualitative in a field dominated by quantitative and structuralist 
research, since such critical perspectives allow for re-examination of the fundamental understandings 
of the core concepts – or as Bateson (1972) coins it: a dissection and reassembly of epistemological 
premises, the basic perception-determining beliefs. Moreover, adopting a social constructionist stance 
enables research of collaboration in situ in recognition of the importance and primacy of social 
processes in opposition to staying at a quantifiable general level of factor-investigations. Accordingly, 
adopting a social constructionist stance allows investigation of the kinds of actions that enable or 
constrain collaboration.  

Having explicated the philosophical stance of the dissertation in Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, this 
following section offers a reading guide for the remainder of the dissertation.  
 

 
1.4 A reading guide 

This first paragraph introduces the elements of the dissertation, followed by a more detailed 
presentation of each of the chapters in the coming paragraphs.  

Seen as a whole, the dissertation consists of 13 chapters, of which this introduction is the first. 
Chapter II reviews extant literature to build a theoretical foundation from which the research 
questions can be answered. Chapter III situates the research in a methodological tradition, whereas 
Chapter IV details the research design. Chapter V, VI, and VII, contain the three paper contributions 
made in the dissertation. Chapter VIII summarises the findings from the papers and discusses 
theoretical, methodological, and practical implications from the conducted research. Chapter IX 
offers the dissertation conclusions, contributions, limitations, and future research directions. Chapter 
X contains a Danish and English summary of the research, followed by Chapter XI and XII which 
lists figures, tables, and cited works. Finally, Chapter XIII provides the appendices referred to in the 
document. The contents of each chapter is addressed in more detail in the coming paragraphs.  

Chapter II contains the dissertation literature review. Specifically, Chapter II addresses 
practice theory, and situates the study within this theoretical perspective as a position from which the 
research agenda can be approached. Specifically, Section 2.1.1 discusses the practice turn in 
organisational scholarship and how the dissertation participates in this turn. Section 2.1.2 details the 
practice approach taken, drawing on the work of Nicolini (2012) and the underpinnings of a ‘strong 
practice programme’. Section 2.1.3 details the organising of practice in relation to the building blocks 
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by which practice can be understood. Section 2.1.4 discusses how a practice perspective is 
operationalised in relation to the three papers in the dissertation.  

This is followed by Section 2.1.5 which theoretically situates practice theory in relation to 
IOC. Accordingly, Section 2.2 proposes a constructionist reading of the inter-organisational extant 
literature. Section 2.2.1 discusses the historical context of IOR from which the sub-field of IOC 
originates. Section 2.2.2 provides an overview and critique of traditional approaches to IOC based on 
a constructionist paradigm. Next, Section 2.2.3 introduces the emerging perspective of IOC 
dynamics, with Sub-Sections 2.2.3.1, 2.2.3.2, and 2.2.3.3 reviewing extant literature for the three 
types of IOC dynamics (changes in conditions, changes in mechanisms, and changes in processes).  

Chapter III outlines the dissertation methodology. Specifically, it addresses how a qualitative 
case study methodology has been employed in relation to the overall research agenda and proposes 
an inter-organisational perspective on organisational ethnographic methods as an overall guide for 
the research framework.  Specifically, Section 3.1 provides an overview of the methodological 
choices in relation to the dissertation’s ontological and epistemological stance, the proposed methods 
and data sources. Section 3.2 introduces the qualitative case study methodology and situates the 
conducted work as a descriptive and exploratory case study. Section 3.3 briefly introduces and 
motivates the chosen empirical context. Finally, Section 3.4 discusses a field-event approach to 
organisational ethnography, in order to be able to address inter-organisational spaces from an 
ethnographic perspective.  

Chapter IV specifies the employed research design. Specifically, Section 4.1 addresses the 
data construction consisting of participant observation, artefact collection, observational notes, and 
informal interviews. Section 4.2 details a timeline of the conducted field work as well as showing 
how each paper is based on a triangulated sub-set of the constructed data. Section 4.3 details the 
chosen methods of analyses, namely template analysis and mediated discourse analysis, and 
demonstrate how these have been employed in the three papers. Finally, Section 4.4 discusses the 
relevance of member-checks in ethnographic work and outlines how member checks have continually 
been performed throughout the conducted field-work.  

Chapter V contains the dissertation’s first paper contribution, which centres on the notions of 
practice alignment and directionality as conditions of accomplishing collaborative success. Chapter 
VI contains the dissertation’s second paper contribution, which centres on the notion of 
communicative constitution of collective identities as a mechanism for collective actions. Chapter 
VII contains the dissertation’s final paper contribution, which details how innovative outcomes are 
achieved in a collaborative process.  

Chapter VIII summarises the findings from the three papers in relation to one another and 
discusses the conducted research in relation to extant literature. Specifically, Section 8.1 provides an 
overview of the paper findings followed by Section 8.2, which discusses theoretical implications of 
the work. Section 8.2.1 re-interprets collaborative success and failure as a dualism rather than a 
duality, Section 8.2.2 re-conceptualises IOC dynamics from the identified 3 changes to 12 dynamics 
of both change and stability, Section 8.2.3 re-interprets governance as self-organising accomplished 
in practice through explicit teleo-affective negotiation, and Section 8.2.4 demonstrates how the 
dissertation responds to the four blind spots in IOC scholarship discussed in the literature review. 



 20 

Section 8.3 discusses methodological implications of the conducted work, whereas Section 8.4 
discusses practical implications of the research.  

Chapter IX offers the dissertation conclusion, contributions, limitations, and future research 
directions. Section 9.1 concludes on the research agenda in relation to the conducted research to 
demonstrate how the overall research agenda and the three individual research questions have been 
addressed. Section 9.2 offers an overview of how the dissertation and papers contribute to extant 
scholarship, followed by Section 9.3 which discusses limitations of the conducted research. Finally, 
Section 9.4 offers avenues for future research directions.  

Chapter X provides a Danish and an English summary of the conducted work (Section 10.1 
and 10.2, respectively). This is followed by Chapter XI and XII which list tables, figures, and 
referenced works. Finally, Chapter XIII contains the appendices that are referred to in the dissertation.  
A summary of the content of the thesis can be found in Table I-IV, which details an overview of the 
choices made in each chapter.  
 

 
Research Framework   

Research question How is inter-organisational collaboration 
accomplished in practice? 

Chapter I, Section 1.1 and 1.2 

Research Objective To explore dynamics in IOC contexts by 
employing a practice perspective  

Chapter I, Section 1.2 

 Sub-RQ1 How does practice alignment constitute a 
condition of accomplishing inter-
organisational collaboration? 

Chapter V (paper one) 

 Sub-RQ2 How and for what purpose(s) are multiple 
collective identities communicatively 
constituted in inter-organisational 
collaboration? 

Chapter VI (paper two) 

 Sub-RQ3 What are practices of collaborative service 
innovation and how are they procesually 
organised?  

Chapter VII (paper three) 

Paradigmatic 
positioning 

Social Constructionism 
Ontology: Social 
Epistemology: Relational 

Chapter I, Section 1.3 

Key theoretical tenets   

 Defining practice ‘open-ended spatial-temporal manifolds of 
actions’ (Schatzki, 2001) organised in ‘molar 
units’ (Nicolini, 2012) 

Chapter II, Section 2.1 
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 Defining the 
organising of 
practice 

Practices as organised through: 
- Practical understandings (knowing of 
sayings and doings from direct participation 
in practice) 
- Explicit rules (chains of action prescribing 
what to do and in what order) 
- Teleo-affective structure (linking sayings 
and doings to end goal) 
- General understandings (ways in which 
activities come together to form a meaningful 
whole) 
(Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 2001) 

Chapter II, Section 2.1.3 

 Defining IOC ‘cooperative inter-organisational 
relationships negotiated in ongoing 
communicative processes, which rely on 
neither market nor hierarchical mechanisms 
of control’ (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 323) 

Chapter II, Section 2.2 

 Defining IOC 
dynamics 

Changes in IOC conditions 
Changes in IOC mechanisms 
Changes in IOC processes  
(Majchrzak et al., 2014) 

Chapter II, Section 2.2.3.1 
Chapter II, Section 2.2.3.2 
Chapter II, Section 2.2.3.3 

Methodology and Research Design  

Methodology Qualitative case study methodology 
(exploratory and descriptive case study) 
 
Field-event approach to organisational 
ethnography in inter-organisational spaces 

Chapter III, Section 3.2  
 
 
Chapter III, Section 3.4 

Research Design Data construction: Chapter IV, Section 4.1 

 Participant observation Chapter IV, Section 4.1.1 

 Artefact collection Chapter IV, Section 4.1.2 

 Observational notes Chapter IV, Section 4.1.3 

 Informal interviews Chapter IV, Section 4.1.4 

Triangulation of data Chapter IV, Section 4.2.1 

Methods of data analysis: Chapter IV, Section 4.3 

 Template analysis Chapter IV, Section 4.3.1 
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 Mediated discourse analysis (nexus 
analysis) 

Chapter IV, Section 4.3.2 

Member Checks Chapter IV, Section 4.4 

Paper contributions  

 Paper one: Practice alignment and Directionality as 
Conditions of Accomplishing Inter-Organisational 
Collaboration 

Chapter V 

 Paper two: When 'we' is not just a 'we': The communicative 
constitution of multiple collective identities in inter- 
organisational collaborations 

Chapter VI 

 Paper three: A practice-based approach to collaborative 
service innovation – findings from a multi-actor case study 

Chapter VII 

Discussion   

Theoretical Implications  Chapter VIII, Section 8.2 

Re-interpreting collaborative success and 
failure as dynamic constructs 

Chapter VIII, Section 8.2.1 

Re-conceptualising IOC dynamics from 
dualism to duality 

Chapter VIII, Section 8.2.2 

Re-thinking IOC governance from a practice 
perspective as self-organising 

Chapter VIII Section 8.2.3 

Addressing four blind spots in IOC 
scholarships 

Chapter VIII, Section 8.2.4 

Methodological 
implications 

A field-event approach to organisational 
ethnography – towards a methodology for 
inter-organisational ethnography 

Chapter VIII, Section 8.3 

Practice/practitioner 
implications 

Managing for dynamic collaborative 
organising 

Chapter VIII, Section 8.4 

Conclusions   

 Answering Sub-RQ1 Practice alignment constitutes a condition of 
accomplishing successful IOC when 
collective directionalities, a specific 
collaborative form of teleo-affective 
orientation, are also enacted 

Chapter IX, Section 9.1 

 Answering Sub-RQ2 IOCs may best be characterised as consisting 
of multiple communicatively constituted 
collective identities related to four overall 
mechanisms of collective actions 

Chapter IX, Section 9.1 



 23 

 Answering Sub-RQ3 IOC practices evolve over time in an 
innovation processes that is both cyclical and 
continuous resulting in co-ontogenetic and 
co-phylogenetic effects 

Chapter IX, Section 9.1 

Answering the research 
question 

IOC is accomplished in practice when the 
two conditions of practice alignment and 
directionality are met. Directionality can be 
seen as communicatively constituted in 
collective identities as mechanisms for 
multiple collective actions. Practice 
alignment can be seen as a result of 
enactment of a process consisting of 
conceptual co-mapping, co-transforming, and 
co-evolving practices resulting in both co-
ontogenetic and co-phylogenetic effects.    

Chapter IX, Section 9.1 

Summaries  Chapter X 
Table I-IV - Overview of thesis contents 
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Literature Review 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

“We don’t have a collaboration, nor are we a collaboration;  
we engage in collaboration” 

 
(Lewis, 2006, p. 183) 
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2. A review of practice theory as a lens for understanding IOC 

The following chapter reviews extant literature on two main theoretical perspectives, namely 
practice theory and IOC. Since the dissertation adopts a practice perspective for the investigation of 
IOC dynamics, practice theory is initially introduced, unpacked, and discussed by briefly showing 
the lineage of practice approaches in organisational studies, followed by a detailed discussion of the 
dissertation’s adopted practice approach, and how such an approach impacts and shapes the reading 
of the IOC field. Next, the literature review introduces the field of inter-organisational relations, and 
specifically, the sub-field of inter-organisational collaborations. Initially, the history of IOR and IOC 
is presented, followed by a discussion of traditional approaches to IOC and their shortcomings. A 
more recent perspective, namely that of IOC dynamics in the form of changes in process, conditions, 
and mechanisms, is discussed. Particular attention is paid to communicative perspectives on IOC 
dynamics and the role of a communication as constitutive perspective for furthering the investigations 
of IOC dynamics.  
 
 
2.1 Practice theory 

The following sections (2.1.1-2.1.5) introduce the notion of practice and the practice turn in 
organisational studies. They details the history and lineage of practice approaches, discuss the 
dissertation research approach as based in practice theory, and demonstrate a perspective on the 
organising of practices. The sections conclude with a reflection on the research design as grounded 
in a practice approach to IOC  
 
 
2.1.1 The practice turn in organisational studies 

Practice approaches have gained grounds in the study of organising and work since the 
‘practice turn’  (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011; Orlikowski, 2007; Schatzki et al., 2001; Whittington, 
2006; Zundel & Kokkalis, 2010) or ‘return to practice’ in organisational studies (Buch, Andersen, & 
Klemsdal, 2015; Llewellyn & Spence, 2010; Nicolini, 2009, 2011, 2012; Nicolini, Gherardi, & 
Yanow, 2003; Nicolini, Mengis, & Swan, 2012) as a route into understanding ‘organising in the 
making’ (Miettinen et al., 2009). Such a starting point holds central that social life is ongoingly 
produced and emerges through ‘recurrent action’ (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011) or what has been 
coined ‘arrays of human activity’ (Schatzki et al., 2001). 
 Three practice-research lineages may be understood as the foundation from which a practice 
turn has emerged: the study of learning and knowing phenomena as situated practice, the study of 
technology as practice, and the study of strategy as practice (Nicolini, 2012). Proponents of the first 
line of research can be traced to studies of learning as peripheral legitimate practicing (Lave, 1991; 
Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998, 2000) and organisational knowing and knowledge (Brown & 
Duguid, 1991, 1998, 2001; Cook & Brown, 1999; Duguid, 2005; Tsoukas, 1996; Tsoukas & 
Vladimirou, 2004). The second stream of literature unfolds the interplay between technology and 
knowledge practices (Orlikowski, 2007, 2009, 2010). Finally, the third stream of research on strategy 
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as practice unfolds the ‘doing’ of strategy at a variety of levels of the organisation (Jarzabkowski, 
2004; Jarzabkowski & Spee, 2009; Whittington, 2006).  
 As an alternative perspective on the lineage of a practice-turn, Schatzki (1997) highlights a 
Wittgensteinian lineage by critiquing Bourdieu and Giddens in his a treatise of individuality and 
totality in the social sciences. Similarly, in his later work, Schatzki et al. (2001) notes the influences 
of such scholars as Wittgenstein, Dreyfus, Taylor, Bourdieu, Giddens, Garfinkel, Foucault, and 
Lyotard for the development of a ‘practice turn’ in social sciences and argues that this diverse 
background of scholarship may account for the lack of a unified practice approach (pp. 10-11). 
Schatzki proposes that practice theory as a whole is occupied with activity as embodied and that 
nexus of practices should be seen as mediated by artefacts, hybrids, and natural objects. Accordingly, 
Schatzki puts forward the, now much-cited, proposition that practice approaches are suitable for the 
study of such diverse phenomena as knowledge, meaning, human activity, science, power, language, 
social institutions, and historical transformations as occurring within and being aspects of 
components of the field of practices. Here ‘field of practices’ means the total nexus of interconnected 
human practices.  
 Alternatively, Nicolini et al. (2003) argue that while there is no unified practice approach, 
there are three underlying legacy roots of practice approaches: Marxism with a practice epistemology 
of systems of doing, phenomenology and symbolic interactionism based on Heidegger’s notion of 
dasein, and Wittgenstein’s proposal of language as mainly a practical and social endeavour. These 
converge in a practice-based vocabulary with a focus on the following as foundational for 
investigation: verbs (the doing), socially related terms (social subjects and objects), object terms 
referring to material artefacts, spatio-temporal localisation, and order and disorder (Nicolini et al., 
2003, p. 23). These convergences, make up what practice scholars refer to as the ‘family 
resemblances’ of practice approaches.  
 Congruently, Nicolini (2012) notes that the field of practice constitutes a broad “… family of 
theoretical approaches connected by a web of historical and conceptual similarities” (p. 1). He argues 
that practice approaches should be seen as ontological projects categorised into two programmes: a 
weak and a strong programme. A weak programme is focused on bringing work back in as a renewal 
of paying attention to the detailed mechanics or everyday work in a ‘descriptive and a-theoretical 
manner’ (p. 13) which cannot answer ‘so what’ questions. Contrastingly, Nicolini proposes a strong 
programme – an ontological programme - striving to explain matters in terms of practice instead of 
simply registering them (p. 13). According to Nicolini, such a programme draws to the forefront the 
need for understanding the ‘dynamics of everyday activity’. Similarly, Feldman and Orlikowski 
(2011) discuss the need for understanding the ongoing productions and emergences of social life 
through recurrent actions which generates and operates across contexts and over time. This 
dissertation adopts a strong practice programme approach to practice research, which will be 
discussed in Section 2.1.2. 
 
 
2.1.2 A strong practice approach 

A practice-based approach is founded on a distinct social ontology considering the social as 
consisting of embodied, materially interwoven practices that are centrally organised around shared 
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practical understandings (Schatzki et al., 2001, p. 12), placing relationships, and connections at the 
centre of the stage (Nicolini, 2011). As Feldman and Orlikowski (2011) argue, a practice perspective 
takes that ‘everyday actions are consequential in producing the structural contours of social life’ (p. 
1241). Feldman and Orlikowski argue that such a focus demands a high tolerance for complexity and 
ambiguity.   

Practice approaches can be seen as a ‘primary way to study organisation procesually’, since the 
approaches consider social and organisational life as the ‘real-time accomplishment of ordinary 
activities’ (Nicolini & Monteiro, 2017), and as such take organised activities as a basic unit of 
analysis. Accordingly, practice approaches afford dynamic and processual perspectives on 
accomplishment and enactment  (Nicolini et al., 2003, p. 21). Similarly, Schatzki et al. (2001) noted 
that structures, from a practice perspective, should be seen as processes of becoming, rather than as 
entities, a point that will be elaborated upon in the IOC literature review.  

While there is ‘no unified practice-approach’ (Schatzki et al., 2001), practices can be defined as 
‘open-ended spatial-temporal manifolds of actions’ (Schatzki et al., 2001) and as molar units 
(Nicolini, 2012) consisting of configurations of actions in arrays that carry specific, contextual, and 
embedded meaning. Practices, seen as molar units, can be unpacked into doings, sayings, tasks, and 
projects that ‘hang together according to a characteristic and meaningful organisation’ and 
constitute integral and meaningful blocks (Nicolini, 2012, pp. 164-165). Specifically, practices 
consist of sayings and doings hierarchically organised and composed in complex wholes called tasks 
and projects (Schatzki et al., 2001); sets of sayings and doings make up a task, which in turn relates 
to a project that consists of several tasks (Nicolini, 2012). Seen together they form a meaningful block 
defined as a practice perceivable as an unit of analysis. The organising of practice as a ‘meaningful 
block’ is unpacked in the following section.   
 
 
2.1.3 The organising of practices 

Practices are organised in specific ways; they are not simply individual distinct sayings and 
doings, but sayings and doings organised in meaningful ways of action. Nicolini (2012) argues that 
actions are organised and linked through four mechanisms into practices, namely (1) Practical 
understandings, (2) Explicit rules, (3) Teleo-affective structures, and (4) General understandings (pp. 
164-165), summarised as follows:  

(1) Actions are linked first through a practical understanding, i.e. the knowing derived by 
direct participation of legitimate members of a practice. Sayings and doings come together 
in an action when they express the same meaning. 

(2) Explicit rules are chains of action that prescribe what to do, and in which order, connecting 
tasks and projects in complex arrangements. 

(3) Teleo-affective structure links sayings and doings into a practice and specifies the 
directionality of practice – i.e. the ‘oughtness’ of a practice. Teleo-affective linking relates 
sayings and doings to the end goals of doing and the complex arrangement of tasks and 
projects needed to achieve such goals. 
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(4) General understandings are ways in which activities of a practice ‘hang together’. By 
understanding the general aspects of the project at hand, doers and knowers are able to 
make sense of singular sayings and doings as part of a bigger whole.  

Adopted and adapted from Nicolini (2012) pp 164-165 
 

Schatzki in Schatzki et al., (2001) notes that (1) practical understandings relates to the ability 
of knowing ‘how to x, where x is one of the practice’s constituent actions. By ‘knowing how to x’ I 
mean knowing which of the doings and sayings of which one is capable would constitute x-ing in 
current circumstances’ (p. 59). Moreover, practical understanding relates to ones abilities to ‘identify 
x-ings and knowing how to prompts as well as to respond to x-ings’ (p. 59). Schatzki further notes 
that (2) explicit rules are ‘explicit formulations that enjoin or school in particular actions’ (p. 59) and 
exemplifies that rules of grammar or ‘rules of thumb’ constitute such dimension of practice. Next, 
Schatzki notes that (3) a mix of teleology and affectivity, what he denotes as teleo-affective structure, 
is an omnipresent determinant of practical intelligibility. He specifies that teleology is about orienting 
towards ends whereas affectivity is about how things matter and that practical intelligibility is 
teleologically and affectively determined (p. 60). Schatzki concludes that a practice is a set of sayings 
and doings organized by a pool of understandings, a set of rules, and a teleo-affective structure (p. 
61).  As noted above, Nicolini (2012) also discussed the dimension of general understandings in 
relation to the definition of practice organising in order to address how activities in plural are 
understood to hang together in order to realise a specific project. These four ‘building blocks’ of 
practice, or molar units, can be investigated by zooming-in and zooming-out as will be detailed in 
Section 2.1.4.  
 
 
2.1.4 Zooming-in and zooming-out on practice 

In order to study practices for organisational research purposes, Nicolini (2009) proposes that 
practices constitute “the site of organization and that organizational phenomena transpire through, 
and are effects of, a texture of interconnected practices” (p. 1392). From this perspective, Nicolini 
argues that practices need be drawn to the fore in combination with a methodological approach that 
allows for two metaphorical movements of ‘zooming-in’ and ‘zooming-out’ in order to study, 
analyse, and represent practice. Zooming-in can be understood as a starting point for understanding 
practice in its detail, as a ‘discursive and material accomplishment’ (p. 1392). This type of focus 
allows for the uncovering of real-time accomplishment of practice. Contrastingly, zooming-out can 
be understood as a perspective that allows the uncovering of connections between what can be termed 
the ‘here-and-now’ situated practices and the ‘elsewhere-and-then’ practices. Nicolini (2009) states 
that “theorizing practice thus require a double movement of zooming in on and zooming out of 
practice obtained by switching theoretical lenses and following, or trailing, the connections between 
practice.” (p. 1392). Nicolini proposes a sequential selective re-positioning, as a research project is 
undertaken, in order to foreground and background certain aspects of practice – which should be 
guided by the research questions posed.  
 Zooming-in can be seen as directly connected to the study of sayings and doings, that is, 
zooming-in allows for a focus on the real-time practising in situ and how such practising organises 
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interactions. As Nicolini (2009) phrases it: “practices are mainly unfolding orders of mediated 
conducts (sayings, doings, and their various patterns) which constitute both the context and the result 
of such sayings and doings.” (p. 1407). Accordingly, when zooming-in, what is foregrounded is 
guided by the theoretical sensitisations employed for recognising and understanding sayings and 
doing as belonging to a given practice, in the case of this dissertation the study of IOC. This selective 
positioning allows for the research to represent practice in different ways, and in doing so, uncovers 
the complexities of practices as enacted.  
 Comparatively, zooming-out can be seen as an analytical perspective focused on moving 
between practices as they are enacted across time and space (Nicolini, 2009, p. 1407).  Nicolini argues 
that methodologies that allow for ‘sufficient conceptual lenses and methodological devices to 
describe the ways in which practices are associated’ should be employed for moving along an axis 
of zooming-out on practice. Nicolini proposes two primary ways of uncovering these connections, 
namely, following practices across space and time and studying how connections are kept in place. 
Accordingly, Nicolini proposes real-time observation, combined with historical reconstructions 
where needed, to develop a detailed appreciation of accomplishment of practice configurations. Seen 
together, these two movements form a framework for how to engage in a field of practices – or 
‘interrogate practices’ in order to gain appreciation of the wider textures as Nicolini coins it. This will 
be further discussed in Chapter III, detailing the dissertation’s methodological reflections.  
 
 
2.1.5 Practice theory and inter-organisational collaboration 

Recent scholarship has recognised that practice approaches have affordances that are useful 
for the study of IOC. Lewis (2006) describes it simply: “Collaboration is less like a single action 
(e.g. kicking a ball) and more like an organized activity (e.g. a ball game)” (p. 189).  A preoccupation 
with practice as a lens for approaching IOC has been noted as concerning itself with ‘convening, 
designing, managing, participating in, or facilitating collaboration’ (Huxham, 2003, p. 402). Vangen 
and Huxham (2003) note that the emergence of a ‘practice-oriented theory into the management of 
inter-organizational collaboration’ has been ongoing since the 1980s, and accordingly, Huxham and 
Vangen (2005) call for more general development of a practice-based approach, not just to the 
management of collaborative outcomes, but to IOC as a whole. Similarly, Smith (2012) highlights 
that there has been a tendency in the IOC scholarship to highlight quantitative snapshot research at 
the neglect of the practices and social interactions required to accomplish collaboration. From this, 
Smith argues that practice-based, qualitative, and longitudinal research is much-needed to explicate 
collaborative successes and failures at the level of actual doing in organisational relations.  

While all three papers in the dissertation detail practices of accomplishing IOC, paper one and 
two specifically address sayings, i.e. communicative practices, as a distinct and specific type of social 
practice (Alvesson & Karreman, 2011) for two main reasons. Firstly, because communicative 
practices are highly relevant, deserving special attention in practice-based studies due to their 
affordances for investigating social practice (Nicolini, 2012). Second, because a newly developed 
line of communicative scholarship in the IOC literature has begun to recognise and explore the 
importance and relevance of communicative approaches in IOC contexts, following the proposition 
of Weick (1969) that communication is central for organising. From a communicative perspective, 



 30 

effective collaboration has been described as a difficult and complex communicative accomplishment 
(Barbour & James, 2015; Hardy et al., 2005).  

This communicative accomplishment has been studied with an interest in how the discursive 
construction of collective identity may solve the inability of many IOCs to generate effective 
outcomes (Clegg et al., 2016; Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hardy et al., 2005). Accordingly, recent studies 
of communicative constructions of collective identity in IOCs have demonstrated how collective 
identity may serve as a mechanism for collective action, which in turn, has been linked with achieving 
successful and effective collaboration (Barbour & James, 2015; Hardy et al., 2005; Koschmann, 2012, 
2016).  

This is in line with previous communication studies arguing that communication, here taken 
as communication practices, be seen as a dialogical-dialectical field based on a constitutive model of 
communication as a ‘meta-model’ (Craig, 1999). Accordingly, Koschmann (2012) argued that a 
constitutive communicative approach to IOC recognises communication as generative and as a 
‘fundamental process by which we know and understand the social world’. This was recognised 
earlier by scholars such as Karl Weick, who stated that ‘communication activity is the organisation’ 
(Weick, 1995), or Allan Church, who stated that without communication ‘contemporary 
organizations would cease to exist’ (Church, 1994). Accordingly, two of the papers in the dissertation 
specifically zoom-in on communicative practices as constitutive of IOC, the second more explicitly 
than the first. Section 2.2.3.3 further specifies IOC concepts developed from a communicative 
perspective, specifically elaborating on collective identity as a mechanisms for collective action.  

 
 
2.2 A constructionist reading of inter-organisational collaboration 

With an outset in the rich affordance of practice theory and the critical stance towards taken-
for-granted knowledge adopted from social constructionism, Section 2.2 reviews the origins of the 
field of IOC, traditional approaches to IOC, and current scholarship on IOC dynamics. These serve 
as the theoretical foundation for the three paper contributions.  
 
 
2.2.1 The emergence of IOC – a brief introduction to the history of  inter-organisational relations 

Inter-organisational collaboration is a subset of the field of inter-organisational relations, 
which broadly seen, spans a large variety of empirical settings studied from a range of disciplinary 
and theoretical bases (Cropper, Huxham, Ebers, & Smith Ring, 2009a, 2009b), what has been referred 
to as a messy ‘cacophony of heterogeneous concepts, theories, and research results’ (Oliver & Ebers, 
1998). In a summary of current scholarship, Barringer & Harrison (2000) note that successful IORs 
have been related to such positive outcomes and advantages as: 

(1) Gaining access to critical resources 
(2) Economies of scale 
(3) Risk and cost sharing 
(4) Gaining access to foreign markets, product and/or service development 
(5) Learning 
(6) Speed to market 
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(7) Flexibility,  
(8) Collective lobbying,  
(9) Neutralising or blocking competitors 

 
Barringer & Harrison (2000) also identifies how failed IORs have been associated with such negative 
outcomes and disadvantages as : 

(1) loss of proprietary information 
(2) Complex management,  
(3) Financial and organisational risk 
(4) Risks of becoming dependent on partners,  
(5) Partial loss of decision autonomy 
(6) Cultural clash 
(7) Loss of organisational flexibility 
(8) Antitrust implications  

 
(synthesis of Barringer & Harrison, 2000, pp. 385-386). 

 
Historically, the field of IOR developed out of research done in the 1960s and 1970s and was 

broadly oriented towards four research domains and traditions, namely public administration, 
marketing, economics, and sociology (Whetten, 1981). Broadly speaking, Whetten (1981) found that 
public administration research focused on enhancement of lateral coordination of peers, marketing 
focused on reducing conflicts in vertical linkages of peers, economic research focused on linkages 
between large businesses and networks, and sociological research focused on distribution of power 
in networks (pp. 2-4). Similarly, Cropper et al. (2009a) argue that the work of authors such as 
Marshall, Weber, and Selznick from the 1920s to the 1950s inspired the introduction of general 
systems theory into management theory in the 1960s, which laid the foundation for the seminal work 
of Evan (1965) for developing the first theory of inter-organisation relations (pp. 6-8). Cropper et al. 
find that theoretical perspectives such as resource-dependency theory, contingency theory, systems 
theory, and transaction cost theory emerged across the disciplines of economics, sociology, and 
political science for the study of IORs. Cropper et al. argue that these divergent perspectives converge 
in their focus on the ‘properties and overall pattern of relations between and among organisations 
that are pursuing mutual interest while also remaining independent and autonomous, thus retaining 
separate interests’ (Cropper et al., 2009a, p. 9). Accordingly, IOR research can be seen as aiming at 
understanding and explaining sets of recurring ties among a set of actors from perspectives such as 
antecedents, content, patterns, forms, processes, management, or outcomes of relations between or 
among organisations (Cropper et al., 2009a; Evan, 1965; Oliver & Ebers, 1998).  
 IOC scholarship, specifically, emerged as a particular form of IOR and has become pervasive 
in IOR scholarship, where it is concerned with the recurrent ties among sets of actors in the aim of 
identifying why actors forge linkages under different circumstances and what consequences entail 
from such inter-organisational linking and the positions of actors within such relations (Oliver & 
Ebers, 1998). Scholarly interest has particularly focused on enhancing possibilities of achieving 
successful collaborative outcomes (Hibbert & Huxham, 2010) and attaining collaborative advantages 
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(Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 2005). This focus can 
be seen as motivated by the fact that 50-70 percent of collaborations fail (Barringer & Harrison, 2000; 
Park & Ungson, 2001).  

Collaborative, or what is sometimes referred to as cooperative, relations are those relationships 
between organisations that serve a converging interest, often in attempts to solve problems that the 
individual organisation is inadequately equipped to solve on its own. For the purpose of this 
dissertation only, I will refer to two sub-sets of the IOC literature: the traditional, including 
predominantly structuralist, utilitarian, and instrumentalist, approaches to collaboration, and more 
recent dynamic and communicative approaches. On one hand, traditionalist and instrumentalist 
approaches are well-developed in extant literature. While, on the other hand, calls for research across 
the IOC field consistently point to the need for alternative dynamic approaches. Thus, in line with the 
research agenda and calls for research in the IOC field, more emphasis is given in the literature review 
to explore the emerging perspectives of dynamics, and particularly, communication perspectives. 
Section 2.2.2 introduces an overview and critique of traditional approaches to IOC, whereas Section 
2.2.3 discusses more recent and dynamic approaches.  
 
 
2.2.2 Overview and critique of traditional approaches to inter-organisational collaboration 

Traditional approaches to IOC research have centred on structural perspectives and 
contractual conditions. Contractual studies have focused on the initial formation conditions of 
collaboration constellations (e.g. Blumberg, 2001; Schepker, Oh, Martynov, & Poppo, 2014). 
Structural perspectives have included investigations of organisational structures, systems, and 
governances, such as alliances (e.g. Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004; Rivera-Santos & Inkpen, 2009), 
joint ventures (e.g. Inkpen & Currall, 2004), buyer-supplier agreements (e.g. McCutcheon & Stuart, 
2000), not-for-profit relationships (e.g. Osborne, Chew, & McLaughlin, 2008), networks (e.g. Phelps, 
Heidl, & Wadhwa, 2012), R&D consortia (e.g. Eisner, Rahman, & Korn, 2009), and most recently, 
collaborative ecologies (e.g. Dougherty & Dunne, 2011; Radziwon & Bogers, 2018). Some argue 
that such relations as licensing, co-branding, franchising and trade associations also constitute a part 
of the veritable jungle of work focused on IOC (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011). The lineage 
from IOR is clearly visible in these studies, which focus specifically on structure as a relational object 
of description. Many theoretical perspectives within each form has been investigated, across which 
four main theoretical configurations can be identified, namely scholarship focused on: 

 
- Social Networks: including network theory at individual levels of analysis. Commonly 

adopted foci are network positions, embeddedness, and centrality as antecedents of 
collaboration with no specific outcome focus 

- Stakeholder Theory: focusing on power, control, and resource dependency theory at 
regional/industrial levels of analysis. Commonly adopted foci are goal/stake/interest 
congruence and dependence/conflict as antecedents of collaboration with outcomes defined 
as power and control along with centrality, stability, and political participation. 
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- Institutionalism: focusing on institutional theory at societal/group-levels of analysis. 
Commonly adopted research foci are organisational density, conflict, legitimacy, extinction, 
persistence, commitment, trust, and size as antecedents for large-scale outcomes 

- Institutional economics and strategy: focusing on transaction cost theory at organisational 
levels of analysis. Commonly adopted research foci centre on dyadic, vertical, ownership and 
contractual ties investigated through market constraints, material resources, stability, resource 
munificence, and asset specificity as antecedents for success, take-over, cost/price valuations, 
make-or-buy decisions, and opportunism 

(Summary and adaptation of Oliver & Ebers, 1998; Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011) 
 

In a similar manner, a slightly older review by Barringer and Harrison (2000) categorises six 
‘widely used theoretical paradigms’ in IOC research on a continuum ranging from purely economic 
rationales to purely behavioural rationales. These paradigms, according to Barringer & Harrison, 
guide and structure extant IOC scholarship. The six paradigms, in ranging order from purely 
economic to purely behavioural, are: transaction cost economics, resource dependency theory, 
strategic choice, stakeholder theory, learning theory, and institutional theory (p. 369). According to 
Barringer and Harrison (2000) each paradigm is motivated by different rationales. The transaction 
cost paradigm is driven by an interest in minimisation of the sum of production and transaction cost, 
whereas the resource dependence paradigm is driven by organisations’ interest in forming IORs and 
IOCs to exert power or control over organisations that possess scarce resources. The strategic choice 
paradigm is motivated by a financial interest where financial benefits of the IOR or IOC exceeds the 
costs of engagement. The stakeholder theory of the firm paradigm is motivated by an interest in 
reduction of environment uncertainty by aligning stakeholder interests. The organisational learning 
paradigm is motivated by a desire to absorb as much knowledge as possible from partners. Finally, 
the institutional theory paradigm argues that organisations form IRs to obtain legitimacy or as a result 
of succumbing to isomorphic pressures (synthesis of Barringer & Harrison, 2000, p. 370).  

Underlying these theoretical perspectives and paradigms is an assumption of ‘profitability 
under conditions of bounded rationality’ which emphasises a striving for efficiency through 
minimising production and transaction cost, gaining economic scale or scope, and pursuing value by 
acquiring assets and resources (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011, p. 1113). That is, collaborative 
success is often seen as interchangeable with or directly tied to monetary profit. This is a somewhat 
narrow focus on IOR and IOC, and recent reviews of the IOR field have suggested that more nuanced 
interpretations of both positive (e.g. cooperation) and negative (e.g. conflict/competition) valences in 
IORs are essential for understanding how IORs operate and ultimately attain specific outcomes 
(Lumineau & Oliveira, 2018).  

 As noted in the introduction to this section, extant research of IOC is somewhat dominated 
by a structuralist perspective. That is, while many theoretical perspectives have been investigated in 
IOC contexts, an overarching focus has been the relation or the structure by which organisations were 
linked as a predictor of collaborative outcomes. Accordingly, Hibbert and Huxham (2010) state that 
‘collaborative structures’ and ‘structurational perspectives’ are central debates within the field 
because deliberate structural choices overcomes the messiness and emergence of IOC and that strong 
structural ties are fundamental for whether collective purposes can be achieved or not (pp. 532-533). 
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Such structuralist perspectives have led scholars to state that IOC and IOR research is form- and 
organisation-centric and instrumentalist, which is reflected in definitions of such interactions as 
‘cooperative relationships between a focal organization and one or more other organizations to share 
or exchange resources with the goal of improved performance’ (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011, 
p. 1109). Similarly, Lewis (2006) criticises the way in which much scholarly work treats collaboration 
as a noun (i.e. we have a collaboration) and in effect sensitises research towards structures that 
surround participants in collaborations, the roles of participants and the rights and responsibilities of 
membership in an IOC, neglecting of collaborative action itself.  

While the scholarship based on structural approaches has been highly relevant for classifying 
the types and forms of collaborative relations across organisations and what factors may be at work 
that impact such relations, the structural approaches also constitute several challenges and limitations. 
One consequence of structuralist and instrumentalist approaches to IOC and IOR is that research 
becomes focused on management control mechanisms of the structures and systems in which 
interactions take place in order to utilise collaboration for specific purposes rather than participate on 
equal footing with other collaborators. As an example, Caglio and Ditillo (2008) argue that 
organisations entering into IORs should strive to maintain cost & accounting control, management 
controls, and control archetypes (e.g. competitive bidding, contracts and hostage arrangements, 
information on partners’ reputations, and more (p. 866)) in order to be able to optimise the gained 
benefits from engaging in IORs. Such perspectives lead to viewing IOCs as ‘a variant of the make-
or-buy decision’, which draws mainly on transaction economics, that is, the ‘logic of single-party 
cost optimisation’ (Lorenzoni & Lipparini, 1999). This perspective undermines the mutualistic and 
interdependent potential that IOCs offer and may lead to opportunistic behaviour solely oriented 
towards the benefit of the individual organisation.  

In extension, another challenge with structuralist approaches to IOR and IOC is that they 
advocate utilitarian modes of thinking and thereby promote organisation-centric foci. For example, 
Cousins (2002) argue that the change towards higher dependency and complex relationships caused 
by increased attention given to IORs necessitates management control since 1) partnership relations 
do not exist, only competitive collaborative relations, 2) organisations do not trust each other, they 
manage risk based on business decisions, and 3) a relationship is not an entity but a process that needs 
to be focused on definable outcomes (pp. 71-72). These three main arguments about collaborative 
interactions assume that organisations are not collaborative, but rather utilitarian in their approach to 
each other, contradicting the very idea of IOC and IOR that all organisations need relations with other 
organisations to survive and grow (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011) and that ‘an individual firm 
is insufficient to deal with rapid changes in the environment’ (Meira, Tsamenyi, Kartalis, Tsamenyi, 
& Cullen, 2010). Moreover, a utilitarian assumption is problematic because it means that, lacking a 
view of collaboration as a collective of mutual constitution, reciprocity, and mutual benefit, research 
foci into IOCs become organisation-centric, thereby limiting the potential of research in collaborative 
interactions. Indeed, a recent review of the IOR field finds that although most IORs involve complex 
and contextual interactions between multiple parties over time, the extant literature on IORs fails to 
address the heterogeneity and multiplicity of such interactions (Lumineau & Oliveira, 2018).  

Finally, it is problematic to stay purely attentive to structural, utilitarian, and instrumental 
perspectives on IOR and IOC since these approaches make consolidation across research perspectives 
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difficult. As Grandori (1997) argues, when IORs and IOCs form they are often defined by their 
structural property (e.g. ‘joint venture’ or ‘alliance’) “rather than in theory-based terms which would 
be more conducive to assessing the different properties … therefore, these contractual solutions are 
rarely compared” (p. 898). This is problematic since generalisations from one structural form to 
another (e.g. joint venture as compared with a buyer-supplier relationship) may prove problematic if 
hinging solely on the structural components and not on comparable theory-based assessments, thus, 
making theoretical consolidation possible only to a limited degree. Accordingly, Huxham (2003) 
notes how “a further characteristic of the field is that there appears to be little mutual recognition of 
research across disciplines and paradigms, so there tends to be little overlap in the articles that are 
cited in reference lists” (p. 402). Moreover, structural definitions of IOCs obscure organisational 
motivations for participation as well as glaze over the involved activities when engaging in such 
relations (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011) resulting in oversimplified analysis. Thus, traditional 
perspectives run the risk of treating IORs as an opaque and ‘single mode of organizing’ (Grandori, 
1997) and, in effect, ignore important nuances of the actual doing of collaboration.  

In a recent review of the IOR field, Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) find four ‘blind-spots’ in 
current IOR and IOC scholarship, namely that “researchers often focus on a single party (blind spot 
#1), view relationships through a single valence (blind spot #2), study a single level without analysing 
the micro and/or macro contexts (blind spot #3), and follow a single conceptualization of time (blind 
spot #4)” (p. 442).. The first blind-spot relates to the problem of most IOR literature not engaging in 
or with the co-existence of heterogenous and multiplicit parties in IORs, which is “perplexing given 
that IORs, per definition, entail multiple parties … the heterogeneity and plurality between parties is 
built in to the setup of IORs.” (p. 445). The authors highlight how studies of one party in a dyad 
tempts scholars to extrapolate findings to make inference claims at the dyadic or network level. 
Lumineau & Oliveira argue that pluralistic perspectives are needed in research addressing 
relationship concepts focused directly at interaction between parties in IORs.  

The second blind-spot identified relates to the inclination of researchers to study either a 
positive or negative valence, but not both in the same research study. Lumineau & Oliveira note that 
this is problematic since relationships between organisations in IORs are complex and multifaceted 
and that one valence usually does not capture such complexity. They instead propose that a pluralistic 
perspective should be employed which provides opportunities to extend research on IOR dialectics 
to IOR dynamics.  

The third blind-spot identified relates to the majority of IOR studies to focus at a single-level 
of analysis in isolation, which contradicts the nested behaviour observed in IOR interactions 
(Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011). As Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) note: “By developing mono-
level analysis, researchers run the risk of developing under-socialized analyses - IORs are explained 
without taking into account the social context- or over-socialized analyses- in which IORs are 
explained by overemphasising the context (e.g. industry structure).” (p. 450). Similarly, Lomi, Negro, 
and Fonti (2008) note how “evolutionary change is essentially a multilevel process: what occurs at 
one level is difficult to understand without reference to what is occurring simultaneously at lower 
and higher levels of aggregation.” (p. 328). Accordingly, Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) call for 
research of mechanisms across levels in IOR.  
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Finally, the fourth blind-spot in IOR research relates to conceptualizing time solely as ‘clock-
time’, that is, time as chronologically experienced hour-for-hour. As Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) 
note, several studies have conceptualized and empirically investigated temporality as distinctly 
relevant for IOR evolution, yet, most studies fail to take into consideration the internal temporal 
machinations of the context in which the studied interaction takes place. Lumineau & Oliveira note 
how IOR and IOC projects often have distinctly specified beginnings and ends, and how cyclical 
time, event time, or life-cycle time and their interplay may be as, or more pertinent than, ‘clock-time’ 
for understanding IOR dynamics.  

These four blind-spots may in part be attributed to the instrumental measures and methods 
employed in IOR and IOC research that focus on exploring IOR forms and structures. These studies 
utilise mainly ‘coarse-grained definitions’ that stay inattentive to fine-grained details and actual doing 
in IOC, which thus, may lead to contradictory reports and findings in the field (Grandori, 1997; 
Grandori & Soda, 1995). Similarly, Hardy et al. (2003) point out that “much of the contemporary 
research has been dominated by large-scale quantitative methods” (p. 343). However, as Lewis 
(2006) concludes, collaboration may be better understood in terms of collaborating, a distinction 
highlighting behaviour and interaction above structure and function. Accordingly, general calls for 
research across the IOC literature have highlighted the importance of dynamism, qualitative inquiry, 
and conceptual clarity as ways to explain or re-interpret in detail why some IOCs with similar 
structural characteristics thrive and some underperform or fail  (Cropper & Palmer, 2010; Grandori 
& Soda, 1995; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Majchrzak et al., 2014).  
 
 
2.2.3 Dynamic approaches to inter-organisational collaboration 

The following sections introduce dynamic approaches to IOC and outline how these converge 
with a qualitative research strategy. This first section outlines the three types of IOC dynamics, 
whereas the following three sections deal with each type of IOC dynamic respectively.  

Research of dynamics in IOCs is limited and varied (Cropper & Palmer, 2010) and is often 
related to a temporal perspective (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Accordingly, dynamics have been 
broadly defined as ‘any change in the form or state of the IOC over time’ (Majchrzak et al., 2014). 
More specifically, IOC dynamics may be defined as “(…) the active, continuing process of relating 
across boundaries (…) to maintain patterns of interaction and order through time.” (Cropper & 
Palmer, 2010, p. 637). Multiple different conceptual understandings of IOC dynamics have been 
proposed in the field. Some specific investigations focus on community membership dynamics 
(Huxham & Vangen, 2000) or institutional dynamics (Philips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2000; Powell, 
White, Koput, & Owen-Smith, 2005). In a review of the extant literature, Majchrzak et al. (2014) 
conceptualise IOC dynamics according to three distinct types of change over a period of time, namely, 

1. Changes in IOC conditions 
2. Changes in IOC processes 
3. Changes in IOC mechanisms  

(adapted from Majchrzak et al., 2014) 
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 Majchrzak et al. (2014) note that qualitative and ‘fine-grained methods’ are appropriate for 
studying dynamics in IOCs, and that further qualitative research and methodological advancements 
are needed to support exploration of dynamics and under which conditions such dynamism may 
occur. The following sections briefly introduce some relevant perspectives from IOC scholarship and 
adjacent literatures for each of the three distinctive types of dynamics. 
 
 
2.2.3.1 IOC Conditions 

Different conditions and factors that allow for the emergence of successful IOCs have been 
explored in extant literature. Accordingly, IOC scholarship spans a multitude of theoretical, 
methodological, and disciplinary approaches (Oliver & Ebers, 1998). These studies are usually 
focused on identifying the factor or condition that a) allows IOCs to form or b) allows IOCs to 
function optimally. Examples of each type are presented below.  

As example of foci on conditions that allow IOCs to form, Bachman (2003) notes how trust 
can be seen as the most effective triggering factor for successful collaboration, whereas Lui (2009) 
finds that specifically competence trust, formal contracts, and time horizons enable inter-
organisational relationship forming through increased learning. Contrastingly, in a discussing of 
organisational prerequisites needed for successfully realising IOC, Collinson and Wilson (2006) 
demonstrate how internal organisational rigidity constrains and erects barriers to achieving successful 
collaboration and may ultimately resulting in innovation inertia. Similarly, Bierly, Damanpour, and 
Santoro (2009) demonstrate how various organisational conditions such as strategic capabilities 
(strategic posture and financial leverage) are necessary for exploration and exploitation of external 
knowledge through application. In a different vein, Hibbert and Huxham (2010) argue that tradition 
may function as a cultural anchor that allows continuity of meanings to symbolic cultural resources 
to inform action; i.e. continually concretize a common set of values for collaboration to emerge from. 
In a similar vein on cultural setting, Grandori and Soda (1995) proposes an ecological perspective 
shedding light on district size and district change as antecedents of collaboration, whereas, Grandori 
(1997) highlight non-market mechanisms as coordinators of IOCs. Finally, Blumberg (2001) 
proposed that collaboration could only emerge from proper mitigation of potential opportunistic 
behaviour through cooperation contracts. 
 As examples of studies that relate to factors or conditions allowing IOCs to function 
optimally, Skålén, Pace, and Cova (2015), in their study of how companies collaborative with online 
communities, find that a necessary condition of co-creating value is ‘practice alignment’, what they 
refer to as practice matching i.e. enactment of practice is constituted in the same way. Contrastingly, 
Skålen et al. suggest that value cannot be created in collaborations when practices are misaligned, i.e. 
are enacted in different ways. Similarly to Blumberg (2001), Skålen et al. argue that failure to co-
create value in collaborations may be an effect of participants sensing exploitation. In a different vein, 
Hagedoon and Duysters (2002) find that learning-based behaviour increases collaboration 
performance and that dynamic environments induces this form of learning-behaviour. In contrast, 
Holmqvist (2003) argue that exploitation of learning within organisations is a prerequisite for 
exploration of learning between organisations, and that learning between organisations can be 
realised through interlacing existing intra-organisational learning loops with inter-organisational 
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learning loops through boundary spanners. Holmqvist reaffirms existing distinctions that intra-
organisational processes favour exploitation of learning and inter-organisational processes favour 
exploration of learning and notes how conflicts, which hinders learning, often arise in IOCs due to 
the lack of a formal authority and ambiguous power basis. Contrastingly, Lyon (2016) demonstrates 
how power and trust originating from culturally specific norms enable collaborative success in 
contexts where market mechanisms and law regulations do not constrain collaboration, thus, 
challenging predominant assumptions that collaborators always cooperate because of financial 
incentive.  

The above-outlined findings relate to conditions that allow IOCs to form or factors and 
conditions that allow IOCs to function optimally, respectively. However, some studies relate to both 
IOC forming and functioning. As an example, Swärd (2016) demonstrates how trust can be seen as a 
result of reciprocal norms before and during collaborations, whereas Janowicz-Panjaitan and 
Noorderhaven (2009) argue that calculative and trust-based considerations need balancing at 
conception of an IOC. Janowicz-Panjaitan & Noorderhaven outline IOC as traditionally dominated 
by economic conditions being main incentives for IOC formation, that is a calculative consideration, 
and that more recent perspectives on IOC are dominated by relational conditions, such as high-trust 
collaboration or knowledge transfer, as examples of trust-based considerations working as a social 
lubricant for IOC interactions. 

Considering these examples of diver IOC scholarship, most of the reviewed studies related to 
optimising conditions for efficiency and effectiveness. The first line of studies focus on ensuring the 
right conditions for successful IOC (e.g. trust) and avoidance of conditions deterring collaboration 
(e.g. rigid organisational boundaries). Similarly, the second line of studies focus on ensuring the 
necessary conditions for ensuring continued success (e.g. learning) and avoidance of conditions that 
cause failure (e.g. opportunism).  Accordingly, across the different studies of conditions in IOC 
contexts, an over-arching aim of factor or condition-optimisation for efficiency and effectiveness is 
identifiable. This is in line with previous propositions that “… researchers and practitioners alike 
are interested in identifying the factors and processes that lead to the accomplishment of effective 
collaboration …” (Hardy et al., 2005, p. 58). The same sentiment is shared by Hibbert and Huxham 
(2010) arguing that detailed understanding of IOC factors is an important means to enhance 
possibilities of achieving successful outcomes (p. 525). However, not much qualitative work has been 
proposed in this part of the IOC literature, resulting in calls for research and a research agenda of a 
practice-based approach to IOC research (Huxham, 2003) to address ‘the inherent dynamic at the 
heart of collaboration’ (p. 411). This is addressed in the first paper contribution in this dissertation. 
 
 
2.2.3.2 IOC Processes  

IOC processes, that is the temporal exploration of emergence, evolution, and dissolution of 
IOCs, have historically been noted as scarcely studied, particularly from a qualitative perspective 
(Ring & Van de Ven, 1994). As Ring & Van de Ven (1994) noted: “relatively little scholarly attention 
has been devoted to studying development processes of [cooperative] IORs. Instead most of the 
research to date has been focused either on the antecedent conditions or the structural properties” 
(p. 91). Wood and Gray (1991) recognised the need for a formal understanding of IOC processes and 
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conceptually framed a comprehensive theory of collaboration as consisting of antecedents or 
preconditions, process, and outcomes. Wood and Gray noted that of the three components, process 
was the ‘black box of collaboration’. Since Wood and Gray’s pioneering work, some process studies 
in IOC contexts at various levels of analysis have been conducted. Across these studies, two typical 
process-views have been identified when ‘opening up the black box of collaborative processes’, 
namely, classic liberalism and civic republicanism (Thomson & Perry, 2006). Thomson and Perry 
argue for the first view as emphasising private interests and thus collaboration as a process of 
aggregating private preferences into collective choices through self-interested bargaining. They argue 
for the latter view as emphasising commitment to a larger purpose and thus collaboration as an 
integrative process treating differences as bases for deliberation to arrive at mutual understanding, 
collective will, trust, and sympathy.  

More specifically, in a discussion of the state of the IOC field, Cropper et al. (2009a) find that 
studies of IOC processes typically cover a ‘set-up’ phase, and one or more phases of ongoing 
relationship, and/or one or several of the underlying processes of sense-making, understanding, 
committing, and enacting (p. 14). As an example of a ‘set-up’ study, Ring and Van de Ven (1994) 
theorise how the development of a cooperative IOR rests on the dimensions of negotiations of joint 
expectations, risk and trust, commitments for future action, and executions of commitments with 
assessments of the elements based on efficiency and equity. As an example of research into ongoing 
collaboration relationships, Thomson and Perry (2006) demonstrate how governance, administration, 
organizational autonomy, mutuality, norms of trust, and reciprocity are five facets of ongoing 
collaboration processes. As an example of research into underlying processes and related outcomes 
of IOC, Hardy et al. (2005) conceptually argue that the discursive construction of collective identity 
combined with ongoing production of common and private constructions as well as ongoing 
production of cooperative and assertive styles lead to effective outcomes, which ultimately produce 
innovative and synergistic solutions. Other collaboration process studies are similarly focused on 
outcomes, namely that effective IOC spurs innovativeness and learning through improved alliance 
capabilities (Feller, Parhankangas, Smeds, & Jaatinen, 2013).  

When reading reviews of the IOC field it is clearly visible from the referenced studies that 
multiple different theoretical fields are in play. In other words, multiple research streams draw on, 
contribute to, and influence collaborative studies. These streams directly or indirectly address 
processes of collaboration in theorising from e.g. innovation studies (e.g. Baldwin & von Hippel, 
2011; Chesbrough, 2003), network studies (e.g. Bergenholtz & Waldstrøm, 2011; Borgatti & S., 
2003) or coopetition (e.g. Bouncken, Gast, Kraus, & Bogers, 2015; Park, Srivastava, & Gnyawali, 
2014). The converging interests between these adjacent theoretical perspectives with IOC scholarship 
is illustrated simply in how successful IOC outcomes are identified as ‘innovative and synergistic 
solutions’ (Hardy et al., 2005).  

Research from these adjacent streams focus primarily on how organisations need to open up 
their organisational boundaries to outside relationships to realise innovation from IOCs (Nooteboom, 
2010). This tendency towards pervasive organisational boundaries has developed in an area of study 
and theorising often referred to as ‘open innovation’ (Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, 
& West, 2006a) or ‘collaborative innovation’ (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Bogers et al., 2016; 
Chesbrough & Bogers, 2014; Tucci, Chesbrough, Piller, & West, 2016). The scholarships on open 
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innovation and IOC converge in their interest in the various forms of relationships between 
organisations opening up their organisational boundaries towards other organisations in order to gain 
access to new resources (Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Dahlander & Piezunka, 2014) and thereby achieve 
greater than otherwise realised benefits.  

Since innovation studies are predominantly interested in innovative solutions – i.e. the 
outcome of successful collaboration - these types of studies are less characterised by structuralist foci 
and are more attuned to outcomes of collaborative processes as well as the dynamics that allow for 
such processes to be successful, effective, and efficient. Accordingly, many definitions of open 
innovation are foundationally processual. As a prototypical and much-cited example, Chesbrough 
and Bogers (2014) define open innovation as “a distributed innovation process based on purposively 
managed knowledge flows across organizational boundaries” (p. 17). And, just as the IOC field has 
moved towards dynamic perspectives to understand conditions, mechanisms, and processes, calls for 
research in the open innovation literature at the level of IOC is coherently identified in a recent review 
of the open innovation landscape noting how “new ‘dynamic’ theories are needed to study how open 
governance can affect the way, how multiple actors evolve throughout the innovation process in a 
self-organising way where mechanisms of hierarchical control are absent” (Bogers et al., 2016, p. 
9).  

Surveying across the two approaches discussed above, two framings of IOC related processes 
can be identified between the convergence of IOC and innovation studies; one which conceptualises 
relationship development and engagement as the process from which innovation is the outcome and 
another which sees innovation processes as doing, with IOC and IOR being the conditions from which 
this process comes about. The first type of framing is primarily focused on relationships and forms 
of relationships (see Cropper et al., 2009a for a comprehensive review) and the latter framing is 
focused on the processual doing of innovation (see for example Beckman & Barry, 2007; Eisner et 
al., 2009; Henkel, Schoberl, & Alexy, 2014; Holmqvist, 2003). The two approaches should not be 
seen as mutually exclusive, but rather, as conceptually complimentary for studying various aspects 
of the processes related to accomplishing successful collaboration and achieving innovation 
outcomes.  

While it can be argued that the bodies of literature on open and collaborative innovation are 
developing into a respective field of their own (Gassmann, Enkel, & Chesbrough, 2010), they both 
converge with IOC and IOR research in the dedication to studying relationships that extend beyond 
organisational boundaries. Therefore, these literatures can be seen as supportive of each other with 
continued potential for cross-fertilisation of ideas, theoretical approaches, methods, and empirical 
settings between them. Problematically, as of yet, no practice-based studies of such processes have 
been conducted in the IOC field, even though conceptual work and recent reviews propose that 
practice approaches may offer a fruitful avenue of exploration (Hardy et al., 2005; Hardy, Lawrence, 
& Philips, 2006) for uncovering the micro-foundations of innovation and collaboration (Bogers et al., 
2016; Smith, 2012). This is addressed in further detail in the dissertation’s third paper contribution.  
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2.2.3.3 IOC Mechanisms 
The third type of IOC dynamics covered in the dissertation is mechanisms, i.e. the way in 

which something takes place or is brought about. Not many studies have been published explicitly 
addressing mechanisms in IOC contexts, but a few related studies are worth mentioning. One 
prominent study of IOC mechanisms focuses on navigating paradox as mechanisms of change and 
innovation (Jay, 2013). Jay’s in-depth field study of cross-sectoral collaboration demonstrates how 
actors engage in sensemaking about paradoxical outcomes in order to understand and define success, 
which subsequently, lets them transform organizational logics and in turn increase organisational 
capacities for innovation. Jay notes that sensemaking acts as a mechanism for this transformation 
when collaborators draw on the ‘current organisational identity’ and ‘dominant institutional logic’ in 
three phases of different identities and logics: phase 1: one-stop shop identity and business logic, 
phase 2: laboratory identity and not-for-profit logic, and phase 3: catalyst identity and complex hybrid 
logic.  

Alternatively, in a dynamic study of temporally defined IOCs, Ness and Haugland (2005) find 
that three phases with different governances lead to three different contractual dimensions, different 
tensions, varying negotiation strategies, and specific decisions and outcomes. Phase 1, they argue, 
cover all formal contracting as the governance structure, whereas phase 2 covers compensation 
contracts as governance, and phase 3 is mainly governed by trust and relational norms, which 
develops in phase 1 and 2. Ness & Haugland (2005) argue that these three phases, as representative 
of different forms of governance, act as a mechanism for positive developmental processes 
(successful outcomes) through eight factors that occurred in their case study in chronological order, 
namely: 1) explicitly including intentions for learning management of co-operations in contracts, 2) 
appointing a mutually trusted third party, 3) establishing a system for joint inspection and a split 
decision-making process (one partner had the right and duty to suggest efforts another party had veto 
rights), 4) entering separate compensation contracts for reduced uncertainty, 5) moving between 
distributive and integrative subprocesses, 6) information sharing, 7) willingness to learn long-term 
contract management, and 8) a non-tolerance policy for unresolved conflict (p. 1236).  

Similarly, Ness (2009) explores alliance dynamics through relational practice in order to 
demonstrate how economic incentive (‘price’) is one main governance mechanism related to incurred 
costs of participation. Ness argues that the distribution of money is a contentious issues involving 
opposing interests in IOC contexts and that economic governance is strongly linked with future 
behaviour in IOC interactions. Ness notes how early interactions have strong recursive and adaptive 
characteristics only identifiable in longitudinal studies. Ness (2009) echoes calls for more research 
that integrates and focuses on action as it develops over time for understanding IOC mechanisms.  

Furthermore, in a review of inter-organisational network literature, Grandori and Soda (1995) 
suggest that the intensity of inter-firm interdependence is a predictor for how well integration 
mechanisms work at the organisational unit of analysis. In other words, integration is a mechanism 
for IOC success in collaborations based on high levels of interdependency. Grandori and Soda note 
that kinship ties, professional relations, religion, and formal regulatory bodies act as such mechanisms 
of integration. Moreover, Grandori and Soda also note coordination mechanisms as important for 
IOC success in order to mitigate game-structures (opportunism for advancing gains at the cost of the 
collective). As the authors note “in an ideal situation, if firms’ resources were perfectly 
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complementary and the game were totally cooperative, even a very high specificity of resources 
should not lead to opportunism problems and to the need for coordinating structures” (p. 189). 
Grandori and Soda highlight how both interdependence and vertical interdependence rely on 
coordination mechanisms. They propose that horizontal interdependence relates to resource-pooling 
(i.e. collectively coordinating resources) whereas vertical interdependence relates to resource-
transferring (i.e. individually coordinating resources). Finally, Grandori & Soda (1995) state that 
repeated sequential communication, social coordination, and several different forms of governance 
for control (i.e. common staff, hierarchy, planning and control systems, incentive systems, selection 
systems, information systems, and public infrastructure) are all mechanisms that contribute to the 
success of inter-firm networks.  These perspective in many ways resemble those of structuralist 
approaches to IOC by relating mechanisms to hierarchy or infrastructure. This is reflected in how 
Grandori and Soda focus specifically on mechanisms for ‘regulating transactional interdependence’ 
(p. 198). However, the authors also note that other control mechanisms such as interdependence, 
contracts, reputation, or social norms may safeguard collaborations in situations of conflicts of 
interest where trust is still present.  

Coming from a different, and more explicitly dynamic perspective, Farjoun (2010) 
conceptually links the mechanisms of stability (i.e. habits, routines, institutions, control, discipline) 
and change (i.e. openness, search, imagination, variety) with outcomes (performances/objectives) of 
both stability and change. That is, rather than viewing stability and change as two extremes on either 
end of a continuum, Farjoun conceptually develops change and stability as fundamentally 
interdependent, resulting in a conceptual framework delineating four mechanisms and outcomes: 

 
- Stability enables change: stability as a mechanism for change through control that enables 

design and invention, routines and formalization for helping the management of nonroutine, 
and commitment and specialisation for enhancing adaptability 

- Exploitation: stability as a mechanism for stability through control that reduces variation, 
standardised routines and formalisations that lead to efficiency and undermine innovation, 
and commitment and specialisation that enhance reliability and reduce adaptability 

- Change enables stability: change as a mechanism for stability through redundancy and loose 
couplings which increase reliability, moderate experimentation that mitigates drastic failures, 
and doubt and mindfulness that foster security and continuity 

- Exploration: change as a mechanism for change through redundancy and loose couplings 
that promote flexibility and innovation, experimentation that promotes adaptability and 
undermines reliability, and doubt which stimulates discovery and change 

(Conceptualisation adapted from Farjoun, 2010, p. 206) 
 

Another avenue of research that has been emerging for the exploration of mechanisms for 
collaborative success is the study of communicative constitution of collective identity as a mechanism 
for collective action. These studies are based on a communicative perspective on IOC. In a 
comprehensive review of the IOC field, Lewis (2006) argued for a much-needed focus on 
communicative processes to (a) promote action, i.e. ‘we don’t have communication, nor are we a 
collaboration; we engage in collaboration’ (Lewis, 2006, p. 213), (b) acknowledge relationships 
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between participants as fundamental for the emergence of IOCs, (c) emphasise equalisation of status 
and power, (d) to delineate a beginning, middle, and end, and (e) shed light on the emergence, 
informality, and volatility of collaboration (summary adapted from Keyton, Ford, & Smith, 2008). 
From this approach, IOC studies from a communicative perspective have emerged, with a particular 
interest in investigating and building on the notion of collective identity, since much of the existing 
literature on IOCs from qualitative and dynamic perspectives centre on the construction of self and 
others through collaborative communication (Lewis, 2006, p. 192).  

Collective identity refers to the ‘we’ness’ of a collective group (Cerulo, 1997), a notion which 
Koschmann (2012) draws on from a communication as constitutive perspective to demonstrate how 
the constitution of collective identity may be a mechanism for collective action in IOC contexts. The 
argument of the scholars aligning with this perspective is that collective identity (forming a collective 
sense of  understanding) may be seen as a way to solve the inability of IOCs in generating collective 
outcomes (Clegg et al., 2016; Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hardy et al., 2005). Taking this communicative 
perspective, effective collaboration can be conceptualised as a difficult and complex communicative 
accomplishment (Barbour & James, 2015; Hardy et al., 2005). Accordingly, an IOC may best be 
investigated through ongoing communicative processes  (Hardy et al., 2005; Hardy et al., 2003; 
Philips et al., 2000) and can, coherently, be defined as “… a cooperative, inter-organizational 
relationship that is negotiated in an ongoing communicative process, and which relies on neither 
market nor hierarchical mechanisms of control.” (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 323).  

The communicative perspective on IOC has developed out of a problematisation of traditional 
IOC scholarship viewing communication as a ‘vehicle for the transfer of information’ and thereby 
delegating communication as only one of many static variables (Walker & Stohl, 2012). In a similar 
critique, Koschmann, Kuhn, and Pfarrer (2012) note how the majority of IOR studies have focused 
on economic definitions of value and thereby have neglected value-laden aspects meaning 
construction and in effect have reduced communication to an instrumentally driven self-presentation 
(p. 333).  

From this critique of traditional approaches to IOR and IOC, communication scholars have 
argued that collaboration can be seen both as a structure for as well as a process of ways for 
organisations to solve converging problems and seed innovation (Keyton et al., 2008). While 
communication has previously been noted as a critical resource for achieving collaboration (Huxham 
& Beech, 2003; Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Vangen & Huxham, 2003) 
only recently have scholars begun to see communication as foundational, or rather, constitutive of 
collaboration (Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann, Kuhn, & Pfarrer, 2012), thus, empirical 
evidence regarding communication between collaborators are scarce and scattered (Walker & Stohl, 
2012). Keyton et al. (2008) note how there has been virtually no studies of the emergence of 
collaboration which feature investigations of communicative practices, and that there are virtually no 
explorations of inter-sectoral collaboration or collaborations in which partners interact as 
representatives of constituencies (p. 378). Similarly, Koschmann (2016) note that structural 
perspectives dominate the IOC literature at the expense of communication processes and Koschmann 
echoes Thomson and Perry (2006) in their argument that the ‘black box of collaboration processes’ 
remains the least understood aspect of this form of organizing (see Koschmann, 2016, p. 427).  



 44 

In a summary of the available communicative scholarship on IOC, Walker & Stohl (2012) 
argue that there are two types of communication studies in IOC contexts; those that centre on the 
communicative constitution of IOC as a whole through identity concepts, and those that see the 
evolving nature of communication in collaboration structures (p. 451). They argue that the first type 
of study focuses on the creation of interactive norms and collaborative goals through the creation of 
identities of collaboration, whereas the second type of study focuses on organisational type, 
organisational ties, and structures of networks.  

In its dedication to an anti-essentialist and social constructionist stance, this dissertation may 
be categorised within the first type of IOC study from a communicative perspective. As noted, only 
a few studies of communication in IOC contexts  recognise communication as constitutive of 
collaboration. They do so either through studies of communication practices (Keyton et al., 2008), 
discursive practices (Hardy et al., 2005; Hardy, Lawrence, & Philips, 1998b; Philips et al., 2000), 
and/or constitutive models of organisational communication (Koschmann, 2008, 2012, 2016; 
Koschmann & Burk, 2016). Across these approaches, a shared focus on collective identity is 
identifiable as the mechanism by which communication enables collaboration. Section 2.1.2.3.1 
briefly introduces the notion of collective identity from organisational identity studies, followed by 
Section 2.1.2.3.2 which discusses collective identity as a mechanism for collective action, in line with 
previous communication research in IOC contexts. 
 
 
2.2.3.3.1 Collective (organisational) identity  

Collective identity as a concept in IOC studies has been adapted from the organisational 
identity literature, and can be understood as referring to the ‘we-ness’ of a group’ where each 
collective is seen as a social artefact – ‘an entity moulded, refabricated, and mobilized’ (Cerulo, 1997, 
pp. 386-387) - produced, reproduced, and enacted in the symbolic and interpretive processes of 
communication (Koschmann, 2012). Previous research has shown how the establishing of a collective 
identity can be linked with increased collaborative motivation and effectiveness (Oliver et al., 2015).  

The organisational identity literature has a long-standing scholarship on the constructions of 
individual and organisational identities (Balmer & Greyser, 2003; Brown & Coupland, 2015; 
Coupland & Brown, 2004) focused on the presence and construction of multiple, shifting, and 
competing organisational and collective identities (Alvesson, Ashcraft, & Thomas, 2008; Cerulo, 
1997; Garcia & Hardy, 2007) across multiple levels of analysis and temporal orientations (Oliver et 
al., 2015). Across organisational identity scholarship it is taken for granted that organisational 
contexts and organisations can best be characterised as ripe with multiple identities that interact in a 
variety of ways (Brown & Coupland, 2015; Coupland & Brown, 2004) that may result in instability, 
hybrid identities, identity conflicts, and dysfunctional strong identities (Garcia & Hardy, 2007).  
 
 
2.2.3.3.2 Collective identity as a mechanism for collective action in IOCs 

Taking the communicative constitution of identity as a basis, IOCs have been defined as “the 
set of communicative processes in which individuals representing multiple organizations or 
stakeholders engage when working interdependently to address problems outside the spheres of 
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individuals or organizations working in isolation” (Keyton et al., 2008). This definition is in line with 
the dynamic and communicative definition of Hardy et al., as detailed above, and links IOC 
communicative scholarship closer to the representational perspective of identity in achieving 
collaboration. Accordingly, studies have proposed the constitution of collective identity in IOCs as a 
mechanism for collective action (Doerfel & Taylor, 2017; Obregón & Tufte, 2017), both conceptually 
(e.g. Hardy et al., 2005) and empirically (Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016). 

Hardy et al. (1998b) demonstrated how conversations, narratives and actions are interlinked 
in IOC, which, subsequently, was theorised as the discursive link between collective identity and 
effective IOC by Hardy et al. (2005). This link was later explored as a mechanism of collaborative 
conversations translating into collaborative action (Hardy et al., 2006). In a re-conceptualisation 
based on a perspective of communication as constitutive of organisation, Koschmann (2012) 
demonstrates that collective identity emerges through communicative practices as an ‘alternate 
mechanisms to generate’ collective action, whereas Koschmann (2016) showed how the perpetuating 
of individual identities resulted in a lack of collective identity, which, subsequently, accomplished 
collaborative failure. Accordingly, Koschmann and Burk (2016) argued that collaboration members 
author and de-author authority when they create systems of influence and accountability and 
simultaneously erase pre-collaboration authoritative forces that constrain collaborative work (p. 409). 
These studies of the mechanism of collective identity for collective action converge in their 
perspective on ‘applying communication theory to explain collective identity, rather than using 
theories of identity to explain communication’ (Koschmann, 2012, p. 65) drawing on constitutive 
models of communication. This perspective is addressed in the second paper contribution in this 
dissertation. 
 
 
2.3 – Brief summary of the main theoretical tenets  
 The literature review offered in Chapter II initially reviewed practice theory and practice 
approaches for the study of IOC, followed by a review of traditional and emerging perspectives in 
extant IOC scholarship. Practice theory was discussed as a theoretical approach centralising social 
action as accomplishment. Practice was unpacked as molar units consisting of sayings and doings 
organised in tasks that make up projects.  These elements of practice were discussed as organised by 
the four dimensions of practical understandings, explicit rules, teleo-affective structures, and general 
understandings. Coherently, it was argued how the dissertation draws on a strong and ontological 
practice programme in order to explain IOC in terms of practice, rather than a weak programme which 
merely describes characteristics of work. 

Subsequently, IOC research was reviewed, in a critique of traditional approaches that were 
cast as structuralist, instrumentalist, and functionalist. The critique noted how instrumentalist 
approaches result in research foci centring on organisations’ individual management control 
mechanisms, which may  reduce IOCs to make-buy-decisions more so than collaboration. Moreover, 
functionalist approaches can lead to utilitarian modes of thinking promoting organisational-centric 
foci which reduce the potential for reciprocity and mutualistic benefit. Furthermore, structuralist and 
instrumentalist approaches potentially compromise the potential for conceptual consolidation across 
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theoretical perspectives and empirical contexts resulting in running the risk of treating IOC and IOR 
as an opaque and single mode of organising.  

Alternatively, dynamic approaches to IOC research were suggested as a way to uncover why 
IOCs with shared structural and functional characteristics do not realise similar collaborative 
outcomes. Specifically, three dimensions of IOC dynamics were discussed: changes in conditions, 
changes in mechanisms, and changes in processes. Extant IOC and innovation scholarship was 
discussed under these three dynamics as headings and a theoretical backdrop for the three dissertation 
papers. The emerging perspective of communication as constitutive of collaborating was afforded 
special attention in the literature review as a theoretical perspective for understanding and 
reconceptualising IOC.   

Seen as a whole, the literature review serves as the theoretical background against which the 
research conducted in this dissertation is situated and within which the three papers in the dissertation 
contribute. In keeping with a strong practice programme, Chapter III presents in detail the 
methodological reflections that underpin the research and how the chosen methodology relates to the 
overall research agenda of the dissertation. These reflections are operationalised in Chapter IV, which 
describes the dissertation research design.  
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Methodology 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

‘An interpretive (constructivist, phenomenological) discourse regards sense-making individuals as 
engaged participants, as cocreators of social structures, using ethnographic and hermeneutic 
methods to establish local meanings grounded in social action and organizational practices’ 

 
 (Buchanan & Bryman, 2016, p. 486) 
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3. Methodology 
This chapter introduces the dissertation’s methodological positioning. Methodology can be 

seen as ‘reflecting a choice of approach and research methods adopted in a given study [and] is 
concerned with the logic of scientific inquiry’ (Grix, 2002, p. 179). This dissertation’s philosophical 
stance was introduced in Section 1.3, reflecting on the ontological assumption of social 
constructionism and on relational epistemological assumptions in relation to practice theory and a 
‘strong practice programme’ (Nicolini, 2012). Whereas the dissertation’s research design is described 
in detail in Chapter IV, this chapter reflects on the methodological logic of the research in relation to 
the overall research agenda.  
 
 
3.1 Methodological positioning – the logic of scientific inquiry 
Methodological positioning is one of five research components (ontology, epistemology, 
methodology, methods, and sources) between which, according to Grix (2002), there is a directional 
relationship that can be addressed in a ‘ladder’.  

Figure III-I adapts this relational description of research components and shows how these 
are approached and organised in the dissertation. Each aspect of the chosen methodological 
positioning is addressed in the coming sections.  

 

 
Figure III-I - Overview of research methodology 

 
 

Ontology Epistemology Methodology Methods Sources

Social Constructionism

Relational

Qualitative Case Study:
- Organisational ethnogaphy in 
spaces in-between
- Data Triangulation

Data construction methods:
- Participant observation 
(video/audio recorded)

- Artefacts
- Observational notes
- Informal interviews

Data analysis methods:
- Template Analysis
- Nexus Analysis

Single-Case: the inter-
organisational 
collaboration related to 
Complete Vocal 
Technique (CVT)
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3.2 Qualitative case study methodology 
Taking its departure in a constructionist paradigm, this dissertation is based on a ‘qualitative 

case study methodology’ (Baxter & Jack, 2008) with an interpretive approach to address its overall 
research agenda and three research questions. Broadly, the dissertation responds to the overall 
research agenda of how IOC is accomplished in practice. A qualitative case study methodology is 
appropriate for this overall research agenda, since the qualitative case study approach is appropriate 
when questions such as ‘how’ and ‘why’ are posed (Yin, 2003). According to Yin (2003)  a qualitative 
case study is particularly appropriate when (a) the focus is on ‘how and ‘why’ questions, (b) 
manipulation of behaviour of those involved is not relevant/doable, (c) contextual conditions are 
relevant to the studied, and/ or (d) when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not 
clear. Accordingly, the dissertation builds on a qualitative case methodology. Studies based on a 
qualitative case methodology can be seen as empirical inquiries that investigate ‘a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real-life context’ by relying on multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 2003, p. 
13) - or as Baxter and Jack (2008) note “… [the] qualitative case study is an approach to research 
that facilitates exploration of a phenomenon within its context using a variety of data sources.” (p. 
544). This resonates well with a strong practice programme’s dedication to accomplishment in situ 
(see Section 2.1.1 and 2.1.2) explaining matters in terms of practice in its everyday context.  

Moreover, the dissertation engages in an exploratory and descriptive type of qualitative case 
study (Yin, 2003). Descriptive case studies are used to describe a phenomenon and the real-life 
context in which it occurred and exploratory case studies are used to explore situations where that 
which is evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes (Yin, 2003). Accordingly, the dissertation is 
descriptive in the sense that the overall dissertation research agenda is oriented towards describing 
how IOC is accomplished in practice. Moreover, the dissertation is exploratory in the sense that it 
seeks to explore how the IOC dynamics of changes in conditions, mechanisms, and processes relate 
to IOC failure or success, which is, as discussed in the literature review, an area of investigation with 
only limited published results, and even fewer qualitative published results. Both these types of case 
studies fall within what Baxter & Jack (2008) refer to as a qualitative case methodology which is built 
on a constructionist paradigm (Yin, 2003) which is in alignment with the dissertation’s paradigmatic 
stance as outlined in Section 1.3. The dissertation’s specific data sources and how the data is 
approached to form a case study is detailed in the research design in Chapter IV, which introduces 
the dissertation’s empirical framework in relation to data construction and data analyses. The coming 
sections address the chosen empirical context case and how the dissertation approaches the 
construction of a case study in an inter-organisational space.  
 
 
3.3 Empirical context 
 Brief introduction. This dissertation constructs its case study in the empirical context of the 
collaboration formed around the vocal technique called Complete Vocal Technique (CVT). CVT is a 
relatively new approach to voice practice and research and has become the fastest growing and one 
of the most popular vocal techniques in the world in a short span of years. At the time of writing, the 
teachers using CVT accounts for the largest group of agreeing singing teachers in the world 
(Complete Vocal Institute, 2018).  
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IOC members. As of June 2018, the ‘CVT Community’ (the group of teachers authorised to 
use the developments of the collaboration) accounts for some 432 representatives from 30 different 
nationalities spread across 25 countries (Complete Vocal Institute, 2018). The collaboration counts 
such organisational representatives as singing teachers from music-education SMEs, researchers and 
lecturers from universities, speech pathologists and speech therapists from hospitals and voice clinics, 
acousticians and music producers from record labels and consultancies, faculty from conservatories, 
music school directors, theatre directors and performers, actors, and many more. The organisations 
participating in the collaboration use CVT differently in their work and have different motivations 
for participating. Given the size and complexity of the IOC, it is difficult to provide a full and detailed 
account of every single member organisation. This is in line with previous IOC studies focusing on 
practice noting how “the lack of clarity about who partners are is often compounded by the complexity 
of collaborative arrangements in practice” (Huxham, 2003, p. 411). In order to simplify, the 
following paragraphs provide a few examples of prototypical organisations participating in the CVT 
IOC followed by a concrete example of an R&D project that illustrates how the case constitutes an 
IOC.  

A prototypical organisation in the CVT IOC could for instance be a conservatory participating 
in order to gain access to developments of new research or practices related to the singing voice. In 
this example, the conservatory selects one or more educators from the conservatory whom participate 
in the CVT IOC and then, subsequently, bring back IOC developments for teaching other voice 
educators at the conservatory and implementing the developments into the conservatory curricula. 
Another example could be a hospital voice clinic participating in the CVT IOC in order to participate 
in developing new approaches for voice rehabilitation and new treatments for voice disorders. These 
developments are, subsequently, implemented in the hospital clinic as treatments for patients. In this 
example, the hospital selects one or more speech and language therapists (SaLTs), doctors, and/or 
research assistants to participate in the CVT IOC whom participate in the development of the 
treatments for subsequent implementation in hospital services. In this example, the hospital 
participates in order to have access to the newest available treatment forms that the individual 
employees do not have the expertise or required time to develop themselves.  

Another typical example of participating organisations are small businesses with one to five 
employees, such as small singing schools or singing studios. These small organisations participate in 
the CVT IOC to participate in developing the newest vocal pedagogy and voice research so that their 
businesses can gain competitive advantages over those studios that do not have such access. This can 
be seen as motivated by the fact that the small businesses often do not have the capacity or expertise 
to develop such pedagogy or vocal research themselves given their small size.  

The CVT IOC also accounts for six trade associations, representing six large geographical 
areas. These international associations are considered part of the ‘CVT Community’, but the 
associations have independent memberships, websites, publication materials, and events from the 
CVT IOC. Representatives and board members from the associations participate in the bi-annual 
meetings of the CVT IOC and report back on new updates to their respective associations. Events co-
organised between one of the association and one or more organisations from the CVT IOC are 
frequently held, such as courses or workshops with a specific focus for a smaller segment of 
customers.  
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As a concrete example of a research and development project from the CVT IOC, a Danish 
acoustician consultancy, a Danish singing institute, two British hardware manufacturers, 
representatives from 20 SMEs, and a British university hospital gathered to conduct a large research 
project into a physiological aspect of voice production. The acoustician company contributed with 
microphones and statistical acoustical analyses, the Danish singing institute organised the research 
design and provided the location for the project, representative from the 20  different SMEs 
participated as subjects for the study, the British hardware manufacturers provided computers and 
specialised voice research equipment, and the British university hospital provided a medical 
researcher conducting data collection and several research assistants conducting data analyses. The 
project resulted in multiple research publications and the findings from the research are still being 
implemented by the CVT IOC in order to inform future CVT practices for the benefit of all the 
participating organisations. The CVT IOC accounts for multiple such projects of varying sizes  
involving smaller or larger subsets of the participating organisations.  

Given the recurrence of interactions between the collaborators in the CVT IOC (bi-annual), 
the size (432 representatives), and the activities (shared projects for the benefit of all participating 
organisations), the CVT IOC resembles an alliance (i.e. a relationship defined by any agreement 
between two or more organisations to jointly carry out a task involving more interactions than a one-
time arm’s length contract (Rivera-Santos & Inkpen, 2009, p. 199)) as well as the specific alliance-
form of ‘consortia’ (i.e. relatively enduring inter-firm relationships between three or more firms to 
mutually pursue both shared and individualised firm goals (Eisner et al., 2009)).  

Case relevance. The collaboration that has formed around CVT accounts for many different 
types of organisations across multiple industries in many different national and local markets coming 
together bi-annually in a collaboration solving multiple and complex problems that affect both the 
IOC as well as the participating organisations. It is the recurrence, diversity, and complex 
coordination in the collaboration that makes the CVT context interesting for this dissertation’s 
research, because the recurrence and diversity provides ample grounds for nuanced perspectives on 
how collaborators dynamically accomplish IOC over time. Section 3.4 discusses how the dissertation 
approaches the case study of the CVT collaboration through a field-event approach to ethnography 
in inter-organisational spaces.   
 
 
3.4 Organisational ethnography in inter-interorganisational spaces - a field-event approach 

The dissertation is dedicated to exploring IOC, that is, collaboration that happens between 
organisations across organisational boundaries. Ethnographic approaches have been proposed as 
highly suitable for studying inter-organisational spaces – also called fields by some institutional 
theorists – as “ethnographic studies may yield indispensable insight about the social dynamics of the 
field, insights that cannot be discovered and analysed otherwise.” (Zilber, 2014, p. 97). 
Organisational ethnography allows the investigation of ‘what actually happens’ and ‘how things 
work’ in organisations (Watson, 2011) through studying the ‘extraordinary-in-the-ordinary’ (Ybema, 
Yanow, Wels, & Kamsteeg, 2009), that is, an organisational ethnographic methodological framework 
allows for the appreciation of the meaning-making interactions that constitute everyday practices 
(Watson, 2011). Such a framework converges with this dissertation’s stated practice dedication to the 
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‘here-and-now’, situated, and social dynamics of accomplishing IOC in practice, and can therefore 
be seen as an appropriate framework for the research design.  

Besides being in alignment with the dissertation’s overall research agenda, practice approach, 
and philosophical stance, an organisational ethnographic framework for the research is also timely, 
since ‘ethnographic studies that focus on inter-organisational dynamics as such, thoroughly 
conceptualising and theorising them, are quite rare to find’ (Zilber, 2014, p. 97). With this 
dissertation’s dedication to IOC dynamics, one type of dynamic explored in one of the three papers, 
an ethnographic approach can be seen as providing the dissertation methodological relevance in the 
IOC field. This relevance emerges from the dissertation’s dedication to a strong practice programme 
which allows for the theorising of practice, in this dissertation, the theorising of IOC dynamics in 
relation to accomplishing IOC.  

Taking its outset in an interest in IOC dynamics, defined simply as changes in IOC conditions, 
mechanisms, or processes over time, the dissertation is based on a longitudinal study, since dynamics 
in IOC contexts are best investigated over longer periods of time in which change can be observed 
(Alexiev et al., 2016; Majchrzak et al., 2014). Specifically, the dissertation draws on a longitudinal 
organisational ethnography (see Section 4.2 outlining and discussing a timeline of the research). A 
longitudinal ethnographic approach was chosen since the longitudinal dimensions allows for 
observations of changes over time.  

A longitudinal perspective converges with organisational ethnographic methods and their 
affordance for investigating social dynamics, especially, since ethnographic methods often involve 
observational immersion in the studied context for extended periods of time. Watson (2001) notes 
that: “for this practice to serve any significant ethnographic purpose, the observation has to occur 
over a period of time which is sufficient for the researcher to appreciate the range of norms, practices, 
and values, official and unofficial alike, which characterize that research setting” (p. 206). Watson 
(20011) moreover argues that such longitudinal inclinations are important and relevant for 
ethnographic studies ‘before we can convincingly claim that we know what we are talking about.’ (p. 
204).  

Moreover, a longitudinal ethnographic approach to the research is in accordance with previous 
IOC propositions that case studies that are to be useful for the investigation of IOCs should be built 
on longitudinal organisational ethnographic data (Huxham & Beech, 2003) since longitudinal 
ethnography in such contexts allows the study of change and development (Saunders, Lewis, & 
Thornhill, 2013). Ethnography can be understood as the study of people in naturally occurring settings 
or ‘fields’ which directly involves the researcher participating in social meanings and ordinary 
activities in the setting (Brewer, 2004). As Geertz (1973) noted, “[t]he whole point is to aid us in 
gaining access to the conceptual world in which our subjects live so that we can, in some extended 
sense of the term, converse with them.” (p. 24). This has often been interpreted in organisational 
ethnographies as a suggestion to spend time participating in an organisation in its location(s) for a 
defined period of time.  

Problematically, the ‘field’ of IOC is a space that seldomly has one temporal distinction and 
spatial location since multiple collaborating organisations are often geographically dispersed and 
work in temporal asynchronicity. This makes ethnographic field work in such settings difficult and/or 
rather impractical. One approach to this problem is to study the ‘spaces in-between’ organisations 
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(Yström, 2013) through e.g. field-wide organisations, field-wide agreements, and/or field-wide 
events, which can all be seen as trans-organisational structures that ‘serve as the medium through 
which field-cohering interests and issues are identified and sustained’ (Anand & Watson, 2004).  

According to Anand & Watson (2004), field-events are particularly interesting for 
organisational ethnography focused on inter-organisational interactions, since field-events ‘bring 
together field constituencies and may serve as a window for field-level cognitive, social, and political 
dynamics’. This is in coherence with the static dedication to IOC dynamics of this dissertation. 
Moreover,  Zilber (2014) notes that “field-level events are attractive for ethnographic study (…) [and] 
are, by definition, events that unfold in a bounded space and time that may be open to the public or 
restrict to specific audience, and they may have formal and informal components (thus challenging 
the researcher), but either way they involve readily observable social action, spatial arrangements 
(space and décor), visual (logos) and audible (music) dimensions, all of which can be collected within 
a relatively bounded space and time, and later decoded and interpreted” (p. 104). That is, a field-
event approach to a qualitative case study based on organisational ethnographic methods does not 
mean immersion into one organisation for the study of that organisation’s involvement in a 
collaboration, but rather the immersion into one or multiple event-context(s) of bounded spatiality 
and temporality in which multiple organisations interact and constitute the collaborating under study.  

While somewhat different from typical ethnographies, data collection in such event-settings 
draw on typical ethnographic methods. Zilber (2014) argues that data collection in the form of 
observations during specific field-events complemented with longitudinal media (such as texts, 
graphical materials, and audio) strengthens the understanding of field context and history. 
Accordingly, Zilber (2014) suggests that “In order to further capture the dynamic process of an 
evolving field, one could study the same event as they are played out over a period of a few years. 
Similarities and differences between the various years can teach much about processes of emergence 
and transformation.” (p. 106). The inclusion of several types of data as well as several instances of 
the same type of data across time to form a single case study reflects data triangulation in the 
methodology. This perspective is expanded upon in the research design which is described in Chapter 
IV. Specifically, the research design in Chapter IV operationalises the above-outlined methodological 
choices in relation to the dissertation’s longitudinal data construction and the analytical methods 
employed. The research design also specifically addresses how the longitudinal data construction, 
based on multiple methods of data collection, is congruent with the chosen qualitative case 
methodology and a field-event approach to organisational ethnography.  
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Research Design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

“I think metaphorically of qualitative research as an intricate fabric composed of minute threads, 
many colors, different textures, and various blends of material. This fabric is not explained easily 

or simply. Like the loom on which fabric is woven, general worldviews and perspectives hold 
qualitative research together.” 

 
(Cresswell, 2007, p. 35) 
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4. Research design 
The following chapter introduces the dissertation’s research design, which operationalises the 

methodological reflections proposed in Chapter III. Section 4.1 details the employed methods of data 
construction. The section theoretically discusses data source used in organisational ethnography and 
argues for their relevance in the research design. Next, Section 4.2 introduces a timeline of the 
empirical field work in relation to how and what data was constructed during the different phases of 
the research process. Next, Section 4.2.1 demonstrates how data was triangulated to form the case 
study and how the three papers in the dissertation draw on the constructed data. Then, Section 4.3 
introduces the methods of data analysis employed and the conducted coding and analysis for each 
paper respectively. Finally, Section 4.4 discusses the relevance and use of member checks in 
qualitative ethnographic research as an approach to ensure reflexivity and quality in the conducted 
research.  
 
 
4.1 Data construction 
With a social constructionist philosophy of science as the foundation, organisational ethnographic 
research relies on the ethnographer to construct ethnographic data with the field, that is, the 
ethnographer does not depict a ‘real world’ but rather participates in world-making during field work. 
As Yanow (2012) puts it, “Research writing is itself a way of world-making … a construction 
(perhaps intersubjective, between researcher and situational members and or/researcher and 
member of the epistemic community whose theoretical literature frames the research) of the world it 
(purports to) describe(s), rather than a mirror reflecting that world in a one-to-one correspondence 
between words, and the events, scenes, acts or interactions they present.” (p. 34). Typical sources of 
data in such constructivist-interpretivist ethnography are observation, participant observation, 
interviews, textual documents and vignettes, alongside visual and audio methods such as video and 
audio recording, portraits, photography, and film for the study of practice as social meaning (Brewer, 
2004; Scollon & Scollon, 2007; Watson, 2011; Yanow, 2012). Accordingly, the data construction for 
the dissertation consists of audio or audio and video recorded participant observations, document 
collection, observational notes, and informal interviews. Each of these data sources will be discussed 
in the coming sections in relation to their usefulness in a practice-study of IOC. Initially, the rationale 
for including each type of data is presented (see Sections 4.2.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.4). This is 
followed by a summary of the data construction process as a whole, delineating the data construction 
on a timeline covering three stages: the initial entering the field – or, opening up the field, engaging 
in and observing various types of interactions in the field, and finally, exiting the field (see Sections 
4.3 and 4.3.1).  
 
 
4.1.1 Participant observation 

The dissertation addresses practices of IOC. Arguably, this could be done in a number of 
ways, however, as Nicolini (2009) notes: “The meaningful, purposive, and consistent nature of human 
conduct descends from participating in social practices …” (p. 1393). Accordingly, the dissertation 
adopts participant observation (Waddington, 2004; Zahle, 2012) as an approach to such involvement, 
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due to its usefulness as a gateway into understanding practice (Savage, 2000) for in-depth 
investigations of the studied context (Watson, 2011). Such participation is in line with social 
constructionist research in which “the researcher must view the research as necessarily a co-
production between themselves and the people they are researching” (Burr, 2006, p. 152).  

Participant observation can be defined as “a research practice in which the investigator joins 
the group, community, or organisation being studied, as either a full or partial members, and both 
participates in and observes activities, asks questions, takes part in conversations, and reads relevant 
documents.” (p. 206). Thus, participant observation can be seen as a proximal research method, which 
aligns with the dissertation’s practice dedication since proximity has been noted as crucial for 
studying and understanding organisational practices (Nicolini, 2012). Proximal research with a 
foundation in participant observation is a focused and often multi-site approach to organisational 
ethnography, in which practice can be ‘shadowed’ where it is unfolding by following intermediaries, 
i.e. people, artefacts, and inscriptions (Nicolini, 2012). In accordance with a social constructionistic 
stance, this means adopting a strategy in which the researcher becomes an instrument of the research, 
or as Glaser and Strauss (1967) point out, the researcher uncovers ‘grounded knowledge’ through 
gaining particularised understandings. Zahle (2012) historically ascribes participant observation to 
Malinowski (1922)’s work in anthropology in order to point out how participant observation puts the 
researcher in a position to grasp natives’ points of view, their relations to life, and to realise the 
natives’ vision of the natives’ world. It is this resonance with the life-as-experienced and lived in situ 
that is operationalised in this dissertation in order to construct data that may shed light of how 
collaborators accomplish IOC.  

The participant observation was, in coherence with the research-focus on dynamics, collected 
and analysed as dynamic audiovisual data (i.e. video and audio) capable of capturing ever-changing 
flows of data  (LeBaron, Jarzabkowski, Pratt, & Fetzer, 2018). According to LeBaron et al, such data 
dynamism dimensions are particularly useful for answering dynamic and process-oriented research 
questions in ethnographic and case study research since they allow observation of changes over time 
and can easily be complimented by other data sources. This resonates particularly well with the 
research questions of this dissertation which focus specifically on dynamics defined as changes in 
processes, mechanisms, and conditions over time. Moreover, this approach to data reflects the chosen 
methodological and philosophical stance since “[v]ideo recording is both empirical and interpretive 
work as researchers help to construct the very objects of their analyses” (LeBaron et al., 2018, p. 
243). A re-specification of this from a practice perspective would be that empirical and interpretive 
research allows the researcher to participate in constructing the subjective and social of their analysis.  

Video recording of participant observations is sometimes understood as an intrusive or 
practice-altering data construction method, since the recorded participants may act differently 
knowing that a camera and/or microphone has been placed in the room (LeBaron et al., 2018). 
However, this limitation only applies to a limited degree in the context of CVT collaboration activities 
since the recorded sessions were almost always recorded by the collaborators themselves in order for 
those collaborators who were not present during meetings to be able to catch up. This meant that at 
any given meeting in the context, multiple audio/video recorders were simultaneously recording and 
that an additional recording device placed for participant observation did not stand out or seem 
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intrusive. Moreover, this documentation practice also means that collaborators in the CVT IOC are 
very accustomed to such devices being part of practice. 

One limitation of participant observation, which is simultaneously also one of the primary 
strengths of the method, is that of ‘going native’ (Malinowski, 1922). Going native refers to the 
researcher considering him or herself part of the researched, and in extensions, potentially losing sight 
of the very research purpose for immersion in the research setting. However, while losing sight of the 
very research purpose is a risk of participant observation, it is also this deep immersion and reflection 
on the studied that allows for the richness and detail in data construction. Keeping sight of the research 
purpose while simultaneously ensuring sufficient immersion into becoming ‘native’ is a balancing 
act. As demonstrated in the timeline in Section 3.3., access to the research setting was founded upon 
the completion of a 3-year education and authorisation as an Authorised CVT Teacher, which in some 
ways constitute aspects of going native. However, subsequent observations, such as participation in 
CVI teaching and managerial meetings and discussions, were activities that lay beyond the role of an 
Authorised CVT teacher, and as such, sight of the research purpose was not lost during field work. 
Specifically, the research purpose was kept in sight by continuously engaging in data analysis and 
theorising related to the research questions and objective throughout the study. This continuous 
engagement with the research objective meant that the purpose of the research was always kept 
present in mind during participant observations. Another bias mitigating factor was that field-events 
often unfolded over a span of 2-3 days, with months in between. The time in between, away from the 
case contexts, provided opportunities to critically reflect on conducted observational data as well as 
on ways to go about future observations.  

 
 

4.1.2 Artefact collection 
As noted above, case studies are often built on multiple sources of data. Accordingly, the 

above-outlined approach of participant observation was supplemented by the collection of documents 
and artefacts from the IOC in support of the investigation of practice. Salazar-Torres, Colombo, Da 
Silva, Noriega, and Bandini (2008) demonstrate how artefacts of practices are relevant as supportive 
evidence in uncovering practices since documents and other artefacts can be seen as manifestations 
of practice – what Berger and Luckmann (1966) would refer to as objectivation and Nag and Gioia 
(2012) as formalised espoused values. Such artefacts can, due to their form, be seen as snapshots of 
specific communication events, e.g. minutes from a management meeting, participant notes from a 
teaching session, etc. However, an important distinction to make is that artefacts from a social 
constructionist stance do not directly represent practice, but rather play a vital role in social practice. 
Accordingly, Schatzki et al. (2001) note how nexus of practices should be seen as mediated by 
artefacts, hybrids, and objects, and Nicolini et al. (2012) similarly notes that artefacts constitute 
triggers, media, and reasons for emergences of transient and stable forms of sociality, substantiated 
by the notion that “artefacts, the tools we use and the spaces we gather in, often sustain our sociality 
as much as the intentional conduct of human actors does” (Nicolini, 2012, p. 95). Artefacts, such as 
documents, are therefore not representative of practice but also part of practices. Yet, artefacts offer 
insight into social practice and its mediation.  
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 Thus, artefacts and their mediating properties can and should be addressed in a practice-based 
study, and were, accordingly, included in the data corpus in order to uncover as much as possible 
about the practices under investigation. Thus, artefacts such as documents, graphical illustrations, 
power-points, videos, etc. have been collected from the case setting in order to support the unfolding 
of practice.  
 
 
4.1.3 Observational notes 

Another source of data for the project was observational notes. Observational notes can be 
used in situations where tape recorders or cameras are too obtrusive for the research context (Brewer, 
2004) in order to aid the recall of specific situations and interactions for subsequent analysis. While 
previous anthropological work relied heavily on observational notes as the primary method of 
constructing data in ethnographic field work (see for instance Malinowski, 1922), this dissertation 
departs from such traditions by utilising video and audio recordings of naturally occurring 
interactions, substantiated by note-taking when needed. Since the case context consists of individuals 
and groups that are accustomed to, and also often themselves, record interactions, a camera or audio-
recorder was not seen as intrusive. Recording interactions rather than relying on the researcher’s own 
note-taking of events allows for a more precise description of practices as they unfolded in situ 
(LeBaron et al., 2018). Previous work on zooming-in on ‘the actual practice of collaborative working’ 
similarly demonstrates how observational notes can supplement inquiries in cases where recording 
and transcribing interactions ad verbatim is not possible (e.g. Nicolini et al., 2012).  
 

 
4.1.4 Informal interviews 
In keeping with ethnographic data construction, informal interviews were conducted during field 
work in the form of casual conversations (Fetterman, 2010) which topically aligned with the overall 
research agenda. These types of interviews should take on the character of natural dialogue in order 
to be helpful in establishing rapport between researcher and the researched, as well as aiding in 
uncovering contextual categories of meaning (Fetterman, 2010). Informal interviews were used 
during field work when certain topics or categories from an observed interaction were not clear to the 
researcher. Questions in these interactions emerged from the conversations, and in line with the 
ethnographic method, were often serendipitous results of comments made by actors during 
interactions (Fetterman, 2010). Informal interviews conducted during field work were seldomly 
recorded, as they often emerged spontaneously in the spur of the moment.  
 
 

Method Purpose for inclusion Data constructed 

Participant 
Observation 

Proximal research method for 
experiencing social practices in 
situ 

Video/audio recordings of interactions (analyses 
of ad verbatim transcriptions) 
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Artefact 
Collection 

Support for the unfolding of 
practices as manifestations/official 
formulations 

Manuals, manuscripts, PowerPoints, minutes, 
schedules, guidelines, marketing materials, charts, 
research materials, emails, legal contracts, 
descriptions of practice by collaborators, 
sketches/drawings/drafts from meetings, teaching 
tools, newsletters 

Observational 
notes 

Proximal research method in leu 
of audio/video recording of 
interactions for the depiction of 
practice in situ 

Thick descriptions of experiences in the field 

Informal 
Interviews 

Causal conversations to elicit 
further details and clarify 
contextual categories of meaning 

Interview notes and audio recordings (when 
possible) 

 
Table IV-I - Overview of data construction methods 

 
Together, participant observation, artefact collection, observational notes, and informal 

interviews formed the grounds for the triangulated case study (see Table IV-I for a summary of the 
forms of data construction methods). Because of the diversity in the data construction, the data set 
allowed for nuance and complexity in analyses. How these data construction methods played a role 
during the research process will be addressed in detail in Section 4.2. 

 
 
4.2 Timeline of data construction 

The engagement with the case context was carried out over a series of interactions spanning 
a total of 7 years (from August 2011 through May 2018). The engagements with the case context 
covered the researchers participation in and completion of CVI’s 1-Year Singer Course in 
Copenhagen (Aug 2010 to may 2013), the participation in and completion of CVI’s 3-Year 
Singer/Singing Teacher Diploma Course in Copenhagen (September 2013 to June 2015), the 
completion of a company internship at the head office of CVI in Copenhagen (September 2014 to 
February 2015), and participation in case context interactions during the PhD project (February 2015 
to July 2018). An overview of the engagements in the case can be seen in Figure IV-I with more 
detail provided in Table IV-II. The data construction for each of the periods of engagement will be 
detailed in the coming paragraphs. 
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Activity and time 
period Constructed Data Focus 

1-Year Singer Course at 
CVI (August 2011-May 
2012) 

- 12 observational notes (20 
pages) 
- Participant observation 
recordings (108 hours of 
recordings of SWPs and topic 
sessions) 

Familiarisation with case setting and 
provision of access to 3-year course 

3- Year Course at CVI 
(Aug 2012- June 2015) 

- 70 observational notes 
- Participant observation 
recordings (38 hours and 7 
minutes) 
- 77 documents (1491 pages in 
total) 

Experiencing practices related to 
becoming and being an Authorised CVT 
Teacher 

PhD Employment (Feb 
2015-Jul 2018) 

- Participant observation 
recordings (188 hours and 39 
minutes) 
- 11 observational notes 
- 4 documents (931 pages in 
total) 
- Informal interviews as needed 

Experiencing practices related to being 
an Authorised CVT Teacher and the 
doing of collaboration in the ‘CVT 
Community’ 

Internship placement in 
CVI during master’s 
programme (Sep 2014-Feb 
2015) 

- Interview with key employees 
(1 hour and 31 minutes) 
- Internal communications (114 
pages) 

Familiarisation with CVI 
communication 

Table IV-II - Overview of constructed data 

 
During the 1-Year Singer Course, multiple Singing With Pianist (SWP) and Topic Sessions were 
participated in and audio recorded. SWP sessions are interactions in which a singer spends 
approximately 30 minutes being taught according to CVT by a CVI teacher in front of a group of 
peers (in this case 13 other singers). Topic Sessions in the 1-year course are interactions in which 
various CVI teachers present an aspect of theoretical content from CVT along with research footage 
and practical tips and tricks for singers. These are presented by a CVI employee and discussed with 
a group of course participants consisting of primarily singers, teachers, and actors (in this case 14 
course participants in total). During these interactions, 12 participant observation notes were kept 
(total of 20 pages), along with recordings of 18 SWP sessions of 3 hours each (in total 54 hours) and 
recordings of 18 topic sessions of 3 hours each (in total 54 hours). In total 108 hours of interaction 
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were recorded during the 1-year singer course (see 13.1 - Appendix 1 – Overview of data related to 
1-Year singer course (August 2011 to May 2012)).  
 During the 3-Year Singer Course, multiple different types of sessions were participated in and 
video and audio recorded. Typical types of sessions are Singing With Pianist (SWP), Teaching Each 
Other (TEO), Workshops Presentation, Topic Sessions, SWP with real-life singers from outside the 
education, and more. Typical topic sessions in the 3-year course cover how to teach specific topics, 
as well as many pedagogical subjects on how to engage in a singing lesson based on CVT. A full list 
of the different topic subjects can be found in the participant observation notes from the 3-year course 
(see 13.2 - Appendix 2 – Overview of data related to 3-Year Course (August 2012 to June 2015)). 
Several 3-year groups were followed during their progression in the 3-year course, with average 
group sizes of 12-14 people. 70 participant observation notes were kept during these interactions, 
along with recordings of SWPs, TEOs, group discussions, topic sessions, etc. totalling 38 hours and 
7 minutes of recordings of course-specific interactions. Moreover, multiple documents and graphical 
materials were collected from the 3-year course, 77 in total ranging from 1 pages in length to 163 
pages in length (in total 1491 pages). An overview of the data related to the 3-year course can be seen 
in 13.3 - Appendix 3 – Overview of data related to observations during PhD.  
 During the data construction carried out during the PhD employment, which overlapped with 
the 3-year course participation by 6 months, additional data was constructed from ‘update’ meetings, 
management meetings, different council/work group meetings, research meetings, conferences, 
teacher preparation meetings, open forum discussions, and CVI personnel meetings. Updates are the 
bi-annual gathering of collaborators, in which the newest CVT research and pedagogical ideas are 
presented, discussed, and decided upon. The management meetings consisted of interactions between 
the course responsible, the managing director, the CEO, the communication manager, and the 
community manager and developer. The various work-groups were cross-organisational groups 
which met multiple times every year, with varying frequencies for the different groups. The research 
meetings were cross-organisational meetings with various researchers coordinating their research 
efforts and publications as well as conference work. The teacher preparation meetings were usually 
related to specific course-content developments at CVI. CVI personnel meetings were usually 
revolving around CVI-specific organisational issues or developments. Finally, the observed open 
discussions between collaborators took place cutting across these different interactions. A total of 
188 hours and 39 minutes of audio/video recordings were constructed related to these interactions 
along with 11 participant observation notes of those interactions that could not be directly recorded, 
as well as four documents being gathered (931 pages in total). An overview of the data related to this 
time period can be seen in Section 13.3 - Appendix 3 – Overview of data related to observations 
during PhD.  

Finally, some data related to the internship placement at CVI during the MA CC education 
should be mentioned. These are four unstructured interviews with CVI personnel (interviews with 
the course responsible, managing director, community manager & developer, and the main 
administration personnel) conducted in the beginning of the project (a total of 1 hour and 31 minutes 
of recording). These were all related to CVI-communication efforts and course-related coordinating. 
Some communication materials were collected for this purpose, including some of the 
communication materials that precede participation in a course at CVI (Welcome folders), some of 
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the study guides for CVI courses, as well as, course curriculum and course schedules. Moreover, the 
internship yielded an overview of the communication platforms in use by CVI employees (see Section 
13.4 - Appendix 4 – Overview of data related to Internship at CVI (September 2014 to February 
2015) for an in-depth description).  

In total, the PhD dissertation data corpus consists of 336 hours and 17 minutes of audio/video 
recordings, 93 participant observational notes (totalling 291 pages of text), and 101 documents (2422 
pages in total), see Table IV-III for an overview and Figure IV-I for a timeline of the field work.  
 
 

Method of collection Amount of data 

Participant observation recordings, 
including some informal interviews 

336 hours and 17 minutes 

Participant observational notes 93 notes (291 pages) 

Artefacts 101 documents and materials 
(2422 pages) 

Table IV-III - Total data set 
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  Figure IV-I - Timeline of engagement in the case context 
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4.2.1 Triangulation of the constructed data 

In line with previous practice approaches to studying collaboration (see Nicolini et al., 2012), 
the constructed data was triangulated in order to form the case for subsequent analysis. This was done 
with the recognition that case studies are often constructed based on multiple sources of evidence 
(Baxter & Jack, 2008; Yin, 2003). This meant that findings from observations were substantiated by 
participant observation notes or collected documents so as to ensure proper depth in the analyses as 
well as to strengthen the validity of the findings. Each paper in the PhD project analysed specific 
samples from the total data set with corresponding triangulation materials. This approach to ‘slicing 
a data set’, that is, inquiring into specific practices and objects, follows the field-event approach 
discussed in the methodology chapter since “We can never capture a field in its entirety, but need 
instead to capture a representative enough slice of it, to justify analytically our arguments about the 
processes that take place in ‘the field’”. From a discursive perspective, a field-level event like a 
conference is an institutional arena wherein the discursive activity that constituted the field takes 
place. While we acknowledge that any one (or several) conferences are only (at times small) part of 
the on-going processes of field construction, their analysis offers important insight about field-level 
discursive dynamics” (Zilber, 2014, p. 104). The included data materials for each paper are discussed 
in the coming three paragraphs.  

Paper one focuses specifically on the practices of doing CVT teaching and the doing related 
to being an Authorised CVT Teacher, specifically with an interest in how those practices and their 
alignment enable or constrain collaboration. Therefore, sessions from the 3-year course related to 
‘how to be a CVT teacher’ and an update discussion of ‘Being an Authorised CVT Teacher’ have 
been included for analysis. Moreover, recordings of SWP and TEO sessions were included in order 
to uncover the practices related to teaching CVT in situ. Accordingly, participant observation notes 
from these sessions (e.g. notes from the pedagogical session of how to structure a CVT lesson), as 
well as documents (e.g. ‘Pedagogical Commandments’, the ‘CVT communication model’, and ‘the 
3-layers of CVT knowledge’) were included in the data set. A total of 147 minutes of recordings of 
interactions (2 hours and 27 minutes) were transcribed and coded for paper one, along with 19 
participant observation notes (58 pages) and 6 documents (9 pages) (see 13.5 – Appendix 5 – Data 
for paper one). 

Paper two zooms in on the communicative constitution of collective identity in the IOC, and 
therefore, a broad selection of as many different types of prototypical interactions was sought 
covered. This was done to get data representation in the sample of as many different collectives as 
possible. Four types of interactions were covered; CVI teaching, update sessions, teaching done at 
the 3-year course at CVI, and conference presentations and discussions. A total of 9 hours and 33 
minutes of observational video data was included for subsequent analysis, with a total count of 2654 
instances of the use of ‘we’ found in the sample (see 13.6 – Appendix 6 – Data for paper two). 

Paper three zooms-out in order to view the interactions as part of a larger process over 
extended periods of time. Paper three specifically investigates interactions related to the process of 
‘resurrection of curbing’ or ‘decoding curbing’, which refers to a long process stretching from 2011 
to 2016. These interactions were specifically focused on due to their representation of an entire open 
innovation process from ideation/problem realisation, through multiple development cycles to 
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implementation and assessment across the IOC organisations. While this process led to other 
innovation processes as well, the activities specifically related to Curbing are interesting for three 
main reasons. First of all, because Curbing is one of the 4 main vocal modes in CVT, hence, changes 
to Curbing resembles a change in a large proportion of CVT practising. Moreover, the innovation 
related to Curbing was also explicitly put on the agenda of the collaborators, which meant that many 
sessions observed during the field work covered or touched upon the Curbing development process, 
yielding a large amount of useful data. Finally, Curbing practices are documented in a lot of detail in 
the documents used by collaborators, and as such, tracing development cycles was easier as versions 
of the documents were circulated between collaborators on a regular basis. A total of 258 minutes of 
audio/video recording (4 hours and 20 minutes) were included for analysis, along with 22 documents 
(387 pages in total), and 3 participant notes. Moreover, the most recent chapter on Curbing from the 
Complete Vocal Technique book was included for analysis as it has a detailed description of ways to 
practice Curbing, i.e. reflections of CVT practices (see 13.7 – Appendix 7 – Data for paper three).  

 
 
4.3 Data analysis 

The following two sections detail the employed methods of analysis. Paper one and three were 
analysed based on template analysis (Crabtree & Miller, 2000; King, 2004, 2012) whereas paper two 
drew of mediated discourses analysis, specifically nexus analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2004a, 2004b, 
2007). Each analytical method and its use in the three papers will be detailed in Section 4.3.1 and 
4.3.2, respectively.  

 
 

4.3.1 Template analysis 
The analyses performed for paper one and three were based on template analysis (Crabtree & 

Miller, 2000; King, 2004, 2012), an approach which has often been utilised for ethnographic research 
(Crabtree & Miller, 2000). Template analysis is an iterative coding approach to exploring qualitative 
data, which is particularly useful for working with extensive and complex textualised data sets in 
qualitative research studies focusing on richness in data (King, 2012). A template analytical strategy 
is dedicated to submersing the researcher into the rich data set to engage in processes of segmenting 
data in topics (a priori and crystallised codes) relevant for the research question at hand. A priori 
codes can be derived from ‘prior research or theoretical considerations’ whereas crystallised codes 
emerges from the researcher’s emersion in the data (Crabtree & Miller, 2000). A code template – that 
is a coding scheme based on these two types of codes – is developed from an initial subset of data 
and then applied to the whole data set (King, 2004, 2012). This approach can be seen as highly 
suitable when engaging in constructionist research where epistemological resonance with context and 
interactions is needed (King, 2012). This approach to data analysis is in alignment with a 
praxeological understanding of organising and collaborating, since a practice approach is built on a 
social ontology and relational epistemology – that is a focus on construction in and through 
interactions.  
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A template analytical strategy involves five steps: 
1. Creating a code manual or coding scheme 
2. Coding text 
3. Sorting segments to get all similar texts in one place 
4. Reading the segments together and making connections that are subsequently corroborated 

and legitimised (triangulated) 
5. Representing the account of the studied 

Adopted and adapted from (Crabtree & Miller, 2000) 
 
Template analysis is often employed in conjunction with a data management system (Crabtree 

& Miller, 2000) in order to organise data. The dissertation data was analysed utilising the programme 
NVivo (vers. 11.4.3 build 2084) in which one library was built for each paper. Step two and three in 
the analytical process relate to sorting and reading segmented pieces of text from the data as one texts 
in which connections can be made. NVivo is useful for this since it can, based on the coding of the 
data, display coding for every node (high-order codes) as well as sub-nodes (lower-order codes) as 
one coherent text across data points. Accordingly, NVivo can be used to make connections between 
nodes and sub-nodes, in order to display how the same codes appear across texts in the data sample. 
Therefore, NVivo was highly helpful for engaging in the template analysis.  

A separate coding scheme was developed for each of the two papers. Each will be addressed 
in the coming pages. Paper one focuses on the theoretical notion of ‘practice alignment’ as a condition 
for successful IOC. Therefore, an a priori coding scheme was developed based on the three 
propositions of practice alignment: procedures, understandings, engagements (Schau, Muñis, & 
Arnould, 2009; Skålén et al., 2015). Based on Skålen and colleagues, procedures can be seen as 
‘explicit rules, principles, precepts, and instructions called discursive knowledge’; understandings as 
‘knowledge of what to say and do, skills, and projects or know-how’; and engagements as ‘ends and 
purposes that are emotionally charged insofar as people are committed to them’ (Skålén et al., 2015, 
p. 598). The a priori themes, their descriptions, and some examples from the data set can be seen in 
Table IV-IV - Coding template for paper one.  

 
 

A priori theme Description/includes Data example 

Procedures Explicit Rules Extract from participant notes on ’10 commandments’ 
detailing how to act when teaching CVT: 
 
1. Find the main problem 
2. Ask how it feels 
3. Make entitled compliments, focus on the positive 
4. Leave out your own taste 
5. One thing at a time 
6.Wide terms 
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7. Return to the bigger lines 
8. Talk as little as possible 
9. Use simple exercises 
10. Return to context 

Principles Excerpt from ‘How to Practice – 21 steps to Overdrive’ 
detailing principles of muscle memory:  
 
- It must never hurt or feel uncomfortable & must work 
at once: or it is not done correctly 
 
- Work the center of the mode into the muscle memory: 
allow only 3 mistakes … or make the exercise easier  
 
- Use practice vowels: use each mode with a special 
vowel, volume, sound colour. The muscle memory will 
search for these when tired or confused: 
N with air: Ah (far) 
N without air OO (you) 
Curbing: O (woman) 
Overdrive: Eh (Stay) 
Edge: I or A (sit or hat) 

Precepts Excerpts from CVT Workshop Manual February 2016: 
 
- Singing is not difficult, everybody can learn to sing 
- Singing must always feel comfortable 
- Technique must comply with anatomy/physiology 
- If it feels wrong, it is wrong 
- Separate the elements and change only what you want. 
Design your own sound 
- ALL sounds can be produced in a healthy way 
- Named ‘Complete’ because the aim is to include all 
sounds the human voice can make 

Instructions Excerpts from CVT Workshop Manuscript August 
2014: 
 
CVT Workshops Manuscript 
The blue shows what the teacher is doing 
The red shows when the singers have to try/be involved 
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No. 1 Introduction 
- Welcome the group 
- Decide where you want the questions; if you want them 
along the way: if you have any questions you can 
interrupt me anytime you like. Do not be too polite and 
sit and wait – just interrupt me all you want. So let’s go 
for it 
- I will start by talking about the philosophy behind CVT 
(Use the philosophy chart) 

Understandings Knowledge of what to 
say 

Any CVT lesson always starts with the Authorised CVT 
Teacher identifying a ‘musical wish’ from the singer. 
This is represented in the communication model, where 
the first step is: 
 
“THE WISH: the singer makes a sound s/he tries to 
understand” 
 
Accordingly, most singing sessions begin with a 
question inquiring towards a musical wish, such as 
‘what can I help you with today?’ or ‘What are we 
working on today?’ and end with a confirmation that the 
musical wish has been realised. 
 
An example from a SWP session in the 3-year course, 
where a CVI teacher is teaching a singing teacher in 
training. The singing teacher has just sung something, 
and is now preparing the lesson with the CVI teacher:  
Client: “Ok, it is, I am tired afterwards” 
CVI Teacher: And that, yeah, we will work on that. 
What do you want to work on first?”  
Client: “Maybe just the beginning” 
CVI Teacher: “Yep, let’s do work on the beginning...” 
After some minutes of working on the beginning 
CVI Teacher: “Do you like the sound?” 
Client: “Yes” 

Knowledge of what to 
do 

Excerpt from CVT Workshop Manuscript September 
2012:  
 
18. Overdrive 
Bite. We can find the Overdrive sound by establishing 
‘the bite.’ Smile with your mouth closed and drop the 
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lower jaw as if you are trying to take a bite of an apple 
(show) 

Skills Authorised CVT Teachers are all able to listen to a 
sound, identify the phonated vowels being used by 
singers, and replicate the various vowels as needed for 
exercises. Here is an example from an SWP session:  
 
Teacher: “Ok, let’s try and do Eh going to Ah cause that 
is what is going on in the song, right?” 
Client: “Cool. (tries out the Eh, Ah) no, I lost my 
volume” 
Teacher: Yeah, work for it, and smile” 
Client: (sings the note Eh to Ah) “Oh, that’s really hard 
work” 
Teacher: “Yeah, and try to not cut the note but try to 
hold the note like (Eh sliding into Ah) or (Eh sliding into 
Ah) 
Client: (singing the note, Eh sliding into Ah) 
Teacher: “Yeah, better” 

Projects/know-how Excerpt from SWP session, where a singer is struggling 
in the high part of the voice because the volume is 
fatiguing her: 
 
Teacher: “It is good what you are doing now, you are 
also supporting a little bit more. So the high part, what 
was it, what are we doing with that? You are giving full 
power, you are in the metallic mode, you are singing – 
this is a beautiful example of someone doing the modes 
in a general way. These are the original modes we 
started off with. No medium, not light, no nothing, we 
are so enjoying it. But, it is hard work. It’s like 
‘woooah’. It is like you are carrying a horse, all the way 
to the high part. So, we could make it easier, we could 
actually make you do it a bit more into medium volume, 
and maybe it will be possible to work less.” 

Engagements Ends and purposes A large part of teaching CVT is engaging intentionally 
in specific aspects of practice in order to benefit the 
singer. This is visible in one discussion of pedagogics 
between a CVI teacher and Authorised CVT Teachers in 
training: 
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Teacher: “To find the main problem we will have tools 
that we are going to go through in these 3 years, as I 
said, which is scanning, decoding, learning types, 
communication model, and trouble-shooting manuals. 
And these are great and concrete tools for finding the 
main problem. Scanning and decoding will be the things 
going on when we listen to the singer. First of all is the 
scanning. Decoding is when we start communicating 
with the singer, because then we might get some 
answers to our scanning. Then of course we had some 
diagnose from our scanning and we will try to see if we 
can confirm or deny, in a way, our diagnose with the 
singer, see, does it also attend to the wish, the positive 
wish of the singer. “ 

Table IV-IV - Coding template for paper one 

 
During the first coding process of the data, it became evident that practice alignment alone 

was not an adequate condition for the accomplishment of successful collaboration. The degree to 
which actors oriented sought-outcomes explicitly towards their respective organisations or the 
collaboration was identified as an additional important dimension. These two opposite orientations 
were then coded for as a crystallised code, which was subsequently grouped in the over-arching theme 
of directionality. Therefore, a new coding template was created, which incorporated this theme and 
the two sub-themes. The additional codes added to the iterated coding template can be seen in Table 
IV-V (this table is referred to in paper one as ‘annex 2’. 
 

 
 

A priori theme Description/includes Data example 

Procedures Explicit Rules See Table IV-V above 

Principles See Table IV-V above 

Precepts See Table IV-V above 

Instructions See Table IV-V above 

Understandings Knowledge of what to say See Table IV-V above 

Knowledge of what to do See Table IV-V above 

Skills See Table IV-V above 

Projects/know-how See Table IV-V above 

Engagements Ends and purposes See Table IV-V above 
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Crystallised 
theme 

Description/includes Data Example 

Directionality Implicit or explicit actor 
and/or home-organisation 
orientation 

“He cut out a video, one of the CVI videos … and said 
the name of his own school instead of CVI. Then he did 
the same with the beamer charts. He took the beamer 
charts and cut away everything about CVI, and put in 
like it was his own material … Then we said, come on, 
this is copyright violation, you are not allowed to do 
that … then he wanted to work with the Authorised 
CVT Teachers, and he tried to hire, he actually tried to 
hire quite a lot of teachers, but these authorised teacher 
… they’d rather work on their own, and they work in 
other constellations.  So he had a hard time getting 
them to work with him, so he said, ‘Oh what do I do, I 
need to earn some money. So, I’ll train some new 
teachers’. And as they were not CVT teachers, he had 
to make another method. He still thinks that CVT is 
working perfect. The last thing he did this year, it is 
actually, launched a whole new method called Vocal 
Essence, and that is also because he can sell CVT 
courses, but he cannot sell the other courses” 

Explicit collective and 
collaborative orientation 

“Now we are completely opening a new market that 
would give jobs for you, of course, but a lot of other 
people maybe also” 

Table IV-V - Iterated coding template for paper one 

 
After having coded the empirical materials with the new coding scheme, all of the coded 

sections for each node in NVivo was read together in order to be able to represent the practices that 
the codes related to across the empirical material. The practices were organised in a table (see Table 
V-II in paper one) according to the tasks that they related to as well as the projects that these tasks 
fulfilled. Moreover, the data codes were interpreted in relation to how the identified practices and 
collective identities enabled or constrained collaboration in the case context. Finally, the analysis was 
represented in a coherent account.   

Paper three focuses on service innovation as a processual perspective on collaboration 
outcomes. Given the dynamic and praxeological perspective taken in the dissertation, service 
innovation was re-defined from a practice perspective so as to mean the engagement by multiple 
collaborators in practices of creating new, renewing existing, and/or removing redundant or 
outdated practices in efforts to create enhanced value(s) (see paper three). Each of the three types of 
change indicated in this definition, creation of new, renewal of existing, and removal of 
existing/redundant practices were included as three separate a priori codes for service innovation. A 
coding template reflecting this can be seen in Table IV-VI - Coding template for paper three.  
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Table IV-VI - Coding template for paper three 

A priori theme Description/includes Data example 

Service 
Innovation 

Changes to service by 
creation of new 
practices 

The creation of a shared AA library and establishing of 
new contribution practices:  
 
CS: So I would encourage everyone one of you, if you hear 
anything like really obvious something, send it to CB, and 
then we will collect all these AA, and then we will make 
around 400-500 examples on the website for every little 
sound ...” 
Crowd:” Yeah...” 
CS:” So we can hear for the high part, the low part, middle 
part, everything.” 
P12:” Also for the effects?”  
CS: “All of the effects, all the modes, and everything. So it 
would be fantastic if you would contribute with this …” 

Changes to service by 
renewal of existing 
practices 

Curbing being innovated through iterations of the practices 
into different iterations, such as these terms discussed at 
updates:  ‘Highway/Gravel road’, ‘Highway/byway’, 
‘Overdrive-Like/Edge-like/Curbing-like’, and ‘Reduced-
Density Overdrive/Reduced-Density Edge/Reduced-
Density Neutral’ 
 
The renewal is also reflected in excerpts from the CVT 
Workshop Manuscripts from 2012 and 2016, where vowels 
are changed accordingly:  
2011: “In order to maintain the mode of Curbing we have 
to focus on the vowels: I like ‘sit’ – ‘O’ like ‘woman’ – ‘uh’ 
like ‘hungry’” 
 
2015: “In order to maintain the mode of Curbing we have 
to focus on the vowels: ‘OO’ like ‘you’ – ‘O’ like ‘woman’ 
– ‘Uh’ like ‘hungry’” 

Changes to service by 
removal of 
existing/redundant 
practices 

“Everything that you say in the workshop, everything that 
you’ve worked on, everything is there. And we are just 
saying it as it is. It is just you guys know that there is much 
more to Curbing that what we just say. And this one is not 
part of curbing anymore. That’s actually very little 
difference, so I don’t think it will affect anything in the 
manuscript, in the workshop manual, etc.” 
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As the coding of the data progressed, it became evident that the innovation practices engaged 
in by the collaborators not only related to the service itself, but also to the system enacted to innovate 
the service. This finding was treated as a crystallised code related to systemic changes of how the 
innovation process was accomplished. Another coding template was created and utilised so as to 
reflect this systemic effect of the changes in practices. The additional codes added to the iterated 
coding template can be found in Table IV-VII.  

  
 

Table IV-VII - iterated coding template for paper three 

 
During the coding with the iterated coding template, two different sub-themes emerged out of 

the focus on how innovation practices affected the system. While some innovation interactions 
affected changes in how innovation was done, other innovations were only impactful once 
appropriated by the individual actors in their respective home-organisations. This led to the 
theorisation of two types of effects related to the appropriation of innovations from the IOC; co-
ontogenetic effects related to how each actor appropriated the innovations in their home-organisations 
and co-phylogenetic effects related to how the system changed once service innovations related to 
the doing of innovation itself. These two types of effects were grouped under the theme of Service 
Innovation Effects. The additional codes added to the iterated coding template reflecting these effects 
can be seen in Table IV-VII.  

A priori theme Description/includes Data example 
Service 
Innovation 

Changes to service by 
creation of new practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

Changes to service by 
renewal of existing 
practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

 Changes to service by 
removal of 
existing/redundant 
practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

Crystallised 
theme 

Description/includes Data example 

 Systemic effects related to 
changes in practices of 
innovating  

“I could see that to a lot of people. We have been talking 
about it, so we have a suggestion to you. How about this 
one? (…) and that is, that is just, I mean, this is really 
dense in time. But, I mean, because of the feedback, 
constantly, and the questions, and misunderstandings, 
so, I mean, this is how we are going to be doing I (…) it 
is not a lot of difference, but then we can still have it in 
the book, we can talk about it, and also if people saying 
Curbing-like, then we know we are down there.” 



 74 

 
 

A priori theme Description/includes Data example 

Service Innovation Changes to service by creation 
of new practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

Changes to service by renewal 
of existing practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

Changes to service by removal 
of existing/redundant practices 

See Table IV-VI above 

Crystallised theme Description/includes Data Example 

Service Innovation 
Effects 

Co-ontogenetic effects; the 
appropriation and realisation 
of value by each individual 
actor from service innovation 
done in the IOC 

Collaborators appropriate and realise value in 
different ways based on the co-developed 
innovation: 
 
“All of us, we have singing courses in our 
countries that are our businesses, so, if I gave a 
course that I called Complete Vocal Technique 
Course, of course I can do that (…) I mean, we 
all like to mix it up, with some of us singing 
classical education, I am sure they use that and 
so on (…) so if I call it my singing course, 
whatever my business for vocal jazz difficult 
vocal attempting course, and if I talk about 
anything about, of CVT, of course I call it that, 
and I don’t do something else. But I mean, what 
you said before is that, of course we can mix it 
up, as long as we don’t mess up what CVT is, 
means” 
 
Another example: 
“I did a course at Vocal Music Academy in 
Berlin, and they were asking me ‘can you do a 
course for music school, local music school, 
singing teachers’? So, new ideas on the singing 
teaching. So I did some teaching the teachers 
there, in 3 hours or something. But, I mean, I 
never called it the teacher’s education. But it 
was like giving them fresh ideas for your own 
singing teaching.” 

Co-phylogenetic effects: the 
changes to innovation 

A shared Auditory Analysis library to which 
everyone contributes, everyone benefits from, 
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Table IV-VIII - second iteration of coding template for paper three 

 
After having coded the empirical materials according to the final coding template, the data for 

each coded node in NVivo was read across the empirical materials. The practices related to each of 
the codes were interpreted together in terms of event-time to represent a process account of the data. 
From this the three sets of practices related to ‘Conceptual Co-Mapping’, ‘ Co-Transforming’, and 
‘Co-Evolving’ emerged, as well as the two identified effects of the engagement in these practices 
over time. Finally, these analytical findings were represented in a coherent account.  

 
 

4.3.2 Mediated discourse analysis 
The analytical strategy employed in the second paper of the dissertation is inspired by a 

mediated discourse analytical approach called nexus analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2004b), but does 
not constitute a complete nexus analysis. Nexus analysis is an ethnographic methodological strategy 
which inherently resonates with a practice approach in its dedication to social action and social 
practices (Scollon & Scollon, 2004b). Ethnography in an nexus analytical sense is the ‘extended study 
of action(s) undertaken by people in the course of living their lives. Doing ethnography requires 
active participation in the lives and actions with the people in which one is interested’ (Scollon & 
Scollon, 2004a, p. 13). A nexus analysis consists of three main activities: (a) engaging the nexus of 
practice, (b) navigating the nexus of practice, and (c) changing the nexus of practice (Scollon & 
Scollon, 2004a).  

According to Scollon and Scollon, engaging a nexus of practice relates to placing oneself in 
a zone of identification, that is, where and when the analyst is a part of the nexus under investigation. 
Navigating the discourse relates to working through the trajectories of participants, places, and 
situations across spatiality and temporality in order to understand the nexus under study. Navigating 

dynamics affected by service 
innovation done in the IOC 

and which changes how innovation is done 
during collaboration interactions: 
 
CS: “That we have a new idea for the sound 
that’s going to be in the book (…) if you hear 
anything like really obvious something, send it 
to CB, and then we will collect all these AA, and 
then we will make around 400-500 examples on 
the website for every little sound, so we can hear 
the high part. the low part. Middle part, 
everything. “ 
P12: “Also for the effects?” 
CS: “All the effects, all the modes, and 
everything. So, it would be fantastic if you would 
contribute with this (…) we are going to put it 
somewhere” 
CB: “I’m going to put it on CVI.my” 
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involves circumferencing, that is, delimiting or expanding the scope of study so as to include and 
connect relevant moments, acts, events and participants that make up the nexus. Finally, changing 
the nexus of practice relates to the researchers own role and actions as he or she engages the nexus, 
and how they inevitably changes the nexus under study. As such, nexus analysis is not meant as an 
‘action research strategy’ intended to intervene or disrupt a system by participating in solving the 
problems or challenges in a particular context as other types of ‘action research’ have proposed 
(Bryman, 2008). Rather, the changing aspect of a nexus analysis relates to the researcher staying 
aware of his or her own impact on the studied, a limitation as well as a strength highlighted in chapter 
I as an integral part of constructionist research (Burr, 2006).  

The research topic of the dissertation’s second paper is the communicative constitution of a 
collective identity as a mechanism for collective action. A nexus analytical perspective resonates well 
with this dedication since nexus analysis is an ethnographic approach useful for studying ‘the 
constitution of social groups through actions and practices’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2007). Inspired by 
the proposition to see discourse as both forms and components of social action (Scollon & Scollon, 
2007), the paper investigates the communicative constitution of ‘we’ as representative of 
communicative constitution of collective identities by investigating how things are talked about as a 
way to understand how worlds are constructed (Scollon & Scollon, 2007).  

Accordingly, the coding for paper was done in two rounds of coding. The first instance of 
coding focused on circumferencing the collectives and opening up the nexus of practice for each of 
the collectives by identifying instance of the discursive marker ‘we’ across the data set. Once all 
collectives identifiable in the data had been related to specific discursive constructions of ‘we’, the 
coding attention turned towards the purposes the ‘we’s played in the analysed interactions. Multiple 
creations from the communicatively constituted ‘we’s were found, which were subsequently 
categorised into four overall mechanisms. These four overall mechanisms constituted the nexus of 
practice under investigation. Each specific purpose of ‘we’ as related to the overall mechanisms, was 
described based on the categorisations.  
 
 
4.4 Member checks 

Constructionist and ethnographic research often encourages that the researcher stays reflexive 
in relation to the studied. This was operationalized in the dissertation as member-checks, such as has 
been done in previous practice studies (Nicolini, 2011). This has also been called member validation 
tests, (Lindlof & Taylor, 2018), host verification, or member tests of validity (Koschmann, 2008). 
Such checks are performed to allow the observed or studied to comment on, correct, or enrich 
accounts and is in line with propositions for how researchers can maintain reflexivity in 
constructionist research by “… building into their research opportunities for participants to comment 
upon their own accounts and those of the researcher.” (Burr, 2006, p. 156). Member checks were 
done with more than 150 of the people studied at update meetings, and served as a quality check of 
the performed analyses. These member checks both took the form of informal conversations as well 
as more formal presentations of the research. Whereas formal presentations for collaboration 
members during field-events afforded opportunities to share findings, the most elicited feedback 
arose in informal and conversations at social events before, during, or after IOC meetings.  Such an 
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approach to validation aligns with how King (2012) proposes to ensure quality in template analyses 
through eliciting respondent feedback to make sure that data is not misunderstood or erroneously 
interpreted. Thus, multiple member checks were performed during the research process as more data 
was constructed, more triangulations were done, and as the analyses unfolded for each of the three 
dissertation papers.  
 
 
4.5 Short introduction to the three papers  

Having outlined the dissertation’s methodological reflections in Chapter III and the 
operationalisation of these in the research design in Chapter IV, the following three chapters present 
the paper contributions made in the dissertation. Each chapter begins with a short description of the 
development process related to each paper, such as conference versions, submission to journals, etc. 
Next, an abstract for each paper is presented, followed by keywords. After each of the first two papers, 
a small connecting texts explicates how the papers fit within the overall research in relation to the 
following paper.  
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Paper one 
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5. Introduction to paper one 
A previous version of this paper was presented at the 32nd European Group for Organizational Studies 
(EGOS) conference with the theme ‘Organizing in the shadow of power’. The paper was presented 
in sub-theme 41, which was titled ‘Innovating across Boundaries: Practices of Interorganizational 
Collaboration’. The paper was submitted for review to the Journal of Management Studies on July 
29th 2018. The paper answers sub-research question one in its focus on the dynamic related to changes 
in IOC conditions. 
 

 
Practice Alignment and Directionality as Conditions of Accomplishing Inter-Organisational 
Collaboration 
 
 
Abstract 
Inter-organisational collaboration is prolific in practice and scholarship. Problematically,  
50-70% of collaborations fail. Recent calls for research propose qualitative approaches that resonate 
with dynamics as valuable for exploring why some collaborations fail while others succeed. 
Accordingly, this paper offers an in-depth case study exploring collaboration practices between 
multiple interdependent organisations engaging in IOC. The paper finds two conditions impacting 
collaborative accomplishments: practice alignment and directionality. Specifically, effective IOC 
emerges when enactment of collective directionalities combines with engagement in aligning 
practices. Collaborations fail when enactment of actor-dependent directionalities combines with 
engagement in misaligning practices. Stalemate collaborations emerge when enactment of collective 
directionalities combines with engagement in misaligning practices. Finally, unrealised IOC potential 
is identified in situations where actor-dependent directionalities combine with engagement in aligning 
practices. The study reveals strategies of practice realignment that change stalemate collaborations to 
effective collaborations and strategies of intentional IOC failure enabling co-destruction to protect 
intellectual property.  
 
Keywords: Inter-organisational collaboration, Inter-organisational dynamics, Longitudinal 
ethnographic case-study, Practice theory 
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Introduction  
Recent years have seen an increase in inter-organisational relations (IOR) and inter-

organisational collaboration (IOC) theorising and practicing (Das & Teng, 2002; Di Domenico et al., 
2009; Fonti et al., 2017; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Quélin, Kivleniece, & Lazzarini, 2017). These 
developments can be seen as responses to growing pressures and demands on organisations to provide 
solutions to problems beyond the ability and scope of any single organisation (Gray, 1985). IOCs 
provide participating organisations with the ‘requisite variety’ needed to address these meta-problems 
(Seidl & Werle, 2018) that organisations cannot solve unilaterally. IOCs can be defined as those 
‘cooperative inter-organisational relationships negotiated in ongoing communicative processes, 
which rely on neither market nor hierarchical mechanisms of control’ (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 323).  

Studies of IOCs often concern themselves with recurring relations among sets of actors with 
the aim of identifying why actors forge specific linkages under different circumstances and what 
consequences entail from the inter-organisational links and positions of actors within their 
relationships (Oliver & Ebers, 1998, p. 551) particularly with an interest in enhancing possibilities of 
achieving successful collaborative outcomes (Hibbert & Huxham, 2010) and realising collaborative 
advantages (Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 2005). 
Such a salient focus on success can be seen as motivated by observations that 50-70% of 
collaborations fail and that many collaborations do not meet the expectations of the engaging 
participants (Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Park & Ungson, 1997).  

Recent calls in the IOC literature have argued that the development of qualitative and detailed 
descriptions of the factors at work in inter-organisational processes are ways of enhancing the 
possibilities for inter-organisational collaborative success (Hardy et al., 2003; Hibbert & Huxham, 
2010; Huxham & Vangen, 2005). Specifically, recent calls for research have highlighted IOC 
dynamics (Das & Teng, 2002) as a prospective way ‘to explain why IOCs with the same 
characteristics thrive and others underperform’ (Majchrzak et al., 2014, p. 1338). 

Yet despite the promise of qualitative methods for studying collaboration, reviews across the 
IOR literature have historically revealed only limited qualitative accounts of cross-organisational 
relations (Grandori, 1997; Oliver & Ebers, 1998). Problematically, more recent studies point out that 
only a ‘few studies provide rigorous, qualitative examinations’ (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 322), that there 
is still virtually no discussion of the processes that characterize interpersonal relations between 
organizations (Ellis & Ybema, 2010, p. 298), and that most IOC research perplexingly neglects the 
heterogeneity and plurality between collaborators resulting in under-socialised analyses (Lumineau 
& Oliveira, 2018). Accordingly, recent calls for research in the field stress the importance of such 
qualitative perspectives as practices, routines, procedures, and collective experiences as essential for 
studying inter-organisational organising (Swärd, 2016). This is in line with previous IOC theorising 
arguing for the necessity of a practice perspective on IOC to address ‘the inherent dynamic at the 
heart of collaboration’ (Huxham, 2003, p. 411) as well as an increasingly broader appreciation of 
practice theory as offering potential for inspiring new theoretical conversations in organisation 
scholarship (Lounsbury & Beckman, 2015).   

A recent practice study in a collaborative setting between a firm and a brand community 
suggests that effective collaboration, defined as collaborations that lead to some form of value co-
creation, is contingent upon the condition of ‘practice alignment’ (Skålén et al., 2015). According to 
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Skålen et al. (2015), alignment in practices refers to the degree of similarity or dissimilarity in practice 
enactment. While the context of collaborations between a firm and a brand community does not 
strictly fit within a typical IOC definition, it does fit more recent definitions of IORs, which extend 
definitions to include more ‘loosely coupled’ forms of collaboration (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 
2011). Therefore, it is possible that the underlying dynamic of alignment as a condition related to 
collaborative success or failure also applies in IOC contexts. This cross-fertilisation of the practice 
alignment notion can be seen as motivated by previous conceptual propositions in IOC studies 
discussing how alignment of cognition has been noted as allowing individuals in collaborations to 
‘understand one another, utilize complimentary capabilities and achieve a common goal’ 
(Nooteboom, 2010, p. 611). However, we do not yet know how the alignment of practice in IOC 
contexts is a condition of accomplishing successful IOC. 

Therefore, this paper addresses how the notion of practice alignment may constitute a 
condition of accomplishing IOC in a case study of multiple cross-industry collaborators engaging in 
IOC activities for realising shared and common benefits. The study finds that practice alignment is 
not the sole condition enabling or constraining the realisation of successful IOC in the studied 
empirical case. Rather, the empirical analysis revealed that a specific directionality, what can be 
understood as a specific ‘teleo-affective structure’ (Schatzki et al., 2001) guiding collaborative 
practising, also enabled or hindered the realisation of successful IOC in specific ways. Accordingly, 
the paper theoretically proposes a model detailing not only practice alignment, but practice alignment 
and directionality in relation to what outcomes are realised in the investigated case study.  

This paper contributes to our understanding of how IOC is accomplished in four ways: (1) it 
participates in advancing a practice perspective of IOC and demonstrates how specific dimensions of 
practices relate to the accomplishment of four IOC outcomes, (2) it re-interprets IOC as dynamic 
accomplish in situ and empirically demonstrates how IOC outcomes are not static but dynamic 
accomplishments that change over time even within the same IOC, (3) it empirically demonstrates 
strategies for rectifying stalemate collaborations to successful collaborations by strategies of 
realigning practice, and (4) demonstrates the strategic value of IOC failure and co-destruction as ways 
for IOC members to protect markets, products, services, or intellectual property. The paper draws on 
a longitudinal qualitative case-study methodology in order to provide analysis grounded in social 
action, and, thereby, address recently highlighted blind spots in IOC scholarship caused by the 
prevalence of quantitative methods of inquiry.  

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows: initially, a theoretical framework is 
developed based on a discussion of extant IOC literature in relation to dynamics and practice theory. 
This is followed by an introduction to the empirical context of the case study, the methods of data 
collection, and method of data analysis. Next, the findings from the analyses are presented and 
summarised into a theoretical framework detailing four outcomes of IOC interactions based on the 
two investigated conditions of IOC success. The paper concludes with a discussion of the theoretical 
contribution this paper makes to IOC scholarship.  
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Theoretical Framework 
IOC is an umbrella term covering multiple forms of collaborative (what is sometimes also 

referred to as cooperative) organising. IOC is a large, and somewhat, fragmented body of scholarships 
(Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Vangen, Hayes, & Cornforth, 2014), 
reflected in how IOCs have been studied from a range of disciplinary and theoretical bases (Cropper 
et al., 2009a, 2009b) resulting in the field becoming a messy ‘cacophony of heterogeneous concepts, 
theories, and research results’ (Oliver & Ebers, 1998).  

Typical definitions of IOC include such organisational forms as alliances (e.g. Becerra, 
Lunnan, & Huemer, 2008; Hennart, 2006), joint ventures (e.g. Inkpen, 2000; Inkpen & Currall, 2004), 
buyer-supplier agreements (e.g. Langfield-Smith & Greenwood, 1998; Lazzarini, Claro, & Mesquita, 
2008), not-for-profit relationships (e.g. Osborne et al., 2008; Weber, Weidner, Kroeger, & Wallace, 
2017), networks (e.g. Hardy et al., 2003; Lam, 2007; Phelps et al., 2012), R&D consortia (e.g. Eisner 
et al., 2009), and more recently, collaborative ecologies (e.g. Caldwell, Roehrich, & George, 2017; 
Dougherty & Dunne, 2011; Ozalp, Cennamo, & Gawer, 2018). Additionally, some scholars have 
argued that such loose relations as licensing, co-branding, franchising, and trade associations also 
constitute a part of the veritable jungle of work focused on IOC (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011). 

Across these  various forms of collaborative organising, extant literature has focused on 
exploring conceptual notions such as trust (e.g. Bachman, 2003; Lui, 2009; Swärd, 2016), learning 
(e.g. Hagedoon & Duysters, 2002; Holmqvist, 2003), power (e.g. Lyon, 2016), knowledge (e.g. 
Collinson & Wilson, 2006; Janowicz-Panjaitan & Noorderhaven, 2009; Lam, 1997), tradition (e.g. 
Hibbert & Huxham, 2010), coordination (e.g. Grandori, 1997; Grandori & Soda, 1995), and contracts 
(e.g. Blumberg, 2001) and their relation to and impact on collaborative success. Practice, as a fully-
fledged theoretical approach to the study of IOC, is only emerging (Smith, 2012). 

An over-arching goal of achieving effective collaboration can be identified across the 
previously-studied organisational forms and theoretical perspectives. As Hardy et al. (2005) conclude 
“… researchers and practitioners alike are interested in identifying the factors and processes that 
lead to the accomplishment of effective collaboration …” (p. 58) in search for optimising 
collaboration efforts and outcomes. While still important, such research interests are not new. At the 
conception of the field of IOC, Gray (1985) noted that collaborations rely on the heterogeneity of 
actors, activities, and information brought to bear for generating innovative solutions. 
Problematically, many collaborations still fail to produce such innovative outcomes (Hardy et al., 
2005), and why they do so remains an open question.  

Accordingly, recent IOC scholarship has argued for the relevance of dynamic and temporal 
perspectives (Das & Teng, 2002; Majchrzak et al., 2014; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) so as to provide 
explanations for why IOC failure and success is accomplished (Cropper & Palmer, 2010).. IOC 
dynamics can be defined as changes in IOC conditions, changes in IOC mechanisms, and changes in 
IOC processes (Majchrzak et al., 2014) investigable in empirical studies covering extended periods 
of time (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). A dynamic perspective on IOC draws on propositions to see 
environments, organizations, and interorganizational relations as dynamic as opposed to 
conceptualising IOCs as ‘a single function or a characteristic (such as contractual frames or 
organizational structures)’ (Majchrzak et al., 2014, p. 1357). This paper posits that practice 
approaches converge with a research agenda focused on IOC dynamics because practice approaches 
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are dedicated to re-conceptualising organisational work as socially produced in situ, and in extension, 
offer re-conceptualisation of such notions as organisational structures as social accomplishment 
rather than as static entities. 

  
 

Situating practice theory for studying IOC dynamics 
Practice approaches have gained grounds in the study of organising and work since the 

introduction of the ‘practice turn’  (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011; Orlikowski, 2007; Schatzki et al., 
2001; Whittington, 2006; Zundel & Kokkalis, 2010) or ‘return to practice’ in organisational studies 
(Buch et al., 2015; Llewellyn & Spence, 2010; Nicolini, 2009, 2011, 2012; Nicolini et al., 2003; 
Nicolini et al., 2012). Practice approaches hold central that social life is ongoingly produced and 
reproduced through ‘recurrent action’ and allow for the study of ‘organising in the making’ (Feldman 
& Orlikowski, 2011). While ‘there is no unified practice-approach’ (Schatzki et al., 2001), a practice 
lens considers social and organisational life as the ‘real-time accomplishment of ordinary activities’ 
(Nicolini & Monteiro, 2017), and as such take organised activities as a basic unit of analysis.  

A practice-based approach is founded on a distinct social ontology where the social consists 
of embodied, materially interwoven practices that are centrally organised around shared practical 
understandings (Schatzki et al., 2001, p. 12). As Feldman and Orlikowski (2011) argue, a practice 
perspective proposes that ‘everyday actions are consequential in producing the structural contours of 
social life’ (p. 1240). In this sense, practice approaches are inherently dynamic, since they focus on 
accomplishment and enactment in situ (Nicolini et al., 2003).  

For the purposes of studying IOC, practices may be defined as ‘open-ended spatial-temporal 
manifolds of actions’ (Schatzki et al. (2001, p. 471) made up of smaller units of analysis called ‘molar 
units’ (Nicolini, 2012). Molar units consist of smaller units of action configured in ways that carry 
specific, contextual, and embedded meaning to the doers when carrying out specific activities 
(Nicolini, 2012). Accordingly, collaboration, from a practice perspective, is not a ‘thing’ one can 
have (e.g. a noun), but rather arrays of actions organised in specific ways that accomplish 
collaborating (e.g. a verb).  

Collaborating then, as molar units, can be understood as consisting of multiple sayings and 
doings that come together as meaningful actions over time. Lewis (2006) describes it simply: 
“Collaboration is less like a single action (e.g. kicking a ball) and more like an organized activity 
(e.g. a ball game)” (p. 189). In order to realise a goal in an organised activity – in this example 
winning a ball game – practices are enacted for specific purposes and ends in specific and meaningful 
ways. That is, one would not pick up a football with the hands during a football match (except in very 
specific situations) and throw the ball at one’s own goal, just as one would not try to kick a basketball 
with the feet towards the basketball net if playing basketball. These simple examples serve so as to 
illustrate how a practice perspective takes a processual stance (Nicolini, 2011), where organisational 
knowing, and consequently organising, can be conceived of as a form of ‘social expertise and 
collective knowledgeability’ (p. 602). In the same manner as the organising of a ball game, and the 
accomplishment of winning such a game, requires a certain knowledgeability in enactment of specific 
actions in a specific order (as well as refraining from certain actions), collaboration too can be 
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approached as a specific form of organising and accomplishment. To do so, a closer inspection of 
how practices are organised may be helpful.  

Nicolini (2012) and Schatzki et al. (2001) note how four specific dimensions are relevant 
when discussing how the accomplishment of actions are organised into practices: (1) practical 
understandings, (2) explicit rules, (3) teleo-affective structure, and (4) general understandings. That 
is, actions are organised into practices through (1) practical understandings in which sayings and 
doings come together to express similar meaning (e.g. in the example of football; raising a hand and 
blowing the whistle to indicate an indirect free kick during a football match), through (2) explicit 
rules prescribing chains of actions, i.e. what to do an in which order (e.g. knowing not to kick-off the 
football before the referee has blown his whistle), through (3) teleo-affective structure, or the 
directionality of practice, which links sayings and doings to an end goal and the complex arrangement 
of tasks and projects needed to achieve the goal (e.g. the coordination of players towards scoring the 
most goals and winning the game), and through (4) the general understandings of how activities 
‘hang together’ which lets doers make sense of sayings and doings as part of larger wholes (e.g. the 
organising of a football match in two 45-minute halves with halftime in between).  

As briefly introduced, a recent study of collaboration draws on a practice perspective to 
investigate how the condition of practice alignment impacts the ability of firms and brand 
communities to successfully collaborate (Skålén et al., 2015). The study proposes that practice 
alignment refers to the ‘matching’ of practices of one collaborative partner to another collaborative 
partner’s. Skålén et al. (2015) show how collaboration between a firm and a brand community is 
enabled or inhibited by the alignment or misalignment of practicing, defined by the authors as the 
degree of similarity or dissimilarity between enacted practices. Skålén and colleagues find that a 
condition for effective collaboration, defined as collaboration that leads to some form of value co-
creation, is the engagement in congruent practices by both firm and community, or what they term 
alignment of practices. They argue that failure to engage in practice in congruent ways – what they 
term misalignment of practice - leads to co-destruction defined as the engaging parties being ‘worse 
off after an interaction’.  

These notions of alignment can be considered as reflecting specific aspects of the organising 
of practice. Skålen et al. (2015) operationalised the notion of alignment of practice as the congruent 
enactment of procedures (explicit rules), understandings (what to say and do), and engagements (the 
emotionally commitment to practice) (p. 607). If mapping these theoretical underpinnings of practice 
alignment to the organising of practice, especially procedures and understandings as operationalised 
by Skålén et al (2015), resemble what Nicolini (2012) and Schatzki et al. (2001) refer to as practical 
understandings and explicit rules. The overlap between ‘procedures’ as explicit rules map onto the 
social theory concept of ‘explicit rules’, whereas ‘understandings’ map fittingly onto the notion of 
‘practical understanding’. Finally, what Skålen and colleagues referred to as ‘engagements’, may in 
some way reflect the affective aspect of the teleo-affective dimension of practice organising, since 
Skålen et al. conceptualise engagements as emotional commitment. However, Skålén and colleagues 
do not explicitly address the teleological dimension of the organising of practice, nor the general 
understanding dimension.  

As noted in the introduction, the empirical context from which the notion of practice 
alignment originates, differs from typical definitions of IOC contexts, yet falls within more recent 
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definitions. Regardless, the underlying practice dimensions are widely applicable in organisational 
contexts for understanding work and organising. Therefore, with an outset in the rich conceptual 
background of IOC and practice theory, this paper investigates how practice alignment constitute a 
condition of accomplishing inter-organisational collaboration in an empirical case study. 
 
 
Research Design 
Research setting 

The present paper draws on data from a longitudinal case study conducted in the collaborative 
contexts referred to by collaborators as the ‘Complete Vocal Technique Community’ (henceforth 
‘CVT Community’) to shed light on practice alignment. Complete Vocal Technique (hereafter CVT) 
is the largest singing technique in the world (Complete Vocal Institute, 2018), and is the method 
around which the biggest group of terminologically agreeing singing teachers and voice professionals 
have gathered. CVT, as an approach to voice, is used in singing tuition, speech tuition, clinical voice 
work, and speech pathology work in more than 25 countries across the globe in a variety of very 
different private and public organisations that come together in the IOC called the ‘CVT Community’ 
to further maintain and develop the approach through IOC activities.  

The CVT Community consists of ‘Authorised CVT Teachers’ from a variety of different 
backgrounds and organisations. The collaboration includes internationally renowned conservatory 
educators from many different institutions, teachers and/or researchers from universities across 
Europe and the US, teachers from publicly owned music schools, owners and employees from small 
and medium-sized businesses, faculty and managers from large singing-tuition organisations, speech 
pathologists and speech therapists, studio producers, and singers and stage-performers (see Figure 
V-I).  
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Figure V-I - Overview of IOC participants 

 
The voice professionals in the IOC recognise that the development and maintenance of a 

single and shared method, such as CVT aiming at covering all sounds the human voice can possibly 
make, is not attainable nor sustainable by any single person or organisation alone. Hence, the 
participating organisations recognise that they are co-dependent upon each other for the development 
and maintenance of CVT through collaborative resource integration. Accordingly, participating 
organisations continually engage in collaborative activities to create shared resources, integrate 
research findings, develop teaching practices, and conceptually develop CVT as a comprehensive 
vocal technique. Consequently, CVT is foundationally constituted as a collaborative endeavour, 
resembling previously investigated resource-dependency contexts in IOC research (Huxham & 
Vangen, 2005), which are highly suitable for investigating IOC due to their collaborative and 
interdependent constitution.  
 
 
Research Methods 

The present study was built on an ethnographic approach drawing on ‘participant observation’ 
(Savage, 2000; Waddington, 2004; Zahle, 2012) and was interpretative with an abductive reasoning 
(Bryman, 2008). This approach shares similarities with emerging investigations of IOCs from 
naturally occurring data in ways similar to organisational ethnography (see for example Huxham & 
Beech, 2003). This approach allowed for the elicitation of more nuanced and detailed descriptions of 
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the activities that are part of the CVT IOC activities, in contrast to previous IOC research that has 
centred on quantitative methods of measurement.  

For seven years the author followed the collaborators in the CVT IOC in three stages; first as 
an outsider coming into the collaboration over a period of three years (six seminars pr. year consisting 
of four days) - along with other newcomers -, secondly, as an insider participating in practicing on 
equal footing with other members (bi-annual gatherings consisting of three days each), and lastly, as 
an insider engaged in document collection and interviewing of key collaborators (six-month 
placement in one of the IOC organisations, as well as attending management meetings and research 
and development sessions). A summary of the three stages can be seen in Table V-I.  
 

  Explored Context Types of observed 
interactions 

Reason for 
inclusion Types of Data 

Community 
newcomer 

- Seminars from the 
‘The 3-Year 
Singer/Singing Teacher 
Diploma Course’ 
organised in six-four-
day seminars pr. year 
- Meetings between 
newcomers as 
preparation to seminars 
  
  

3- hour sessions from 
the education: 
- SWP (Singing with 
pianist) 
- SDA (Singing with 
digital 
accompaniment 
- TEO (Teaching 
each other) 
- Technical subjects 
such as ‘Teaching 
Overdrive’ or 
‘Teaching Edge’ 
- Topic sessions 
covering pedagogical 
subjects such as 
‘Working with 
Status’ or ‘Taking 
care of the singer and 
yourself.’ 

The ‘3-year course’ 
is the only 
education granting 
the protected title 
of ‘Authorised 
CVT Teacher’ and 
subsequently access 
to the ‘CVT 
community’ 
 
Focus: following 
practitioners in 
becoming 
‘Authorised CVT 
Teachers’ 

Audio/Video 
recordings of 
interactions 
 
Documents 
from seminars 
- Educator 
hand-outs  
- PowerPoints 
- Keynotes 
 

Participating 
member 

- Bi-annual gatherings 
called ‘Updates’ 
- International 
conferences and 
conventions 

Updates from 2015-
2017 (bi-annual): 
- Research 
presentations and 
discussions 
- Development of 
new products and 
services 

Updates are the 
context in which 
collaboration 
mainly unfolds, 
since this is where 
the collaborators 
gather to discuss 
recent 
developments in 
vocal technique and 
bring their newest 

Audio/Video 
recordings of 
interactions 
 
Documents 
- Update 
Schedules 
- Update 
summaries 
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- Development of 
CVT as sets of 
teaching practices 
- Development of 
strategies, guidelines, 
and formal 
documentations 

experiences, ideas, 
research, projects, 
and other news to 
engage in 
‘updating’ each 
other as voice 
professionals 
 
Focus: Following 
the life of being an 
‘Authorised CVT 
Teacher’  

- Collections of 
graphs, 
illustrations, 
images, and 
video/audio 
samples 

Researching 
member 

- Member-
organisations’ meetings 
- Interviewing / 
informally talking to 
singing teachers, 
administrative officers, 
office managers, 
communication 
managers, course 
responsible personnel, 
the founder of the 
technique 
- Internal social media 
‘CVI.my’ (document 
reservoir) 
- ‘Authorised CVT 
Teacher’ Facebook 
group 
- Internal e-mail lists 
  

 - Management 
meetings 
- R&D meetings 
- Ethics meetings 
- Research 
publication meetings 
 

 The member-
organisation 
meetings provided 
access to 
reflections on 
choices and 
structures in the 
collaborations, as 
well as providing 
access to many of 
the collaboration 
outcomes (such as 
apps, manuals and 
manuscripts) 
 
Focus: Following 
the organising of 
collaboration and 
related outcomes  

Audio/Video 
recording of 
interactions 
 
Documents: 
- Formal 
manuals and 
manuscripts 
- Guidelines on 
‘how to be a 
CVT Teacher’ 
- Overviews of 
teaching 
approaches (e.g. 
graphical 
models and 
illustrations) 
- Guidelines for 
dealing with 
specific 
teaching issues 

Table V-I - Overview of conducted field work 

 
Across the three stages of the research, field notes were kept and subsequently used to guide 

the recollection of the observed interactions and the purposive use of the collected documents. In 
total, 336 hours and 17 minutes of participant observation recordings were constructed, along with 
93 participant observational notes (291 pages in total), and the collection of 101 documents and 
materials (2422 pages in total). To simplify the analysis, prototypical examples of interactions and 
documents from all three stages of the data collection were chosen for ad verbatim transcription and 
subsequent analysis, including several interactions from the 3-year course and multiple presentations 
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and group discussions from update gatherings, along with documents used and worked on in the 
various interactions.  

The analysis itself was based on an interpretive research strategy (Bryman, 2008) of iterative 
cycles of data collection, data coding, and data analysis, adapted from the analytical strategy of 
Template Analysis (Crabtree & Miller, 2000; King, 2004, 2012). Template analysis is a structured 
way to identify themes from large sets of textualised data, based on both a priori themes from the 
theoretical underpinnings (here practice alignment) as well as themes crystallising from the data itself. 
The building of theory from such thematic coding, then, is based on abductive reasoning of combining 
the crystallising evidence with the sensitising concepts (in this case the sensitising concepts from 
practice theory and the research question derived from IOC literature) into higher order aggregates. 

A template analysis involves five steps: (1) creating a code manual, (2) coding text, (3) sorting 
segments to get all similar texts in one place, (4) reading segments together and make connections 
that are subsequently corroborated and legitimised, (5) representing the account (Crabtree & Miller, 
2000). The coding for the analysis was conducted in NVivo, which was used specifically for steps 2, 
3, and 4 in the analytical process in order to organise the data and coding.  

The first coding template was developed based on the three dimensions of practice alignment, 
adopted from Skålén et al., (2015). This included procedures, understandings, and engagements. The 
first coding template consisting of these a priori themes, a description of the included themes, and a 
data example. A table representing this can be found in annex 1. The first round of analysis consisted 
of identifying, categorising, and collating recurrent sayings and doings enacted by participants related 
to collaboration activities in order to identify practices and their association with collaboration 
outcomes. Accordingly, the employed coding template was constantly adjusted to include and cover 
identified practices related to collaboration activities in order to trace projects across interactions with 
different participant constellations, over periods of time, and in different physical locations. 

As the coding related to template one progressed, an additional theme crystallised from the 
data. This theme related to the way collaborators explicitly constructed the orientation towards which 
the collaboration activities were being directed. Specifically, two different orientations were observed 
in the data: an explicit construction of a collaborative orientation where sought outcomes were aimed 
towards collective benefits and an opposite orientation in which collaborators oriented outcomes and 
benefits to themselves and/or their respective home-organisations. Accordingly, a second template 
was created that included this crystallised code under the crystallised theme of ‘directionality’. The 
second coding template iterating on the contents from coding template one as well as the crystallised 
codes related to directionality can be found in annex 2.  

Upon having completed the coding of the data sets, all connected segments were compiled 
and read together to form a coherent account of the studied interactions. Specifically, the identified 
practices were organised into the activities and projects that they were accomplishing. The analyses 
of the empirical material continued until theoretical saturation (Bryman, 2008) was reached.  

After having analysed the data, continuous re-engagement with the practitioners in the CVT 
IOC were undertaken to perform ‘member checks’ of the findings, where findings were presented by 
the author and commented on by participants. These checks led to further insights that could then be 
used for several iterations of analyses and further discoveries. Over the course of the research, more 
than 150 practitioners were given opportunities to comment on, amend any erroneous accounts, and 
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enrich accounts with further detailed descriptions and nuances. This followed the ‘site’ perspective 
offered by Nicolini (2011) as a way to elicit more detail about a studied context than already 
uncovered during observations, as well as serving to correct any misinterpretations.   

 
 

Findings 
A total of 17 practices related to collaboration were identified in the case context. These 

practices were aggregates of sayings and doings organised towards specific projects in the 
collaboration. Four projects were identified in the case context: (1) performing ‘colleague’ in the 
CVT Community, (2) Dealing with multiple-level knowings, (3) Being an Authorised CVT Teacher, 
and (4) Maintaining unisonous CVT Practising (an overview of the identified practices and their 
organising can be found in Table V-II).  
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Projects Practices Description 
Performing 
‘colleague’  

Drawing on shared 
repertoire of sayings 
and doings  

Participants signal belonging by drawing on the shared 
repertoire of terminology, artefact references, technical jargon, 
context references, and by particular sound examples 

Sharing Participants value sharing their experiences from other 
contexts and communities related to the development of CVT 

Proposing Participants propose new terms, directions, and 
conceptualisations to CVT 

Discussing and 
evaluating 

Participants debate pros and cons of the proposed terms and 
their ramifications for the method as a whole 

Trying out and testing Participants try out new conceptualisations as singers and 
teachers for testing and gaining practical experience 

Voting Participants democratically vote on proposed changes 

Remote-contributing Participants share and contribute with materials, singing 
examples, and input in-between updates via email and social 
media 

Constructing 
collectivity  

Participants construct a ‘we’, ‘us’, and ‘colleagues’ of 
participants within the IOC 

Emphasising and 
explicating non-
congruent practising 

Participants directly explicate practising of CVT that is non-
congruent with the established collaboration practices 

Distancing from non-
congruent practising 

Participants formally and informally express distance towards 
non-congruent practising  

Dealing with 
multiple-level 
knowings 

Reconciling divergent 
knowing towards 
collaborative end 

Participants incorporate system changes, such as new types of 
media, by reconciling their divergent knowing towards the 
collaborative end through Abandoning divergent knowing and 
Adopting new/established common knowings 

Using re-conciliated 
knowings as 
foundations for 
collaboration 

Upon having realigned their practices by abandoning a non-
IOC practice and adopting an alternative agreed-upon practice 
(new or established), participants seize opportunities for 
creating new practices  

Managing and 
leveraging multiple 
levels of knowing 

The CVT IOC operates with three co-existing levels of 
knowing; Ideation, Practical teaching, decision. 
Ideation is always more informed than practical teaching and 
decision levels. And practical teaching is always more 
advanced than decision levels 
 
Ideation level; idea proposed inside the CVT IOC by CVI 
staff, Authorised CVT Teachers, and researchers 
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Table V-II - Overview of identified practices and their organising into four overall projects 

 
These sets of practices were performed by collaborators as they undertook the collaborative 

work. While it is not possible to present all of the performances that were observed in the case setting, 
the following sections present four short, yet illustrative, vignettes of collaborative outcomes and how 
the two identified conditions of practice alignment and directionality relates to realising such 
outcomes. The vignettes are organised in the coming sections in relation to the accomplishment of 
four identified outcomes of IOC interactions: Effective IOC, Failed IOC, Stalemate IOC, and 
Unrealised IOC.  

 
 
Effective inter-organisational collaboration – Collective directionalities and aligning practices 

In the investigated context, effective and successful inter-organisational collaborations ensued 
in interactions characterised by enactment of collective directionalities and engagement in aligning 
practices. This vignette serves as to illustrate how the two conditions enabled IOC in the studied case 
context.  

The CVT method works with four primary vocal modes – ‘gears of the voice’ or simply ways 
of producing sound - referred to as ‘Neutral’, ‘Curbing’,’ Overdrive’, and ‘Edge’. For a period of 
years, the practices related to teaching Curbing had been a sort of ‘trash bin’ for teaching related to 
all sorts of restrained sounds that could not be classified as belonging to any of the other three more 
well-established categories. Over a series of three update meetings, Curbing became the topic of 
interest and practice that needed to evolve. It was pointed out by some organisations that Curbing as 

Practical Teaching level; ideas are used by authorised CVT 
teachers in their singing teaching as well as implemented as 
part of the curricula at educations at CVI 
Decision level; practices are made formal and explicit to the 
public  

‘being an 
Authorised 
CVT teacher’ 

Doing organisational 
multi-membership 

Participants enact multi-membership when learning new 
material that needs adaptation/translation into host-
organisations, where materials are related back to own 
contexts for sense-making 

Doing ‘one 
organisation’ 

Participants act as members of ‘one organisation’ in order to 
maintain CVT unison by adhering to formalised practices of 
ethicality and codes of conduct 

Maintaining 
unisonous 
CVT 
practicing 

Constructing ‘the 
other’ as a non-
collective  

Participants construct ‘others’ as foreign and unwanted in the 
IOC due to engagement in non-congruent CVT practising 

Eliminating Copycats Participants construct separation between right and wrong 
practices of CVT teaching. Engaging in ‘wrong practices’ –i.e. 
copycat practices - is villainized and sought eliminated 
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a category contained multiple sounds, which goes against an established practice in the IOC of ‘one 
sound = one term’, as one participant noted “when you have one name, and this name was at once 
one thing, then you found out, oh oh, it was actually two things. Who should have the name?”. This 
led the collaborators to explicitly construct the direction of ‘sorting out confusion related to Curbing’, 
or as one participant explicates it: “… we say that that has to be Curbing. I am not absolutely sure 
that it is Curbing. It could be here, or it could be Curbed Edge”. Curbing is one of the four primary 
pillars of the CVT technique, which all participants rely on in their diverse work. Therefore, the 
orientation towards collectively working with Curbing for the benefit of all was observed as a 
collective directionality that enabled collaboration. The collective dimension of the directionality was 
visible in ensuing discussions which centred around statements such as ‘we have been practising 
Curbing for many years’, or ‘we have taught a lot of Curbing’, and in effect, establishing the 
collective aspect of the directionality by the use of ‘we’.  

In the interactions, collaborators enacted multiple of the practices belonging to the aggregate 
of ‘performing ‘colleague’ in the CVT Community’, such as drawing on the shared repertoire of 
sayings and doings of CVT, sharing experiences related to teaching Curbing or investigating Curbing 
as a theoretical construct, proposing new terms and solutions towards dealing with Curbing such as, 
amongst many more, ‘Gravel Road’, ‘Highway’, ‘Byway’, ‘Sideway’, ‘Ramp’, as well as engaging in 
practices of discussing and evaluating the proposed terms, trying out and testing the new 
conceptualisations, and finally, over a series of updates, voting on the new terminology and models.  

The practice of referring to other IOC members as ‘colleagues’ rather than as someone other 
than oneself can be seen as an enabling practice of establishing a collective understanding and thereby 
collective directionality. The collaborators explicitly recognise this in statements such as: “we are not 
employed here, by each other. But we can, we have the opportunity to think like part of what we are 
doing together is like a company … then we will be so much stronger”. The use of ‘we’ as well as the 
sense of ‘doing together’ explicitly denote collective directionalities that guide the way collaboration 
is practiced. Moreover, the collaborators also recognise how a collective directionality supersedes 
individual orientations and their respective organisations. One collaborator summarises it simply:  

 
“We have CVT, it’s like what we are all using. And this CVT thing is the biggest thing, it is 

bigger than all of us … and if we brand that as and keep on pushing that we are doing a good job, 
an honest job, then nobody can compete with that”. 

  
In this sense, collaborators are explicitly aware of the collective directionality needed in order 

for the IOC to be successful and how such an orientation guides practices in ways that may conflict 
with practices enacted by collaborators in relation to their respective organisational affiliations.  

The following is an example of the sequencing of work in the IOC, which begins with a 
collaborator proposing his organisation’s proposal for new terms: “we propose Highway and Byway. 
And we think byway is a scenic route...”.  which was followed by discussions of the new terms, such 
as a member stating that “… there is something with the vowel. I can imagine when I speak up, 
highway byway, it is sort of the same, but I do like it…”. This was followed by several discussions of 
the terminology, such as: “Are we taking into account the fact that we are not working only with 
native speakers? to which another participant replied “yeah, but we cannot take into account if people 
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are not using the word correctly. We have to, for what is important, is that we choose something that 
is correct English … we can explain everything, I mean we even explain there is something called 
Overdrive, even Curbing.”. Practices of discussing a variety of solutions to the proposed changes in 
Curbing teaching-practices continued, until no more points of concern were raised by collaboration 
members. Then, practices of voting were instigated by members asking “how many think Byway is a 
good idea? And who thinks it’s a horrible idea?”. Finally, this resulted in the collaborative outcome 
of a complete re-haul of the CVT model into the two new transitional concepts of ‘Highway’ and 
‘Byway’.  

Since the participating organisations were all drawing on practices of ‘doing CVT teacher’, 
such as using the CVT terminology, relating new concepts to already-established CVT terminology, 
as well as evaluating the terminology based on CVT pedagogical practices, the enacted practices were 
observed as aligning. While the participating organisations appropriated CVT differently, and as such 
engaged in different practices, the practices aligned as they were congruent with CVT practising as a 
whole, and as a result enabled collaboration. This combined with the collectively constructed 
direction of ‘sorting out Curbing’ for the benefit of the ICO as a whole allowed for the collaborative 
outcome of “Highway” and “Byway” as a new set of teaching practices that all participating 
organisations benefitted from.  

 
 

Failed inter-organisational collaboration – Actor-specific directionalities and misaligning Practices 
In the investigated context, failed collaborations resulted from interactions in which 

collaborators enacted actor and/or home-organisation specific directionalities and engaged in 
misaligning practices. Observed collaborations of this combination of conditions failed and, in some 
cases, even led to co-destruction. The following two vignettes serve as to illustrate how the two 
conditions constrained IOC in the case context.   

Examples of failed collaborations are often referred to by collaborators as ‘marketing war’, 
where the typical collective directionality referred to as being ‘colleagues’ by use of the reference 
‘we’ is replaced with an explicit denotation of an ‘other’. Here, ‘other’ is meant to denote those voice 
professionals teaching and using CVT without formal training to do so, and therefore, voice 
professionals with non-legitimate claims to the title of ‘Authorised CVT Teacher’ – or as one 
participant denotes them “The teachers using the terminology of CVT without really knowing it at 
all”. Such voice professionals are referred to by the CVT IOC members as ‘copycats’. 

Copycats, according to the IOC members, claim to engage in practices of CVT, but are, in the 
eyes of the IOC, engaging in misaligning practices since they only employ the terminology, but do 
not enact CVT practices in ways that align with how the IOC enacts CVT practices. As one of the 
collaborators explains it: “talking about copycats. We all know them, they can be so … annoying, but 
anyway, that’s part of having success … that people are stating copying what we do”. In these 
situations, collaborative endeavours with such partners often fail, leading the CVT IOC members to 
engage in practices related to ‘Maintaining unisonous CVT Practising’ to explicitly construct the 
copycats as ‘others’ and as a non-collective that the IOC should distance itself from in order to 
eliminate potential tensions. 
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In one such example, the CVT IOC has been engaging in initiating a collaboration with a firm 
holding a strong position in a market with growing interest for CVT teaching. The market is of 
strategic value to the IOC and the firm, which the IOC is considering collaborating with, is successful 
in this market. The firm employs no Authorised CVT Teachers, yet still claims to be educating singing 
teachers as CVT Teachers. The firm has taken CVT-specific practices such as aspects of the shared 
repertories, graphical materials, course structures, and jargon related to CVT practices, but enact these 
in ways that are incongruent to the CVT IOC practices. Many of the actions of the potential 
collaboration partner were not strictly speaking illegal, yet they misaligned with how the CVT IOC 
understands CVT practising. Subsequent discussions between IOC collaborators reflected how the 
CVT IOC engaged in practices related to actively villainising the firm and how the IOC members 
engaged in actions to actively stop the firm from practising CVT teaching in ways that could 
potentially create a fragmented market. As one collaborator summarised it:  

 
“This one was quite creative, He cut out a video, one of the CVI videos … and said the name 

of his own school instead of CVI. Then he did the same with the beamer charts. The took the 
beamer charts and cut away everything about CVI and put in like it was his own material. It is not 
his own material, it is CVI material … Then we said, come on, this is copyright violation, you are 

not allowed to do that …. Then he wanted to work with the Authorised CVT teachers and he tried to 
hire, he actually tried to hire quite a lot of teachers, but these authorised teachers … they’d rather 
work on their own, and they work in other constellations. So, he had a hard time getting them to 
work with him, so he said, oh what do I do, I need to earn some money. So, I’ll train some new 

teachers. And as they were not CVT teachers, he had to make another method, he still thinks that 
CVT is working perfect. The last thing he did this year, it is actually launched a whole new method 
called Vocal Essence, and that is also because he can sell the CVT courses, but he cannot sell the 

other courses.”. 
 
The practices engaged in by the non-CVT firm is misaligning with how the IOC members 

typically enact practices related to ‘performing colleague in the CVT community’, by drawing on the 
shared repertoires in divergent ways, not engaging in sharing and proposing, and by not recognising 
the non-congruent practising. Accordingly, IOC members talk about the practices of the non-IOC 
firm with such statements as “You cannot do that”, “That is horrible”, or “That is bad”. Evidently, 
the misalignment of practices related to ‘collegiality’ and ‘being an Authorised CVT Teacher’ caused 
indignation.  

Moreover, the interactions between the non-IOC group of teachers in the prospective partner 
firm and the CVT IOC do not exhibit the usual collective directionality observed in the successful 
IOCs. Rather, these interactions are characterised by a construction of actor and home-specific 
directionalities. That is, both the non-CVT teachers and the CVT IOC members maintain separate 
directionalities, and in doing so, actively construct the other party as ‘foreign’ or ‘otherly’. This is 
reflected in the use of such pronouns as ‘he’, ‘his’, and ’they’ as opposed to how CVT IOC members 
often reflect their collective directionality in uses of such pronouns as ‘we’ and ‘us’ in their doing of 
‘colleague’.  
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In this example, none of the typical collaborative practices of ‘proposing’, ‘sharing’, 
‘discussing’, or ‘voting’ are enacted, but rather, CVT IOC members engage in distancing to and 
foreignization of the doer of the non-congruent practising, with an active engagement in practices of 
emphasising and explicating non-congruent practising. Collaborators do so in statements such as: 
“the other guy who is re-writing CVT” or ‘he has problems because he is doing things wrongly’. This 
negatively impacted the opportunities for the construction of a collective directionality, and 
ultimately lead to failure in the collaboration efforts. 

In some situations, collaborators intentionally misalign their practices and refrain from 
establishing a collective directionality in order to ensure that collaborations, which could potentially 
obfuscate market potential for CVT, result in failure. The procedure for doing so is detailed by one 
of the collaborators in another elaborate example:  

 
“... first step is authorised CVT teacher offers a one – now we call it a one year course – it 

could be anything that is just the same name as that CVI is doing or one of you guys are doing in 
the same area. So, the next step would be that all the singers who of course want to buy this sign up 
for the course, get confused about the difference between the one-year course offered by teacher x 
and offered by CVI. So, we have some confusion there. Then, we have a lot of explanation to do. So 
CVI will be promoting the benefits of each of our courses, of course. In practice, it says ‘my course 
is the best on market’. ‘No, my course is best’. ‘I hereby offer the very best CVT course ever’. Etc. 
You just do a lot of that. So now we have actually a marketing war. So, a lot of forces and time and 
money are spent on marketing and not on teaching and improving our expert work fields, which are 

of course singing vocal technique and pedagogics. This is not good for singers, who has to cover 
the marketing expenses, and also get a less educated teacher. It is just not good for business. So, 

now CVI and X are openly disagreeing. X starts his/her own method, CST Complete Singing 
Technique, not for singing technical reasons, but, purely for business marketing reasons. A lot of 

explaining is needed to convince singers that CST is not at all the same as CVT. But the real reason 
for the two fractions are not clear [to the singers]. And the singers get more confused than ever. 
That is absolutely the only thing that can happen if we do this is: spend a lot of time, money, and 

effort” 
 
As the example demonstrates, the collaborators are aware of how to misalign practices (e.g. 

‘you just do a lot of that’ or ‘a lot of forces and time and money are spent on marketing and not on 
teaching’) and construct actor-specific directionalities (e.g. ‘no my course is the best’ or ‘x starts 
his/her own method... purely for business marketing reasons’) in order to accomplish co-destruction 
resulting in the collaboration fragmenting into two. While the un-preferable cost of doing so (e.g. ‘a 
lot of time, money, and effort’) is known to the collaborators, they sometimes still choose to do so in 
order to strategically protect markets, products, services, or intellectual property related to the IOC.  
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Stalemate inter-organisational collaboration; from failure to success – Collective directionality and 
realignment of practices 

In the investigated context, stalemate collaborations resulted from interactions in which 
enactment of collective directionalities was realised in combination with engagement in misaligning 
practices. Moreover, it was found that stalemate situations were turned to effective and successful 
collaborations when the engaging parties were willing to realign their practising. This specific 
strategy of realigning will be referred to as ‘Abandoning and Adopting’ since one or both of the 
engaging collaborative parties must abandon their own practising and adopt a practising aligning with 
that of the other collaborative party to realign. The following vignette serves as to illustrate how the 
conditions of directionality and alignment initially constrained, yet subsequently, enabled 
collaboration.  

In one of the examples in the CVT IOC’s dealing with online presence and ways of growing 
markets, the discussions turned to the platform ‘YouTube’, and online video-use as a business 
practice. At the time, this platform had previously been left largely unattended by most members of 
the CVT IOC, and so, no formal policy for IOC organisations or formalised practices had yet been 
proposed nor agreed-upon. While some organisations saw videos as an increasingly important 
medium for singing tuition and voice work, others had not at all formed experiences with the medium. 
Yet, the general consensus was that videos could be a way to generate business for all if used in a 
strategic manner. As one participant points out “Now we are completely opening a new market that 
would give jobs for you, of course, but a lot of other people maybe also”.  

Consequently, the IOC engaged in discussions of how best to deal with video-use as a 
collective, and as such they established a collective directionality of ‘dealing with videos for online 
marketing’ through such orientations as ‘we’, ’us’, and ‘the community’. As one participant 
summarises it “so maybe we should talk about that so we can do something together … and we can 
say that this is CVT … in a unison way.”.  

However, some organisations in the collaboration had already been utilising online videos for 
their marketing, and so, a misalignment between those who had already established video-practices 
and those who had not yet established video-practices was observable. While it may seem that this is 
a minor detail, the misalignment of video-practices is a serious issue for many of the organisations in 
the CVT IOC because asymmetric use of highly effective marketing channels skews market access 
and power in the IOC. Since much of the work that Authorised CVT Teachers do is offline work 
related to teaching singers and voice professionals as well as hosting singing workshops with 
presentations of CVT at singing institutions, many collaborators found online videos depicting and 
explaining collectively created collaboration materials a threat to their businesses. As one 
collaborator pointed out: “if we put a presentation online, then why should I buy you?”, in reference 
to how the actions of one IOC organisation could undermine the ability of others to sell their products. 
Another collaborator noted on her organisation’s products: “our end product is meeting people in a 
room”, in reference to online videos generating offline sales, not being an end in its own. 

These practices of attaining to IOC organisations’ needs by refraining from using videos was 
contradictive to the practising engaged in by organisations using video presentations of the CVT 
technique in their organisational marketing and products. As one of the video-users pointed out 
“everybody doing the whole presentation in their own style and putting it out there? That is going to 
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change the life of so many singers … so why not do a video?” in reference to the vision of the CVT 
IOC which is not monetary but to help singers.  

As the collaborators discussed the issue further it became clear that collaboration was not 
possible on a video policy until the practice misalignment was resolved – the organisations had to 
find a way to deal with and reconcile these divergent and multi-level knowings of the usefulness of 
videos. After engaging in practices of ‘reconciling divergent knowing towards collaborative ends’, 
where best practices and guidelines were discussed in terms of collective benefit, the organisations 
that had established practices of using videos abandoned these practices and adopted the consensus 
practising of using videos as teasers for the CVT technique without sharing all of the IOC’s trade 
secrets. The consensus became that “video is important for us, but it’s about presenting ourselves so 
that people can see who you are …” and a policy was created which confined video-use to ways that 
“…keep the value of what it is we are here achieving”. In this sense, videos could be used without a 
single organisation appropriating from IOC developments in ways that hindered other organisations’ 
businesses.  

In this example, practice alignment and subsequent effective collaboration was enabled by 
some IOC organisations abandoning their own misaligning practices and adopting aligning practices. 
This enabled the creation of a video-use policy as well as general ethical guidelines of online business 
conduct that ensured that all IOC organisations could appropriate value. This was achieved because 
an explicit collective directionality towards a unison online presentation of CVT was addressed in 
combination with the realignment of practices related to IOC organisations’ use of online marketing 
strategies.  

As such, this example showed how a collective directionality, observable in the orientation 
towards ‘we’, ‘us’ and ‘the community’, in and of itself was not sufficient to foster effective 
collaborative between the multiple organisations. Without the alignment of practices, too many 
conflicts arose in ways of going about the work, making it difficult for collaborators to form common 
ground for joint and collaborative action. By engaging in abandoning and adopting practices as a 
strategy for realignment of practice, collaboration was subsequently accomplished.  

 
 

Unrealised inter-organisational collaboration – Actor-specific directionalities and aligning 
practices 

In the investigated context, instances of unrealised collaborations were observed in 
interactions where enactment of actor and/or home-specific directionalities were enacted in 
combination with engagement in aligning practices. From interactions where such conditions were 
realised, collaboration could emerge only when a collective directionality was explicitly constructed. 
The following vignette serves as to illustrate how the two conditions of directionality and practice 
alignment serve as conditions from which collaboration could have, but did not, emerge.  

In a discussion about pedagogical tools and practices for teaching CVT, representatives from 
12 different organisations and institutions gathered to discuss how CVT pedagogics was reflected in 
teaching practices. The 12 organisations’ products and services all aligned with CVT practices 
Accordingly, practice alignment in relation to their business practices was observed. While the 
different organisations appropriate CVT for different activities, such as teaching choirs, teaching 
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individuals, coaching in studio recordings, or performing speech-therapy treatments for pathological 
voice disorders, these products and services were all aligned with CVT practices. This alignment was 
observable through their drawing on shared repertoires of voice health, such as this statement by one 
representative “… I agree that your diagnosis is that there is air on the voice, but the main problem 
is maybe not the air … Because, in itself the air doesn’t necessarily need to be a problem, but maybe 
the way of supporting on that note” where another representative adds “and the main problem could 
be that this hurts, or ‘I’m tired after singing and I don’t know why’”.  

However, no collaboration ensued between the 12 represented organisations in the interaction. 
This could be explained by the lack of a collective directionality. Specifically, an explicit individual 
and home-organisation directionality was observed since most of the interactions during this 6-hour 
interaction ended up revolving around how each individual and their respective home-organisations 
could best implement the pedagogical CVT practices in their respective products and services.  

One collaborator points this out by stating “Well, it is part of the vision you have as a teacher, 
and how you implement that in your teaching, and what your beliefs are as a teacher.”, which is 
followed by another collaborator stating that “… it is also a matter of what you are working in, right? 
Because if you are working with a curriculum, you also have responsibility as a teacher, somewhat, 
to share that curriculum.”. In these examples, the IOC representatives are orienting towards their 
own course curricula, their own teaching, and their own responsibilities in their home organisations. 
As such, the IOC representatives are enacting directionalities related to their home-organisations 
rather than orienting towards a collective directionality of common goals and interests. This is 
reflected in how the IOC representatives relate the outcomes of the interaction to themselves, in such 
statements as “I find it very beneficial for me to learn…”. The individual directionality is reflected in 
the way the conversations unfolded with representatives continually referring to ‘me’, ‘I’, or ‘yours’, 
rather than the usual collective directionality represented in explicit orientations towards ‘we’.  

In the IOC CVT, this type of individuality is referred to as a lack of ‘acting like one 
organisation’, for which the IOC organisations engage in practices of ‘enacting organisational multi-
membership’. They do so in order to balance CVT and home-organisational directionalities and allow 
for both collective and individual directionalities. However, the result of the lack of ‘acting like one 
organisation’, which the collaborators normally value highly, is that in such interactions, 
collaboration is rarely accomplished.   

 
Discussion 

The purpose of this article was to uncover how practice alignment could constitute a condition 
of accomplishing successful inter-organisational collaboration. The empirical analysis revealed that 
practice alignment as a sole condition was not sufficient to sustain collaborative action and 
accomplish effective IOC outcomes. Rather, the analysis showed how successful IOC emerged in 
interactions where collaborators enacted collective directionalities and engaged in aligning practices. 
Contrastingly, the analysis demonstrated how failed IOC emerged in instances where collaborators 
enacted misaligning practices and oriented outcomes from the interactions towards themselves or to 
their respective home-organisations. Moreover, unrealised IOC was observed in situations where 
collaborators were engaging in aligning practices but did not construct a collective directionality 
towards which to orient interactions. And finally, stalemate IOC emerged in interactions were 
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practice misalignment was observed, despite that a collective directionality was explicitly oriented 
towards. In these situations, collaboration was realised by collaborators realigning practices. 
Realignment was observed empirically in situations where organisations abandoned pre-existing 
practices and adopted the IOC practices. These findings, if situating each of the two identified 
conditions as axis, can be mapped according to a two-by-two model (see Figure V-II). 

 
 

 
Figure V-II - Combining directionality and practice alignment as conditions of accomplishing successful IOC 

 
The following discussion situates these findings in relation to the extant literature on IOC and 

practice theory in order to demonstrate how this paper contributes to the emerging practice-based 
IOC scholarship. First, the discussion situates the notion of directionality in relation to teleo-
affectivity from practice theory and goal-setting perspectives from IOC scholarship in order to 
demonstrate how this first condition relates to accomplishing IOC. Directionality is then situated in 
a broader IOC scholarly context in order to show how the notion of directionality contributes to our 
understanding of IOC by providing empirical grounding for previous conceptual propositions in the 
field. The discussion then turns to the second condition of IOC, practice alignment, in relation to 
advancing a practice perspective of IOC in order to demonstrate how this second condition relates to 
accomplishing IOC. The discussion nuances previous conceptualisations of practice alignment and 
shows how such nuanced perspectives may afford strategies of realignment for rectifying stalemate 
collaborations, as well as strategies of intentional IOC failure resulting in co-destruction as a way to 
protect markets, products, services, and intellectual property, and thereby, realise potential 



 101 

collaborative advantage. The discussion concludes with a reflection on the affordances of practice 
theory in meeting recently identified blind spots in IOC scholarship.  
 
 
Directionality as two collective teleo-affective orientations of practice 

This paper takes as its outset that practices can be investigated as ‘molar units’ consisting of 
configurations of actions in arrays that carry specific, contextual, and embedded meaning (Nicolini, 
2012). Specifically, practices, seen as molar units, can be unpacked into sayings, doings, tasks and 
projects organised meaningfully. This case-study demonstrates how accomplishing collaboration is 
contingent on alignment of sets of sayings and doings that must be organised in particular ways to 
accomplish overall context-specific tasks and projects. 

An important aspect of practice organising is ‘teleo-affective structure’ which specifies the 
direction – or ‘oughtness’ – of practices (Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki et al., 2001). The notion of 
directionality, as an empirically grounded one, reflects specific forms of teleo-affectivity in IOC 
contexts. Specifically, two teleo-affective orientations were distinguished in the case material: a 
directionality in which the teleo-affective orientation of practising was observed as collective and 
collaborative and a directionality in which the teleo-affective orientation of practising was observed 
as individual and home-organisation related. These two are discussed in more detail in the coming 
paragraphs. 

As noted in the theoretical framework, teleo-affectivity links sayings and doings to a goal and 
the complex arrangement of tasks and projects needed to achieve such a goal (Nicolini, 2012). In IOC 
contexts, goals are often mutualistic since IOCs are usually aimed at solving problems of mutual 
interests (Das & Teng, 2002; Gray, 1985; Hibbert & Huxham, 2010) that neither collaborating 
organisation could solve unilaterally (Hardy et al., 2005). However, many IOCs fail to accomplish 
their goals (Majchrzak et al., 2014). 

This paper proposes that successful inter-organisational collaborating entails a collective 
directionality, that is, a teleo-affective structure orienting sayings and doings towards the IOC and 
collective outcomes. This was noted in the case study when collaborators referred to IOC members 
from other organisations as ‘colleagues’ and by referring to each other through the collective ‘we’, 
‘us’, and ‘community’. Here, practices were oriented towards collaborative ends benefitting the 
collective, in recognition that the collaborative outcomes and collaborative activities were more 
important than individual organisations’ goals (noted by collaborators as e.g. ‘we have CVT, it’s like 
what we are all using. And this CVT thing is the biggest thing, it is bigger than all of us’) for solving 
identified problems. This orientation towards something bigger than the individual participating 
organisation positively impacted opportunities for accomplishing collaboration. 

Contrastingly, this paper proposes that failed inter-organisational collaborating entails an 
individual and/or home-organisation directionality, that is, a teleo-affective structure orienting 
sayings and doings towards personal or organisational gain. Here practices were oriented not towards 
the collective, but to individual and/or home-organisational outcomes (noted by collaborators in such 
statements as e.g. ‘purely for business marketing reasons’ or ‘they’d rather work on their own, and 
they work in other constellations’). This orientation towards individual gain and other organisations 
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negatively impacted the opportunities for accomplishing collaboration by diverting practices away 
from common interests.  

Accordingly, from a teleo-affective perspective, goals in IOC contexts are not something a 
collaboration have, but rather teleo-affective structures organising how collaboration is accomplished 
in situ. Such a proposition is supported by previous investigations noting how IOC as collectives 
“must develop structures and processes for creating relationships, identifying goals, sharing 
information, and making decisions’ (Keyton et al., 2008). By orienting practices towards common 
goals and interests through specific teleo-affective structures, IOC developments benefitted all IOC 
participating organisations.  

In this sense, collective directionality, as a condition for accomplishing IOC, may also be 
related to the realisation of collaborative advantages, since collaborative advantage is concerned with 
the development of synergies between organisations when achieving common goals (Huxham & 
Macdonald, 1992b). A study dedicated to a practice perspective on collaborative advantage could 
shed more light on this dimension of collective directionality and how collaborative advantages are 
realised in practice. 

 
 

Situating directionality in the IOC literature 
The findings related to directionality presented in this paper empirically extend previous 

developments in IOC scholarship. Specifically, the findings related to collective directionality 
provide empirical grounding for the conceptual propositions by Hardy et al. (2005) that effective IOC 
emerges when collaborating partners produce a collective self-understanding that lets them refer to 
themselves as a collective rather than a set of individual actors. This was observed in the case study 
material when collaborators referred to each other as ‘colleagues’, ‘we’, ‘us’, or ‘the CVT 
Community’. Accordingly, this paper empirically demonstrates how a collective directionality serves 
as the teleo-affective structure orienting practice towards the collective and in effect constitute one 
condition of accomplishing IOC. 

Whereas previous work from a resource-based view has reduced notions of collectivity to 
aggregate recourse endowments (Das & Teng, 2002), this paper highlights IOC as a dynamic and 
collective accomplishment rooted in practice. Just as practices must be made meaningful by doers, 
and recognised as meaningful by peers, to accomplish actions and projects, in this case successful 
collaboration, Hardy et al., (2005) argue that a collective perspective is critical in enabling collective 
engagement that is meaningful to members in leu of market and hierarchical structures. The notion 
of collective directionality, as a specific teleo-affective orientation in IOC contexts, establishes a lens 
for investigating such meaningfulness and accomplishment of successful IOC empirically.  

This proposition may be related to recent findings that the construction of collective identities 
in IORs are essential for achieving effective cooperation (Ellis & Ybema, 2010). How the constitution 
of collective identity specifically relates to the notion of collective directionality is a future research 
avenue that may shed further light on the ongoing discussions of how processes of organising are 
intricately linked to identity formation in collaborative contexts (Hardy, Lawrence, & Phillips, 1998a; 
Hardy et al., 2005; Lawrence, Hardy, & Phillips, 2002). 
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Contrastingly, the empirical analysis also revealed individual and/or home-organisation 
directionalities that deterred the accomplishment of IOC, and in some instances were connected to 
realising co-destruction. Specifically, in situations where the partner being engaged with for 
collaborative purposes was constructed as ‘foreign’ or ‘otherly’, collaboration was not accomplished. 
Teleo-affectivity in these situations can be understood as orienting practice towards individual gain 
– what can be seen as a form of what is referred to as opportunism in IOC scholarship (Belderbos, 
Cassiman, Faems, Leten, & Van Looy, 2014; Wang & Yang, 2013). In these situations, collaborators 
in the CVT IOC responded by constructing the notion of ‘copycat’ referred to by such pronouns as 
‘them’ or ‘they’ and engaged in practices of emphasising and explicating non-congruent practising 
in order to eliminate the copycats. 

This dynamic resembles what has been referred to as ‘alterity’ (see Czarniawska, 1997; Ellis 
& Ybema, 2010). Specifically, Ellis & Ybema (2010) propose that alterity in IORs is an opposite to 
commonality. Similar contrasts can be observed in the findings from this case study, namely that 
when individual gain or home-organisation gain was oriented to above a collective directionality, 
collaboration activities failed. However, whereas the notion of ‘alterity’ describes a state which one 
is in, the notion of directionality is dynamic and offers potential for change towards collectivity if 
collaborators are able to establish a collective goal and self-understanding towards which to orient 
practices. As such, the notion of directionality offers prospective ways of addressing problems in IOC 
that arise from opportunism and alterity.  

Tensions arising from diversity in IOCs are well known from previous investigations of 
identity formation in inter-organisational contexts (e.g. Beech & Huxham, 2003), where the 
maintenance of multiple identities in collaborations has been shown to potentially lead to challenges, 
tensions and conflicts. However, in this case study it was not the multiplicity of directionalities that 
was problematic, but rather the directionalities that specifically departed from the common goals and 
interests of the IOC. This is a tension that should be further investigated as it may offer new ways for 
practitioners to rectify IOCs that are not successful.  

 
Practice alignment for dynamic perspectives on IOC failure and success 

Calls for a practice-oriented theory into IOC have been voiced multiple times in IOC research 
(Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Smith, 2012; Smith, Haslam, & Nielsen, 2017; 
Swärd, 2016; Vangen & Huxham, 2003). This paper participates in such a line of development by 
proposing practice alignment as one of two practice-related conditions of accomplishing IOC. 
Specifically, this paper empirically links effective IOC to practice alignment and failed IOC to 
practice misalignment, though only in relation to specific directionalities. Alignment is here taken to 
mean the congruency between the two organising dimensions of practice called practical 
understandings and explicit rules, and practice misalignment as the incongruency between practical 
understandings and explicit rules. However, whereas previous investigations of practice alignment in 
collaborative contexts between firms and brand communities seem to depict a simple one-to-one 
relationship between alignment and collaborative success and misalignment and collaborative failure 
(Skålén et al., 2015), this paper proposes a more nuanced perspective by including two teleo-affective 
dimensions of practice through the empirically uncovered notion of directionality.  
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While practice alignment was observed as enabling collaborative actions, IOC success was 
not accomplished before collaborators also oriented practising towards common goals and 
collaborative ends through collective directionalities. Similarly, practice misalignment was observed 
as constraining collaborative actions, however, IOC failure was not accomplished before 
collaborators also oriented practices towards individual and/or home-organisational goals through 
actor and/or home-organisation dependent directionalities.  

As such, neither directionality nor practice alignment alone can constitute a single condition 
of accomplishing IOC success or failure. Rather, this paper uncovers four specific outcomes of IOC 
interactions investigable in the combination of two specific directionalities – collaborative and 
actor/home-organisation oriented – and the notions of practice alignment and practice misalignment.  

An additional point worth contemplation is that, whereas Skålén et al. (2015) propose that 
interactions in which practice misalignment is enacted always result in co-destruction, this is not 
found to be the case in the CVT IOC. Rather, co-destruction was related to the combination of practice 
misalignment and an actor and/or home-organisation oriented directionality. Moreover, the present 
findings also suggest that in interactions characterised by practice misalignment and a collective 
directionality, stalemate situations ensued instead of co-destruction. Stalemate collaborations can be 
defined as those collaborative interactions where intentions to collaborate are enacted, yet no 
collective action is accomplished between collaborators.  

Such an outcome is in line with previous definitions of stalemate collaboration by Gray 
(1985), who notes that equal power distributions may provoke stalemate and inaction and that a 
sufficient distribution of power is necessary in order to afford all stakeholders influence on direction-
setting. However, rather than hinging stalemate and inaction to power distribution, this article 
proposes a practice-perspective on stalemate as accomplishment as well as showing strategies for 
rectifying the inability of IOCs to generate collective action in situations of stalemate.  In the 
conducted case study, stalemate outcomes were contingent upon the conditions of practice 
misalignment and collective directionality. According to the findings, the dynamic related to 
realigning practices allowed the stalemate interactions to turn to effective accomplishment of 
collaboration. This was demonstrated in the case vignette in relation to IOC organisations’ realigning 
their use of online videos as a way to grow new markets. 

Finally, collaborators, in some situations, intentionally misaligned practices and established 
actor or organisation-specific directionalities in order to disrupt collaborations as a way to protect 
IOC markets, products, services, and/or intellectual property. Collaborators were able to detail the 
specific procedure consisting of specific sayings and doings needed to accomplish such co-
destruction, when it was deemed necessary. Consequently, rather than seeing IOC failure as a purely 
negative outcome, IOC failure may be seen as a strategic choice for the realisation of subsequent 
gains for one or more collaborators.   

A strategic perspective on IOC failure is in contrast to much of current IOC scholarship, which 
is dedicated to enhancing possibilities of achieving successful collaborative outcomes (Hibbert & 
Huxham, 2010). Strategically accomplishing co-destruction may be a way for collaborators to realise 
a different form of ‘collaborative advantage’ (Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Huxham & Macdonald, 
1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 2005), by ensuring that another collaborative party does not benefit from 
IOC developments. In this way, the separation of practice misalignment and the teleo-affective 
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orientation of practices enables a detailed perspective on the accomplishment of IOC failure, which, 
subsequently, offers new avenues of strategic choices.  

 
 

Practice approaches for dynamic IOC investigation 
Practice-perspectives, as a qualitive approach to IOC, have been noted as a way to address 

‘the inherent dynamic at the heart of collaboration’ (Huxham, 2003, p. 411), and in effect, potentially 
explain ‘why IOCs with the same characteristics thrive and others underperform’ (Majchrzak et al., 
2014, p. 1338). The findings from this paper demonstrate how successful IOC is not a static object 
that organisations can have. Rather, successful IOC is a dynamic accomplishment that multiple 
organisations do together to realise common goals and interests. In the same manner, IOC failure was 
found to be an accomplishment originating in misaligning practices and actor and/or home 
organisation specific directionalities.  

While this distinction of collaboration failure and success as something organisations do 
rather than something organisations have is a subtle and simple re-conceptualisation of IOC, it is an 
important one, since it offers a way to think about IOC that addresses common problems identified 
in extant IOC scholarship. In a recent review of IOC scholarship, Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) noted 
four blind spots in the extant IOC literature. Lumineau & Oliveira note how #1 research tends to 
focus on mainly a single party, #2 view relationships of IOC based on a single valence, #3 study 
single levels without addressing contexts, and #4 follow a single conceptualisation of time. Lumineau 
& Oliveira specifically note how it is perplexing that IOC research neglects the heterogeneity and 
plurality between collaborators, which results in under-socialised analyses. The approach 
demonstrated in this paper addresses this blind spot by engaging in a practice-theoretical frame for 
understanding IOC as accomplishment in social interaction between multiple organisations coming 
from very different industries, markets, and conceptual backgrounds. This approach directly 
addresses the diversity of IOC members and allows for analyses that foreground social action.  

Specifically, drawing on practice theory, this paper places collaborative actions centre-stage 
in order to foreground collaboration as social accomplishment in recognition that practices routines, 
procedures, and collective experiences are essential for studying inter-organisational organising 
(Swärd, 2016). The offered theoretical framework outlines two socially grounded notions, namely 
collective directionality and practice alignment, as conditions of accomplishing successful IOC. The 
framework recognises how, within the same IOC, different outcomes from collaborative activities 
are achieved over time due to varieties in the way collaborators perform different practices and with 
which directionality. The proposed framework addresses how this is so by explicating the underlying 
dynamic of the two conditions of directionality and practice alignment. It does this in ways that frame 
IOC outcomes as dynamic where collaborations that would otherwise have been deemed as stalemate 
or unrealised – i.e. failures in the traditional sense of IOC success – can be turned to successful 
accomplishment by altering either of the two uncovered conditions. Accordingly, this paper 
participates in demonstrating the value of practice studies for studying IOC dynamics, in line with 
previous propositions that practice theories may offer new theoretical dynamism to the study of 
organisations (Lounsbury & Beckman, 2015). 
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Conclusion 
This paper adopted a practice-perspective to investigate how practice alignment constitutes a 
condition of accomplishing successful IOC. The paper found that practice alignment was a condition 
for accomplishing IOCs when collective directionalities were also enacted. The study shows that 
neither practice alignment nor directionality as sole conditions can account for IOC outcomes. Rather, 
by analysing both these two conditions in a longitudinal ethnographic case-study, the paper identified 
four outcomes in IOC interactions: successful IOC, failed IOCs, unrealised IOCs, and stalemate 
IOCs. The paper puts forward a theoretical framework detailing how the conditions of practice 
alignment and directionality interlink in relation to realising these four forms of IOC outcomes and 
demonstrates how such outcomes are not static but rather dynamic accomplishments that can be 
changed by altering one of the two conditions.  

The paper makes a number of significant contributions. First, it participates in advancing a 
practice theory perspective of IOC by uncovering how the dimensions organising practices relate to 
accomplishing the identified four different outcomes. The paper adopts the perspective that IOCs can 
be conceptualised as dynamic accomplishment of practices in situ to demonstrate how IOC outcomes 
are not static end-results but rather dynamic accomplishments that change over time within the same 
IOC. The paper empirically demonstrated such dynamic changes by (1) showing how the strategy of 
abandon-and-adopt allows the realignment of practising in order to turn a stalemate collaboration 
successful, (2) uncovering the strategic value of intentional IOC failure for engaging in co-destruction 
as a way to protect markets, products, services, and intellectual property, and (3) identifying potential 
for realising value from unrealised collaborations by establishing collective directionalities towards 
which to orient practices.  

The paper posits that two specific teleo-affective structures are of distinct importance in 
realising collaborative success and avoiding collaborative failure, namely a collective directionality, 
which enables a collaborative teleo-affectivity, as contrasted with an individual and/or home-
organisation directionality, which hinders a collaborative teleo-affectivity and may constitute 
opportunism. The paper notes how practice alignment, as the alignment of procedures and explicit 
rules, while a condition enabling potentialities for collaboration, does not necessarily lead to IOC 
accomplishment. Rather, a collaborative teleo-affective orientation combined with practice alignment 
allowed for the realisation of common goals in the studied IOC.  

The discussion noted a potential connection between collective directionality and the notion 
of collective identity as previously studied in IOC contexts. This is a connection that warrants further 
investigation, especially in relation to the potential tension identified between previous findings that 
multiple identities can cause tensions and challenges in IOCs (e.g. Beech & Huxham, 2003), which 
seems to contradict the findings of this study that multiple organisations establish multiple different 
collective directionalities and that these are needed to accomplish successful IOC.  
The results presented in this paper point to the importance of developing a better understanding of 
IOC as accomplishment in situ in order to better recognise the qualitative nuances in how a different 
organising of the underlying dimensions of practice accomplishes different collaborative outcomes, 
such as stalemate or unrealised collaboration. More qualitative empirical work is needed to develop 
such an in-dept understanding of IOC dynamics and related outcomes.  
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5.1 From IOC conditions to IOC mechanisms 

Paper one zoomed-in on how practice alignment and directionality could be considered 
conditions of accomplishing four different outcomes in IOC interactions. The notion of collective 
directionality, as an empirical notion, was in the discussion related to recent developments in the field 
of IOC scholarship which draws on CCO scholarship to show how collective identity can be 
considered a mechanisms for collective action. Therefore, paper two, which is presented in the 
following chapter, zooms-in on the communicative constitution of a collective directionality as a 
mechanisms for collective action.  
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6. Introduction to paper two 
A previous version of this paper was presented at a research seminar with the section for 

Corporate Communication, Department of Management, Aarhus University. The paper has been 
submitted to the Journal of Communication on July 6th 2018. This research outlet was chosen due to 
its publications revolving around the ongoing debate on collective identity as a mechanism for 
collective action in IOCs, which this paper participates in. The paper was co-authored with my main 
supervisor Helle Kryger Aggerholm (a co-author statement can be found at the end of the 
dissertation). The paper answers sub-research question 2 in its focus on the dynamic related to 
changes in IOC mechanisms.  

 
 

6.1 When ‘we’ is not just a ‘we’: The communicative constitution of multiple collective 
identities in inter-organisational collaborations  
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Abstract 
This longitudinal case study explores the communicative constitution of multiple collective 

identities and their purposes in an empirical setting of inter-organisational collaboration. The study 
conceptualises collective identity as communicatively constituted and multiplicit by drawing on 
organisational identity scholarship. Accordingly, IOCs are reconceptualised as best characterised as 
consisting of multiple communicatively constituted collective identities mobilised to realise multiple 
purposes and collective actions. The study finds four overall mechanisms related to the multiple 
collective identities and their interplay in inter-organisational collaborations: unity through similarity, 
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Each of the discovered overall mechanisms consist of specific forms of collective actions emerging 
from communicative constitutions of multiple collective identities. Accordingly, the paper identifies 
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interplay between multiple collective identities and (2) investigation of collective action as well as 
collective inaction as collective strategic affordances in achieving successful collaboration. 
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Introduction 
Organisations enter into collective arrangements (Bachman, 2001; Bachmann & Inkpen, 

2011; Barnett, Mischke, & Ocasio, 2000), such as inter-organisational collaborations (IOCs), for a 
variety of reasons - often as a response to competitive and turbulent environments (Carney, 1987), in 
which collaborations act as a mechanism for managing scarcity by providing access to a continuous 
supply of critical resources (Lotia & Hardy, 2010) through ‘reciprocal, preferential, and mutually 
supportive interactions’ (Doerfel & Taylor, 2017). This allows collaborators in IOCs to develop what 
has been termed ‘collaborative advantages’ (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a; Huxham & Vangen, 
2005). With an increasing number of small and medium-sized organisations, whose resources are 
limited (Hossain & Kauranen, 2016), such dependencies and needs for collaborative advantages are 
amplified.  

Accordingly, recent scholarship has pointed to collaboration, and especially IOC, as an 
important site for communication research (Koschmann, 2016), since such contexts consist of ‘zero-
history’ groups that “must develop structures and processes for creating relationships, identifying 
goals, sharing information, and making decisions” (Keyton et al., 2008). Such developments are 
arguably constituted in communicative processes, and coherently an IOC can be defined as ‘a 
cooperative, inter-organizational relationship that is negotiated in an ongoing communicative 
process, and which relies on neither market nor hierarchical mechanisms of control’ (Hardy et al., 
2003).  

Recent studies of IOCs from a communicative theoretical background investigate and build 
on the notion of ‘collective identity’ as a mechanism for collective action to solve the inability of 
many IOCs to generate effective outcomes (Clegg et al., 2016; Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hardy et al., 
2005). Arguably, effective collaboration is a difficult and complex communicative accomplishment 
(Barbour & James, 2015; Hardy et al., 2005), and scholarship on collective identity in IOCs have 
highlighted the importance of the perspective of communication as constitutive as an approach to 
explain how IOCs accomplish cooperation (Barbour & James, 2015; Koschmann, 2012, 2016; 
Koschmann & Burk, 2016; Koschmann et al., 2012) in lieu of traditional market and hierarchical 
mechanisms of control (Hardy et al., 2005; Lawrence et al., 2002). From such a perspective, collective 
identity can be understood as produced, reproduced, and enacted in the symbolic and interpretive 
processes of communication (Koschmann, 2012). Collective identity refers to the ‘we-ness’ of a 
group as a mechanism enabling collective action through moulding, re-fabrication and mobilisation 
(Cerulo, 1997; Koschmann, 2012), and has been linked with increased collaborative motivation and 
effectivity (Oliver et al., 2015).  

The notion of collective identity has been adapted from the well-developed line of research 
investigating communicative constructions of individual identity (Luckmann, 2008) and 
organisational identities (Balmer & Greyser, 2003; Coupland & Brown, 2004; Gawer & Philips, 
2013) - a research stream reflecting the presence and construction of multiple, shifting, and competing 
organisational and collective identities (Alvesson et al., 2008; Cerulo, 1997; Garcia & Hardy, 2007; 
Ybema, 2010) across multiple levels of analysis and temporal orientations (Oliver et al., 2015). 
However, while organisational identities studies now take for granted that ‘organizations are best 
characterised as having multiple identities’ (Brown & Coupland, 2015; Coupland & Brown, 2004) 
such multiplicity and complexity is not yet reflected in IOC scholarship dealing with collective 
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identity which primarily addresses the need for developing a singular collective identity for 
collaborative accomplishment (e.g. Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Ren et al., 2016) To address this gap, 
this paper investigates the communicative constitution of multiple collective identities in an IOC 
context studied over a 7-year period across multiple contexts. It does so by answering the following 
research question: How and for what purpose(s) are multiple collective identities communicatively 
constituted in inter-organisational collaborations? 

In answering this question, the paper responds to recent calls for research of the 
communicative constitution of collective identity (Barbour & James, 2015) over longer periods of 
time (Smith et al., 2017) across various organizational settings (Chaput, Brummans, & Cooren, 2011; 
Sobrero & Schrader, 1998). Such research is warranted since “there have been virtually no 
explorations of collaborations that are intersectoral and interorganizational within a context in 
which partners to the collaboration interact as representatives of constituencies” (Keyton et al., 
2008). Moreover, IOCs have been argued as valuable empirical contexts for advancing 
communicative scholarship due to their reliance on social infrastructure of relations across time and 
contexts in lieu of material artefacts, structural constraints, and legal formalities that ‘typically 
characterise ‘normal’ organisations’ (Koschmann, 2012). Accordingly, the paper participates in this 
line of investigation by focusing specifically on the multiplicity and interdependence of collective 
identity and identification in collaborative interaction for collective action, which has become ‘an 
important concern for research’ (Barbour & James, 2015).  

The article is organised as follows: Initially, a theoretical frame is developed based on a 
review of communicative research in IOC contexts. This is followed by a brief introduction to the 
case setting, the methods of data collection, and methods of data analysis. After that, the analytical 
findings will be presented and discussed in relation to extant literature. The article concludes by 
summarising the theoretical contributions and identifying opportunities for future research. 

 
 
Inter-organisational collaboration as communicative accomplishment 

From a communicative perspective, an IOC may best be investigated through ongoing 
communicative processes  (Hardy et al., 2005; Hardy et al., 2003; Philips et al., 2000) since it can be 
defined as “the set of communicative processes in which individuals representing multiple 
organizations or stakeholders engage when working interdependently to address problems outside 
the spheres of individuals or organizations working in isolation” (Keyton et al., 2008). Accordingly, 
IOCs can be understood as constituted in communicative processes with particular attention afforded 
to interdependence and non-instrumentalism between heterogeneous actors.  

Coherently, in a summary of Lewis (2006), Keyton et al. (2008) propose that collaboration as 
a communicative process (a) promotes action, i.e. ‘we don’t have communication, nor are we a 
collaboration; we engage in collaboration’ (Lewis, 2006, p. 213), (b) acknowledges relationships 
between participants as fundamental for the emergence of the IOC, (c) emphasises equalization of 
status and power, (d) has a beginning, middle, and end, and (e) is emergent, informal and volitional 
(Keyton et al. (2008), p. 377). However, much collaboration research has been focused on structure 
and less on the processes and dynamics of collaborations (Barnett et al., 2000; Keyton et al., 2008; 
Lawrence et al., 2002; Majchrzak et al., 2014; Philips et al., 2000). Here IOC dynamics are taken to 
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mean any change in form or state of the IOC over time, such as changes in conditions (such as goals), 
changes in processes (such as structures), or changes in mechanisms (such as interaction styles) 
(Majchrzak et al., 2014, p. 1339).  

A majority of studies focusing on dynamics of IOCs from a communicative perspective centre 
on the notion of collective identity. Collective identity has been defined as the “we-ness” of a group, 
with each collective seen as a social artefact – ‘an entity moulded, refabricated, and mobilized’ 
(Cerulo, 1997, pp. 386-387). From the perspective that successful inter-organisational collaboration 
is a complex communicative accomplishment of collective identity (Barbour & James, 2015), recent 
studies have linked the emergence of collective identity to the realisation of collective action (Doerfel 
& Taylor, 2017; Obregón & Tufte, 2017; Smith et al., 2017), both conceptually (e.g. Hardy et al., 
2005; Koschmann et al., 2012) and empirically (Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016). 
The interest of such studies has been to investigate mechanisms impacting the ability and inability of 
IOCs to produce successful outcomes (Clegg et al., 2016; Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hardy et al., 2005; 
Majchrzak et al., 2014), that is, collective identity as a mechanisms for collective action.  

For example, Clegg et al (2016) demonstrate empirically how organizational identity-
formation provides legitimacy in emerging industries with multiple firms interacting to establish their 
respective boundaries, whereas Ellis and Ybema (2010) focus on how shifts in identification in inter-
organizational relations are related to the emergence of widened circles of identification, which 
challenge boundary setting. Contrastingly, Koschmann (2012) demonstrated how the development of 
a shared collective identity in a collaborative context of public, private, and individual actions and 
resources enabled collective action. Koschmann (2012) highlighted the dynamics of IOCs due to their 
temporality, variability, and turnover, arguing for the need to conceptualise identity as realised in a 
communicatively constituted process, and in doing so, proposed a re-specification of unit of analysis 
from individual cognition to collective construction of ‘we-ness’ (p. 63). Accordingly, collective 
identity can be understood as produced, reproduced, and enacted in the symbolic and interpretive 
processes of communication (Koschmann, 2012). Similarly, Koschmann (2016) proposed that a 
structural perspective dominates IOC research and overlooks dynamics of process, meaning, 
interpretation and interaction, and contrastingly argues for a communicative constitutive lens for 
understanding collaboration as communication, and therefore collaborative failure as a 
communicative accomplishment. In so proposing, Koschmann established how failure to create a 
collective identity led to failure in producing collective action, and, ultimately, failure to produce 
successful collaborative outcomes. 

A communicative, constitutive lens entails investigating organisations as “ongoing and 
precarious accomplishments realized, experienced, and identified primarily – if not exclusively – in 
communication processes” (Cooren, Kuhn, Cornelissen, & Clark, 2011). Such a perspective has 
become well-established in research of organizational communication, management practices, and 
organization studies (Boivin, Brummans, & Barker, 2017) as a theoretical pathway for  investigating 
how communication organises (Christensen & Cornelissen, 2010), or in other words, how discourse 
is seen as a constitutive force of organisations (Boivin et al., 2017). Subsequently, viewing IOCs and, 
particularly, collective identity from such a perspective means understanding IOCs as communicative 
actions and accomplishments. This is investigated in the current paper as communicative practices of 
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constructing and mobilising ‘we’ as a discursive marker for collective identity, such as has been done 
in previous IOC studies (see for instance Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016). 

While studies have demonstrated both conceptual and empirical links between the 
communicative constitution of a single collective identity as a mechanism for collective action as a 
representation of collaborative success, no study has explored the communicative constitution of 
multiple collective identities in IOC contexts and what effects such identity constitutions have on the 
emergence of collective action. This paucity of research is striking since the organisational identity 
literature, from which the notion of collective identity stems, has increasingly been recognising the 
presence and construction of multiple, shifting, and competing organisational and collective identities 
(Alvesson et al., 2008; Brown & Toyoki, 2013; Cerulo, 1997; Garcia & Hardy, 2007) across multiple 
levels of analysis and temporal orientations (Daskalaki, 2010; Oliver et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2017). 
In the organisational identity scholarship, the construction of multiple identities and how different 
identifications impact an organisation’s ability to achieve its goals have been highlighted (Garcia & 
Hardy, 2007), making identity construction an important strategic notion in relation to achieving 
collectivity and, subsequently, successful collaboration. This has yet to be researched in IOC 
literature. This paper addresses this gap by investigating the communicative construction of multiple 
collective identities as foundations for multiple forms of collective action in inter-organisational 
collaboration by means of a communicative, constitutive lens. 
 
 
Research Design 

The following case study focuses on an ongoing collaboration across various industries and 
nations in which multiple collective groups interact to develop a shared technical standard and method 
in the field of voice science and voice pedagogy. The chosen case context is the IOC developing the 
vocal technique called ‘Complete Vocal Technique’ (CVT), which was originally developed and 
marketed by the company ‘Complete Vocal Institute’ (CVI). This setting is suitable for the study 
since it consists of multiple collective groups organised with each their respective goals and 
memberships, with the IOC successfully integrating such collective output to accomplish 
collaborative outcomes and innovations.  

Specifically, the case setting is relevant as it relates to multiple identified gaps in the extant 
literature. Firstly, the investigated case consists of multiple larger public institutions, private 
organisations, and many small and medium-sized organisations from across a variety of sectors and 
industries. As such, exploring this case context responds to calls in IOC scholarship for inter-sectoral, 
transnational, and inter-organisational collaboration (Keyton et al., 2008). Secondly, the case context 
is organised in a way in which meetings and gatherings of IOC collectives are recurrent and 
continuous, and therefore offers longitudinal perspectives, answering calls for research of 
organisational identification from a communicative, constitutive perspective over longer periods of 
time across multiple organisational contexts (Chaput et al., 2011). Thirdly, the case context offers 
ample opportunity to investigate interdependency, an important notion for IOC emergence (Lotia & 
Hardy, 2010), since no single organisation in the investigated setting is able to initiate, carry out, or 
benefit from the developments produced on their own. Finally, as has been demonstrated in previous 
IOC studies, collaborative contexts are important for communicative research since these contexts 



 118 

are contingent on communicative negotiations of social fabric and structure more so than on formal 
hierarchy and material artefacts (Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016).  

 
  

Data collection 
The case companies in the IOC allowed the researchers complete access to all meetings, 

gatherings, communications, research materials, and documents involved in the work of the IOC and 
related companies. Moreover, collaborators from the IOC volunteered for interviews and member 
checks as needed for the research. This all-access agreement meant that crucial developments could 
be traced from initiation through implementation across contexts and collectives to completion, and 
that results and evaluations of these developments could be observed.  

Over the course of a 7-year period from 2011, one of the authors collected data in the case 
context by means of video- and audio-recorded participant observation (Savage, 2000; Waddington, 
2004), document collection (Salazar-Torres et al., 2008; Yin, 2003), and informal interviews 
(Bryman, 2008; Weiss, 1995). The data set consists of a total of 324 hours of video-/audio-recordings, 
along with 78 documents of varying lengths and numerous graphical illustrations. The informal 
interviews were conducted with key collaborators just before or after observations to clarify particular 
terms, issues, or ideas that were not clear from the observed interactions. Mental notes were kept 
from these informal conversations (Weiss, 1995), which were subsequently noted down in 
observational notes, to guide subsequent interpretations of observations.  

In order to obtain a broad representation of the different collective identities and collective 
actions in the data set, one of each prototypical interaction was selected for subsequent analysis (cf. 
table 1).  
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Covered Interaction Description 

‘CVI Teaching’ What: R&D meetings at the host-organisation CVI.  
Who: Singers, coaches, and singing teachers, who teach courses at CVI 
as part of their job.  
Purpose: To discuss recent CVT developments in terms of developing 
and maintaining educational curricula. 
Specific instance chosen: a meeting held in the middle of an innovation 
process, which summarised previous developments and sets the agenda 
for future interactions 

‘Updates’ What: Bi-annual meetings of IOC collaborators. 
Who: Collaborators from across 42 countries, including; SMEs, 
universities, hospitals, conservatories, and private and public music 
schools 
Purpose: To share experiences from the past 6 months in a variety of 
collectives in order to evaluate current practices and develop ideas and 
projects for any identified problems or gaps. 
Specific instance chosen: Meta-conversation about how to be an IOC 
collaborator which detailed specific practices and addressed current 
issues 

‘3-Year Singer/Singing 
Teacher Diploma 
Course offered by 
CVI’ 

What: The education granting course participants the title ‘Authorised 
CVT Teacher’ and subsequent membership in the IOC. 
Who: Speech and Language therapists, singers, singing teachers, 
conservatory educators, and researchers. 
Purpose: Course participants undergo training in the CVT method both 
theoretically, pedagogically, and technically to become authorised in 
using the method in their respective home-organisations. 
Specific instance chosen: a meeting in which collaborators discuss 
ethical and moral norms of participating in the IOC, which specifically 
dealt with managing the multiple identities balanced by IOC 
collaborators. 

Conference 
presentation and 
discussion 

What: Research presentations and discussions at an international voice 
conference. 
Who: IOC researchers and companies in the roles of presenters, 
convenors, and discussants. 
Purpose: To disseminate recently developed CVT research and discuss 
research implications with relevant academics and organisations. 
Specific instance chosen: A presentation on the topic “what to expect 
from a singing lesson” which detailed reflections on how IOC members 
appropriate value from IOC developments in an ethical manner 

Table 1: Overview of covered interactions 
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A total of 9 hours and 33 minutes of observational video data was included for analysis, and 
a total of 2654 instances of the use of ‘we’ was observable in the transcriptions of the videos. Of these 
instances, 248 were excluded from further analysis, as they related to a contextual use of ‘we’, visible 
in phrases such as ‘what we see here’ or ‘we will be looking at’. Arguably, such uses of ‘we’ do not 
refer to collective identity, but rather simply the people present in a given interaction. This meant that 
a total of 2406 instances of ‘we’ were included in the analysis. To give a sense of magnitude, 
comparatively, the data contained 154 instances of the use of ‘us’ and 284 instances of the use of 
‘they’. On average, collaborators communicatively constructed a ‘we’ 4.46 times per minute during 
the interactions, whereas they constructed an ‘us’ 0.22 times pr. minute, and a ‘they’ 1.08 times pr. 
minute.  

 
 

Method of analysis 
The data analysis is inspired by ‘nexus analysis’ as a form of mediated discourse analysis 

(Lane, 2009; Nicolini, 2012; Scollon & Scollon, 2004a, 2007). A nexus analytical approach proposes 
that discourses may be seen as both forms and components of social action (Scollon & Scollon, 2004a, 
2007) mediated by semiotic resources. The current analysis is particularly inspired by the abductive 
and ethnographic approach offered for studying ‘the constitution of social groups through actions and 
practices’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2007). This particular aspect of nexus analysis focuses on the use of 
semiotic resources in action, in this case the communicative construction of ‘we’ as representative of 
collective identities, and takes ‘action as the organizing unit of analysis’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2007). 
The main point of such investigation is to identify the nexus of practice, that is, the ‘point at which 
people, places, discourses, ideas, and objects come together to form social action’ (Scollon & 
Scollon, 2007, p. 615), which may be analysed by tracing social actions across contexts (Scollon & 
Scollon, 2004a). Specifically, this can be done by investigating how things are talked about as a way 
to understand how worlds are constructed (R. Scollon (1997) in Scollon & Scollon, 2007). 
Coherently, the analysis focuses on the actions of actors in communicatively constructing collectives 
through recurrent talks of ‘we’ as referents to their respective social groups, as well as identifies 
which particular collective action(s) the constructed ‘we’s are related to.  

 

Multiple collective identities and their purposes 
A total of 12 different ‘we’ constructions were uncovered in the IOC. Each of the 12 

collectives consisted of at least two, and usually, multiple actors from across the participating IOC 
organisations converging on shared goals. These constructions of collectives covered ‘we’s referring 
to: 

- ‘Authorised CVT Teachers’ 
- ‘the CVI administration’ 
- ‘CVI teachers’ 
-  ‘home organisations for the individual collaborators’ 
- ‘the identity of teacher’ 
- ‘the identity of singer’ 
- ‘each graduating class of Authorised CVT Teachers’ 
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- ‘each graduating generation of different classes of Authorised CVT Teachers’ 
- Three designated work groups for: (1) research, (2) graphics, (3) auditory analysis 
-  ‘local CVT Associations’.  

 

Across these multiple collective identities, different mobilisations of the construction of ‘we’ 
for collective actions became apparent. The following sections discuss the overall mechanisms and 
purposes for which the multiple collective identities are mobilised in the IOC setting.  

 
 

The mechanisms related to multiple ‘we’s in IOCs 
Four overall mechanisms covering multiple purposes of ‘we’ are identified in the data: (1) to 

create unity through similarity, (2) to create unity through coordination of dissimilarity, (3) to create 
unity through meta-organising, and (4) to create unity through outcome-orientation. Table 2 below 
presents a summary of the findings of the analysis in relation to the four overall mechanisms and 
multiple underlying purposes of ‘we’ identified in the IOC. Each of these are presented in detail in 
the coming sections.  

 

Communicatively 
constituting ‘we’ 
as a mechanism 
for: 

Underlying purposes Description 

Unity through 
similarity 

Creation of a sense of community Defines boundaries of collectives, 
establishes kinship and unity within 
boundaries, and creates shared mutual 
responsibility and accountability 

Promotion of cohesion and a sense of 
collectivity 
 

Creates cohesive and coordinated 
communication within and across 
collectives through shared policy-making 

Definition of goals and standards 
 

Establishes shared goals within IOC 
collectives and set shared standards 
governing the IOC at large 

Establishment of common practice Aligns practising across collectives to the 
entire IOC 

Enablement of collective decision 
making 
 

Assigns responsibility for decision 
making to the respective collectives, and 
designates temporality and locality of 
decisions 
 

Instigation of collective inaction Allows avoidance of conflicts and the 
realisation of higher value through 
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delayed/hindered responses and strategic 
implementation 

Unity through 
coordination of 
dissimilarity 

Explication of heterogeneity Creates resources for dealing with 
divergences, allows for emergence of 
ideas, and eases newcomer socialisation 

Establishment of multi-membership Weaves and integrates ideas across 
collectives 

Establishment of a sense of belonging 
to a larger profession 

Resource for outside-in and inside-out 
boundary spanning 

Establishment of legal entities Creates legal entities that take collective 
action to stop non-IOC organisations 
from infringing on IOC rights 

Representing own home-
organisations to influence IOC 
direction and goals 

Aligns and regulates value appropriation 
across IOC-participating organisations 
towards the IOC 

Unity through 
meta-organising 

Formation and distinction of cross-
organisational work groups 

Construction of distinctive and 
interdependent cross-organisational 
collectives addressing specific IOC 
issues 

Generation of cross-organisational 
projects 

Generates temporary cross-
organisational project organisations to 
respond to specific market demands or to 
test new markets 

Unity through 
outcome-
orientation 

Mobilisation of multiple collectives 
for a single collective’s purpose 

Catalyst for temporarily mobilising 
adjacent IOC collectives for a shared 
goal to solve complicated issues 

Rallying of local and regional 
resources 

Creates practices for dealing with region-
specific issues and challenges 

Table 3 – the mechanisms of multiple ‘we’s 
 
 

(1) Unity through similarity 
One mechanism of communicatively constituting ‘we’ in the investigated IOC was to 

explicate and emphasise similarity between the collectives engaged in collaboration. The underlying 
purposes of ‘we’ related to this overall mechanism are to create a sense of community, promote 
cohesion, define shared standards and goals, establish common practices, enable collective decision-
making, and to instigate collective inaction. Each of these six underlying purposes are discussed in 
more detail in the coming sections. 
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Creation of a sense of community 
A common way in which some of the IOC collectives construct themselves is as part of 

belonging to ‘the CVT Community’. This construction of collective identity provides collaborators 
with a sense of shared responsibility, kinship, and mutual accountability for collective social rules 
and norms. Cerulo (1997) noted that individuals draw their individual identity from the collective 
identities in which they participate. Similarly, collaborators in the CVT IOC draw their individual 
identities as ‘Authorised CVT teachers’ from the collective identity as related to the constructed ‘CVT 
community’. As one of the collaborators phrases it: 

 
“It [CVT] is now a consensus within the CVT Community of 180 Authorised CVT Teachers. Today 
we are 147, but that is another story. And many thousand singers. So, what does this mean? This 

directly means that we are a community.” 
 
In this phrasing of the ‘CVT Community’ as a collective, the ‘we’ is used to highlight 

consensus – mutuality – amongst collaborators. The ‘we’ is used both to define the boundary of the 
community (e.g. ‘today we are 147’) and to establish a sense of unity within that boundary (e.g. ‘this 
directly means that we are a community’). In this way, the creation of a sense of community can be 
considered a form of introspective sense-making; a way of stating who we are and how we are 
together. Accordingly, collaborators create the sense of community by continually focusing on 
convergences around CVT as a nexus of practice. This is visible in one statement by a collaborator: 

 
“We are all a lot of things, but one of the things we are (…) are Authorised CVT Teachers, that is 

the tool we have, that is the education that we have.” 
 
Here, the collective identity of ‘Authorised CVT Teacher’ is constructed as opposed to other 

possible identities (e.g. ‘we are all a lot of things’) and their shared practices becomes the nexus 
around which collective action can emerge (e.g. ‘that is the tool that we have’).  

 
 

Promotion of cohesion and a sense of collectivity 
Since many different industries and markets are covered by the heterogeneous IOC 

collectives, such as clinical work at hospitals or singing teaching in schools, many different 
communication efforts are undertaken both offline and online to cater to specific market needs. Since 
IOC collaborators engaged in different collectives do not necessarily all know one another, direct 
coordination of such communication efforts is not feasible. Instead, the IOC collectives mobilise their 
respective collective identities to promote a sense of unity within each individual collective to achieve 
cohesion in their respective communication, and from that develop their sense of collective 
responsibility in terms of their use of IOC developments, such as new terms, models, or technical 
platforms. This can be seen in the statement of one collaborator discussing how to approach 
divergences in branding: 
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“We are not employed here, by each other. But we can, we have the opportunity to think like part of 
what we are doing together is like a company. And if we have a unison brand only when it comes to 
CVT, only when it comes to that tool that is CVT, that’s the thing we have in common. A lot of other 
things we do are very different, but if we take that tool and say, if we keep that unison, let’s say we 

agree on what is said about that, on online, then we will be so much stronger. I think that is, I really 
really think that is important. “ 

 
The ‘we’ is referring to a particular collective in the IOC that is discussing the development 

of online free-for-use videos. By explicitly addressing the unity of the collective (‘we have the 
opportunity to think of what we are doing together is like a company’) and by addressing the 
collective’s work as converging in a nexus related to media use (e.g. ‘if we take that tool and say, if 
we keep that unison (…) we agree on what is said about that on online’) the collective can establish 
collective benefit (e.g. ‘we will be so much stronger’) as the grounds for collective action, i.e. 
innovative communicative solutions. 

 
 

Definition of goals and standards 
A well-defined condition for IOC success is goal-setting (Gray, 1985). Similarly, 

collaborators in the CVT IOC construct different ‘we’s within their collectives and across collectives 
as a way to establish shared goals and to set shared standards. These goals and standards often 
converge in the nexus of practising related to collaboration-specific conceptualisations. One example 
of this specificity in goal-setting is visible in the following excerpt, in which one collaborator points 
to the need for developing a specific type of what is referred to by collaborators as ‘Curbing’: “…and 
then it could be, that we could make a half-Curbing down here”. Here, the collaborator is defining a 
work-goal for the specific IOC collective by identifying a prospective version of an established 
practice (i.e. ‘we could make a half-Curbing’).  

Once goals have been set and met, they often become standards for what can and cannot be 
done within a given practice. When speaking of what can be done, collaborators refer to specific IOC 
uses of concepts such as ‘vowel use’: “Yes, and that is because we can use all vowels from over 
here”. Contrary, when speaking of what cannot be done, collaborators often refer to mechanisms in 
broader terms: “We cannot make the flageolet in the low part of the voice”.  

Goal setting is observed particularly within IOC collectives, with each collective identifying 
their own goals and objectives, whereas standards are often observed as governing across collectives.  

 
 

Establishment of common practice 
Another way in which collaborators construct collectives and use ‘we’ is to align and establish 

a common set of practices. Such alignment is often relevant in instances where multiple IOC 
collectives have developed new aspects or incrementally changed existing aspects and have engaged 
in collective decision making in terms of implementation either within the IOC or to external parties. 
One collaborator during a CVI Teaching addresses it in terms of internal implementation:  
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“Ok, well, then the question is, how much do we go and tell the 3-year teachers about the halfs and 
say, you know, because maybe it could also be interesting for them to be able to identify the halfs in 

contrast to Curbing.” 
 
Here, the speaker highlights the need for a common practice (i.e. ‘the question is how much 

do we go and tell’), establishes the other IOC collective involved (i.e. ‘the 3-year teachers’), and the 
need for aligning practices (i.e. ‘it could also be interesting for them to be able to identify’). A similar 
dynamic is present in a discussion within the IOC collective of Authorised CVT Teachers:  

 
“…and then we try and establish, see, if we can reach agreement on whether or not this is placed 

here, and then, you have a lot of examples that we can also place” 
 
In the above excerpt, the speaker identifies the need for a common practice (i.e. ‘try and 

establish, see, if we can reach agreement’) and directly addresses another collective in terms of 
getting them involved in contributing to the common practice (i.e. ‘you have a lot of examples that 
we can also place’). Accordingly, the established common practices become a nexus in which 
practices of multiple collectives converge in congruent ways.  

 
 

Enablement of collective decision making 
Previous work has demonstrated how collaborators often engage in collective decision-

making as a mechanism for collaborative success (Russo-Spena, Gummesson, & Mele, 2012). 
Similarly, collaborators in the CVT IOC construct ‘we’s for their collectives in order to accomplish 
collective decision-making as a specific form of collective action. This particular use of ‘we’ is 
observed both within a single IOC collective and in interactions with members from multiple IOC 
collectives. In both types of instances, the construction of ‘we’ follows debates and discussions of a 
particular topic on which a decisive action has to be taken. As one collaborator within an IOC 
collective points out: “So, what do we do? What do we call it? (…) on Sunday morning, we decide.”. 
In this particular utterance, the speaker rounds off a previous discussion by the use of ‘so what do we 
do’ and in doing so assigns the responsibility for decision-making to the collective, and not any 
specific individual. Moreover, the speaker explicitly identifies the nexus in which the practices can 
converge by referring to a time (i.e. ‘on Sunday morning we decide’) and indirectly a place (e.g. where 
the Sunday meeting would take place) for the collective decision making. 

A similar dynamic of assigning responsibility can be seen in interactions between IOC 
collectives, where the multiplicity of the IOC is constructed as responsible. Here the multiplicity in 
the IOC is addressed when one speaker constructs a common we for decision making: “We decide. 
All of us, we decide”. In this utterance, the speaker assigns the responsibility to the collective (i.e. ‘we 
decide’) and highlights how the decision involves multiple collectives (i.e. ‘all of us, we decide’) that 
need to engage in collective action to make progress. 

 
 

Instigation of collective inaction 
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As argued in the theoretical framework, IOC scholarship often assumes that the emergence of 
collective identity for achieving collective action is equivalent to progression and that the lack of 
collective identity leads to failure in establishing collective action, casting inaction as equivalent to 
failure. Contrastingly, in some observed interactions in the investigated IOC, collective inaction, i.e. 
the collective choice not to do something due to collective benefit, is deemed more valuable than 
collective action. Similarly to the establishing of common practices, the instigation of collective 
inaction subsumed the mobilisation of ‘we’ for collective decision-making. However, in contrast to 
the establishing of a common practice, collaborators use this distinct purpose of ‘we’ to stifle specific 
actions in cases where inaction is seen as more beneficial to the IOC than action. An example is the 
choice of a collective in the IOC to not share a recent development with the rest of the IOC:  

 
“I think it is important that we hold this back, maybe also the halfs , and keep on exploring for a bit, 

because otherwise we might get into that thing were they [The teachers in training in the 3-year 
course at CVI] begin to pound us on the head with ‘you say that this is half’ and ‘you say this is 

Curbing’ and like that. Because, we are not a hundred percent sure, and then they get really 
insecure” 

 
In the excerpt above, the choice to ‘hold back’ – i.e. to hinder or stifle a collective action of 

implementation - is ascribed to the collective (i.e. ‘that we hold this back’) in order to avoid a potential 
tension between two collectives (i.e. ‘otherwise we might get into that thing where they begin to 
pound us on the head’).  

Moreover, as can be seen in the following excerpt, the enactment of collective inaction is also 
done as a way to delay collective decision making, as visible here: “I would prefer that we are a bit 
more thorough before we tell everything”. In this example, the decision to ‘tell everything’ to the 
entire IOC is delayed since the particular collective in question is not yet sure of the findings and 
developments. Instead of causing potential issues and confusion, the collective decides not to act on 
their discovery and instead improve the developments further before announcing them to the rest of 
the IOC collectives. 

 
 

(2) Unity through coordination of dissimilarity 
A second overall mechanism of communicatively constituting ‘we’ in the investigated IOC 

was to emphasise and frame dissimilarity as something valuable and as a resource for future 
development both within and across IOC boundaries. The underlying purposes of ‘we’ related to this 
overall mechanism are to explicate heterogeneity, establish multi-membership for collaborators, 
establish belonging to larger professions, establish legal entities, and representing home-
organisations. Each of these five underlying purposes are discussed in more detail in the coming 
sections. 
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Explication of heterogeneity 
Some of the IOC collectives construct ‘we’s to explicate heterogeneity in the IOC. The 

investigated IOC case context is cross-sectoral and transnational, and is in that sense, constituted by 
many different forms and types of organisations from across the world. The collaborators 
acknowledge this presence of multiple collectives and their related collective identities in the 
collaboration, and deal with such divergences by explicitly addressing heterogeneity as something 
valuable and positive and as something encompassed and coordinated. This is visible in the way the 
collaborators take pride in the IOC being global and encompassing multiple nationalities and  
markets:  

 
“We are now 294 from 23 different countries, and we have the latest ones is Aruba, Poland, Egypt, 
Spain, and The States, and we have now on the east coast and on the west coast. We need a little bit 
in between, but it is coming. There are about 160 people who are attending the 3-year course right 
now, and they are from 26 different nationalities, and the new countries are Israel, Lichtenstein, 

and China.” 
 
In this excerpt, the use of ‘we’ as a way of explicating heterogeneity lets collaborators address 

newcomers to the collaboration, with newcomers’ differences and divergences being cast as an 
addition to expand the IOC diversity (e.g. ‘we need a little bit in between, but it is coming’) rather 
than being a threat to the establish status quo.  

The use of ‘we’ to explicate heterogeneity also allows collaborators to deal with divergences 
in the form of internal IOC competition by refocusing practices towards the collective rather than the 
individual. This is visible in how some collectives construct individuality in relation to CVT 
practices:  

 
“We are all individuals, and we have our own businesses, and we all want the customers, so the 
singer, but we don’t want to compete in the wrong way with each other, but we have also to be 

together in this”. 
 
Here, CVT practices converge in a nexus of business practices in which each individual 

collaborator’s business model and appropriations of IOC innovations are explicated (e.g. ‘we do not 
want to compete in the wrong way with each other’) and aligned according to the collective (e.g. ‘we 
have also to be together in this’).  

 
 

 Establishment of multi-membership 
IOC collaborators also use multiple ‘we’s within statements to represent their multiple 

memberships in different IOC collectives, and in doing so, the collaborators weave together and 
integrate ideas from across the collectives into single solutions and orientations. A similar form of 
multiplicity has been recognised in the literature on communities of practice, which discusses multi-
membership in several communities of practice as an inherent aspect of individual identity making 
(Wenger, 2000). Comparatively, multi-membership is observed in the investigated IOC as the 
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communicative constitution of multiple ‘we’s in single utterances. This is visible in the following 
example, where one speaker is invoking multiple collective identities to make her point:  

 
“What we have here (…) is a feedback that we get from all of you, and this is so valuable. Because, 
you see a little mistake here and there, and then we go ‘oh, yeah, that’s right’. And because we are 
so many brilliant brains working together, we can continuously make this better and better (…) we 
become sharper and sharper and more and more precise, which is of course, what we all want to 

be.” 
 
The first ‘we’ is contextual and refers to the people present in the room (i.e. ‘what we have 

here’). The next ‘we’ refers to the CVI administration who collects and responds to feedback from 
IOC members (i.e. ‘is a feedback that we get from all of you’). This is followed by a construction of 
the graphics work group which corrects mistakes in illustration materials (i.e. ‘you see a little mistake 
here and there, and then we go’). The speaker also constructs the collective of Authorised CVT 
Teacher as a resource in the IOC (i.e. ‘we are so many brilliant brains working together, we can 
continuously make this better’), as well as a ‘we’ that relates to the profession of teacher (i.e. ‘we 
become sharper and sharper and more and more precise’) before ending up constructing the entire 
IOC (i.e. ‘what we all want to be’).  Hence, the speaker is weaving together inputs and outputs from 
various IOC collectives and integrating ideas from across them, and in doing so, establishes herself 
as having multi-membership in the multiple collectives.  
 

 
Establishment of a sense of belonging to a larger profession 

IOCs are often discussed as dyadic relationships between two organisations, such as between 
a buyer and a supplier. Contrastingly, the present investigation is polyadic in its focus on a cross-
sectoral and transnational IOC constituted by many different types of organisations. Empirically, this 
can be seen in how collaborators construct ‘we’s relating IOC members to larger populations of 
professions and industries in their respective domains that span across IOC boundaries. The 
collaborators construct themselves as part of belonging to larger professions in two ways: either in a 
way that allows for ideas and experiences from non-IOC collectives to be included within the IOC 
collectives (outside-in), or in a way that lets IOC collaborators share IOC information with non-IOC 
collectives (inside-out). 

An example of an instance where outside-in dynamics are present is when collectives 
explicitly express the need for sharing of outside experiences:  

 
“we will also be doing a lot of sharing on your own cases, on your own lives as singers, cases 

meaning what do you experience”. 
 
In this utterance, the speaker is ascribing the IOC collective to the larger profession of being 

a ‘singer’ (i.e. ‘on your own lives as singers’) and highlighting the need for collaborators to share 
from this larger body of professionals within the IOC (i.e. ‘sharing of your own cases (…) meaning 
what do you experience’).  
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An example of inside-out dynamics is seen in the following excerpt, in which one speaker is 
establishing a belonging to the profession of ‘teacher’:  

 
“So, let’s be honest about how we are educated and how experienced we are as a teacher (…) we 

are the experts”. 
 
In this example, the collaborator is constructing the identity of being a teacher (i.e. ‘how we 

are educated and how experienced we are as a teacher’), and how the IOC teachers should share of 
their IOC expertise (i.e. ‘so, let’s be honest about … we are the experts’) with other voice 
professionals.  

Both of these types of constitutions of ‘we’ are boundary-spanning, since the collectives 
constructed consist of members that are both external and internal to the IOC boundaries. 
Accordingly, IOC collaborators draw on nexus of practices belonging to professions of ‘singers’, 
‘teachers’, ‘researchers’ and other types of professions to establish themselves as experts within given 
fields. Here, the nexuses in which practices from other non-IOC collectives span the boundaries of 
the IOC, and consequently, converge with and influence IOC nexus. Accordingly, collaborators 
construct various different ‘we’s to illustrate the related multiplicity of collective identities.  

 
 

Establishment of legal entities 
Since the CVT IOC is constantly engaging in activities of research and development, new 

materials and ideas are generated on a recurring basis. To ensure that all, but only, IOC collaborators 
benefit from such developments, an important form of collective action is the establishment of legal 
entities. This is the case when a non-IOC organisation is trying to infringe on IOC-copyrighted 
materials: 

 
“He cut a video, one the CVI videos (…) he cut it up and said the name of his own school instead of 
CVI. It is not his own material, it is CVI material (…) we said ‘come on, this is copyright violation, 
you are not allowed to do that’. That is actually illegal to do (…) what we can do, is, if it looks like 
official CVT, I can actually say ‘I have copyright protection, you cannot use this chart’ (..) we hate 

this way of power play (…)  and that is exactly what we don’t want to do”. 
 
In this excerpt, ‘we’ is used to refer to the establishment of a legal entity (i.e. ‘we said (…) 

this is copyright violation), that takes collective action (i.e. ‘what we can do is, if it looks like official 
CVT, I can actually say I have copyright’) to stop other parties from using IOC materials (i.e. ‘that is 
actually illegal (…) you cannot use this chart’). However, legal action is seen as an extreme measure 
in the IOC, and amicable solutions are often preferred with collectives expressing sentiment (i.e. ‘we 
hate this way of power play’). This form of collective action relates specifically to the enforcing of 
IOC boundaries in relation to non-IOC parties who are encroaching on the IOC territory, and, in doing 
so, potentially threatening the equilibrium of the collaboration.  

 
Representation of own home-organisations to influence IOC direction and goals 
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Collaborators use ‘we’s to represent and refer back to their individual home-organisations in 
order to influence IOC directions and goals.  In their very inception, IOCs are ripe with potential 
tension between the multiple organisational identities represented by participating organisations. In 
the investigated case, the construction of each of the IOC-participating organisations often occurs in 
discussions related to value appropriation, that is, the use of IOC developed materials for 
organisation-specific gain. As one collaborator explains  

 
“It is about money. Because, we are professionals, and I mean, we have to pay rent, and we want to 

(…) be good. I want to earn some money” 
 
In this excerpt, the collaborator constructs the value appropriated from implementing an IOC 

development (i.e. ‘it is about money’) and reveals part of the reason why the particular organisation 
participates in the IOC (i.e. ‘we have to pay rent, and we want to (…) be good. I want to earn some 
money’). However, such form of self-serving action is not commonly accepted in the IOC, which 
values collaborative advantages over organisational advantages. This lack of acceptance stands out 
in the following response to how to conduct business: 

 
“We do not understand this. This is not the way we do business (…) we think that not only is it 

unethical, it is really bad for business”. 
 
The constructed ‘we’ is referring back to an IOC-participating organisation (i.e. ‘this is not 

the way we do business’) and the speaker is trying to influence the direction of a specific IOC policy-
making by constructing the individual organisation as a collective with its respective goals and 
standards (i.e. ‘we think that not only is it unethical, it is really bad for business’). 

In addition, the collaborators also construct their own home-organisations as a way to 
constrain how the IOC can operate:  

 
“You can do that because it is a state-controlled education. This is a private school, and we have 
actually tried (…) to say how can we do this state education in a way. And it is really bad for us, 

because there are a lot of rules that we should adhere to, because they are made by the 
conservatories, and we actually think that our education is much better than conservatories.” 

 
In this example, the collaborator specifically addresses another organisation (i.e. ‘you can do 

that’), and a home-organisation (i.e. ‘this is a private school, and we have actually tried’) in an 
attempt to influence policy (i.e. ‘this is really bad for us, because there are a lot of rules that we 
should adhere to’).  

Overall, what becomes apparent from these excerpts is that the IOC serves as a nexus of 
business practices that directly relate to and influence how participating organisations operate their 
businesses. The organisational identities converge in the IOC, and the IOC discussions and decisions 
are positioned as taking precedence over individual participating organisations’ decisions.  

 
 



 131 

(3) Unity through meta-organising 
The third overall mechanism of communicatively constituting ‘we’ in the investigated IOC 

was meta-organising in two distinct forms: the formation and distinction of cross-organisational work 
groups converging around work-activities and the generation of cross-organisational projects for 
specific and isolated purposes. These two underlying purposes are discussed in more detail in the 
coming two sections. 

 
Formation and distinction of cross-organisational work groups 

IOC collaborators form cross-organisational work groups to deal with expertise-specific 
issues, and construct ‘we’s to refer to these collectives and to distinguish the collectives from other 
IOC collectives. Many different uses of ‘we’ are observed as referring to different work groups, such 
as a research collective, an auditory analysis collective, and a visual graphics collective. Each of these 
groups consists of members from across the IOC organisations, and each group is constituted by 
different ‘we’s. The example below from the research group illustrates one such use of ‘we’:  

 
“The research we had on distortion at that time that was the first we’d ever filmed, so it was like 

‘wow’ we have some world news. It was fantastic. So, we came to this PEVOC conference (…) and 
we showed this at a small, for a small audience. And the next day they said that everybody has to 

see that, so we were moved to the big stage, for everybody at the conference, to show this.” 
 
Here the research collective refers to the team of researchers as a collective ‘we’ in relation 

to an ‘other’ (i.e. ‘they’ in the form of ‘the audience’ or ‘everybody at the conference’).  The same 
dynamic of creating a ‘we’ and a ‘they’ is present in the IOC, when the auditory analysis collective 
(AA collective) presents some of its work to the rest of the IOC:  

 
“Then we started trying to identify the different sounds (…) what we are trying to do, that is, that 
we are trying to find the real AA examples (…) and we have not been able to find them. And we 

have a lot of examples (…) but then there are all of you. And if you can find it, then send it”. 
 
 In this example, members of the AA collective refer to themselves through their objective 

(e.g. ‘we started trying to find the real AA examples’) and the rest of the IOC as another entity (e.g. 
‘then there are all of you’). In both cases shown above, as well as in the IOC as a whole, it is evident 
that the members of the collectives construct themselves as distinct collectives from the other IOC 
collectives such as singers or teachers, and that the goals of these collectives are different from those 
of other collectives. However, the work done by for instance the research collective informs much of 
the activity in the interactions between all the other IOC collectives, and some members from the 
research collective are also members of other IOC collectives. In this sense, these cross-organisational 
and cross-IOC work group memberships highlight the interdependencies between IOC collaborators 
in accomplishing collaborative success.  
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Generation of cross-organisational projects 
IOC collaborators construct smaller cross-organisational project collectives through 

constructions of ‘we’. These are usually temporary collectives that serve a specific purpose for a short 
duration of time. The temporary collectives may be used to develop specific courses for specific 
market needs by a small number of collaborators, or they may be pioneering first-movers used to test 
out new markets before large-scale investments are done. The latter is the case in the following 
example of three IOC organisations developing a new product offering shared between them. 

 
“So, maybe we should talk about that, or we can do something together. Because, that is an idea for 

that. But, that is a different issue. Now we are completely opening a new market, that would give 
jobs for your, of course, but a lot of other people maybe also, so then we talk about it. You have an 
idea that is new, that is different, so we can talk about it. Maybe we can do something together.” 

 
In this example, the ‘we’ is used to refer to the emergence of a temporary collective (i.e. 

‘maybe we should talk about that, or we can do something together’), with a specific purpose in mind 
(i.e. ‘now we are completely opening a new market’) which would in the end benefit the entire IOC 
(i.e. ‘that would give jobs for your, of course, but a lot of other people maybe also’). The ‘we’ is 
constructed in response to the need for a collective taking responsibility for developing the emerging 
market. Subsequently, a small collective is established to do market research and propose products 
and services that can be provided by the IOC or IOC companies in the market. 

 
 

(4) Unity through outcome-orientation 
The fourth, and final, overall mechanism of communicatively constituting ‘we’ in the 

investigated IOC was to orient activities towards higher-order outcomes cutting across IOC 
collectives. This manifested itself in two underlying purposes: to mobilise multiple IOC collectives 
to achieve the goals of a single IOC collective and to rally local and regional resources such as 
language-skills or market know-how. These two underlying purposes are discussed in more detail in 
the coming two sections. 

 
 

Mobilisation of multiple collectives for a single collective’s purpose 
While collaborators use ‘we’ to refer to themselves as distinct from other collectives as 

demonstrated above, they also use that distinction as a catalyst for mobilising adjacent IOC 
collectives for their own purposes. This can for instance be seen in the data, when one collective 
reaches an impasse, i.e. a problem that they are not able to solve on their own. In the example 
discussed above where the AA collective constructed themselves as ‘we’ (i.e. ‘what we are trying to 
do is, that we are trying to find the real AA examples’) they also enlist other collectives (i.e. ‘if you 
can find it’) to help them by providing data materials (i.e. ‘then send it’). In this sense, IOC collectives 
call upon each other to mobilise resources in situations where problems cannot be solved within the 
individual IOC collective itself.  
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The same dynamic is observed when the Graphics Illustration work group needs to change a 
considerable amount of material in a short matter of time due to a new development being 
implemented across all IOC materials. Instead of doing all the changes themselves, which would take 
months of work for the relatively small collective, they enlist the two larger collectives of Authorised 
CVT Teachers and CVI Teachers to alter existing materials that are circulating in the IOC according 
to a newly defined specification standard. In this way, the IOC collectives can use a ‘we’ to call upon 
and mobilise other collectives in temporary hierarchies to reach the individual collective’s purposes 
and set goals.  

 
 

Rallying of local and regional resources 
It is often recognised that IOCs form to integrate resources that individual firms would 

otherwise not have access to in order to solve meta-problems. A specific form of this access to and 
use of resources has been identified in the data in relation to a specific collective identity and action. 
Collaborators in the investigated IOC construct and mobilise ‘we’s referring to geographically-
specific collectives with local knowledge and skills to rally otherwise inaccessible resources. Since 
the CVT IOC covers a wide range of organisations from a large variety of countries, local and region-
specific ‘CVT Associations’ consisting of Authorised CVT Teachers have gathered as collectives 
rallying local resources to deal with region and nation specific issues and challenges. These are 
challenges such as expansions, dealing with changing market demands or responding to pressures 
and threats from competitors in local areas. Such is the case in the excerpt below from the collective 
of the Dutch CVT Association trying to deal with the labelling of CVT-related products in their 
region:  

 
“We will be getting bigger. I am from Holland, and we have a committee for everything (…) I think 

the really best solution to solve this problem is to, if there is a committee who can label things” 
 

The constructed ‘we’ refers to the Dutch Association (i.e. ‘we have a committee for 
everything’) which is used to mobilise a solution (i.e. ‘a committee who can label things’) to respond 
to growing market demands in the region (i.e. ‘we will be getting bigger’) for which the labelling of 
multiple IOC organisations’ product offerings overlap. Accordingly, the local associations act as 
nexuses of practices for the region-specific engagement in the IOC and collaborators actively seek to 
solve local issues within these collectives rather than having to deal with them at the level of the 
entire IOC.  

Moreover, these forms of geographically-specific resources are seen as valuable by the entire 
IOC in providing solutions to IOC-general problems. This is visible in the statement during one 
update meeting:  

 
“For the new word we need to have all the English-speaking people, American-speaking people, 

native-speaking people to get another word, because gravel might mean that you have distortion on 
it” 
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The speaker is highlighting how there is a need for another word (i.e. ‘for the new word we 
need’) for a controversial and problematic term currently in use by many IOC companies (i.e. 
‘gravel’), and that the geographical expertise, in this case language skills (i.e. ‘native-speaking 
people’), is needed to avoid potential confusion or misinterpretation (i.e. ‘might mean’). The ‘we’ 
here is used to rally the local resources (native speakers) in order to achieve a specific outcome (a 
new word). 

 
 
Discussion 

The present study investigates the identified gap related to the communicative constitution of 
multiple collective identities in IOC contexts and related emergences of collective actions. The 
empirical context of Complete Vocal Technique (CVT) provided ample grounds for investigating 
such communicative multiplicity in identity constructions.  

Firstly, the investigated empirical setting offers a cross-sectoral, transnational and 
longitudinal perspective, which responds to previous calls for research of cross-organisational 
contexts (Chaput et al., 2011) in cross-sectoral and transnational settings (Keyton et al., 2008) to 
unfold the communicative constitution of identity (Barbour & James, 2015; Koschmann, 2012) over 
longer periods of time (Smith et al., 2017). Through investigations of this context from a 
communicative constitutive perspective, the study offers two main contributions: first, empirical 
grounding of the communicative constitution of multiple collective identities in IOCs and, second, 
the multiple mechanisms these collective identities serve as related to collective actions.  

By identifying multiple collective identities in a single IOC case context, the study advances 
an anti-essentialist perspective on collective identities as communicatively constituted social 
accomplishments, which stands in stark contrast to previous approaches highlighting unified and 
singular social experiences as a ‘single canvas against which social actors constructed a sense of self’ 
(Cerulo, 1997, p. 387). The perspective advanced by this paper is much alike research of the 
constructions of individual and organisational identities (Balmer & Greyser, 2003; Coupland & 
Brown, 2004) which demonstrates the presence and construction of multiple, shifting, and competing 
organisational and collective identities (Alvesson et al., 2008; Brown & Toyoki, 2013; Cerulo, 1997; 
Garcia & Hardy, 2007) across multiple levels of analysis and temporal orientations (Daskalaki, 2010; 
Oliver et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2017). 

Organisational identities studies now take for granted that ‘organizations are best 
characterised as having multiple identities’ (Brown & Coupland, 2015; Coupland & Brown, 2004). 
Similarly, this paper advances the view that IOCs are best characterised as consisting of multiple 
communicatively constituted collective identities related to multiple mechanisms and purposes. 
However, in contrast to the organisational identity literature which seeks to reduce differences and 
tensions amongst diverging collective identities, this study proposes that such multiplicity may 
present opportunities rather than challenges through the management of heterogeneity as something 
valuable and generative. Such a notion of multiple collective identities as resources and opportunities 
rather than divergences to be managed is an avenue of investigation that has yet to be explored in 
both IOC and organisational identity scholarship. This perspective might offer new avenues of 
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valuable theoretical and practical insight, since heterogeneity can be seen as an integral part of IOC 
and cooperation as a whole.  

Moreover, this paper responds to the call for continued exploration of identity-constitution in 
IOCs (Koschmann, 2012) and proposes that future studies should focus not on one, but on multiple 
collective identities and the potential purposes these identities serve for IOCs. A communicative 
constitutive lens is particularly useful for such studies since it allows for micro-foundations of 
collective identities to be uncovered. Accordingly, by having investigated multiplicity in identity-
constitutions in IOCs through a communicative lens, this paper empirically contributes to the growing 
number of studies that conceptualise communication as constitutive of e.g. collaboration and 
collective identity, rather than seeing communication as a component of collaboration processes 
(Chaput et al., 2011; Cooren et al., 2011; Cooren, Taylor, & Van Every, 2006; Koschmann, 2012, 
2016). 

Moreover, turning attention to the notion of collective action, this study participates in 
opening up the black box of collaboration processes, which have previously been deemed the least 
understood aspect of collaborative organising (Koschmann, 2016; Thomson & Perry, 2006) due to 
the dominance of structural approaches (Barnett et al., 2000; Keyton et al., 2008; Lawrence et al., 
2002; Majchrzak et al., 2014; Philips et al., 2000). It does so by showing how the forming of collective 
identities in various IOC collectives enable collective action, such as has been shown previously 
(Cerulo, 1997; Doerfel & Taylor, 2017; Koschmann, 2016; Oliver et al., 2015) - both at the level of 
the individual collectives – what has also been coined ‘hot teams’ (Keyton et al., 2008) – and at the 
level of organisations and individuals.  

Contrastingly, collective inaction – that is, collectively choosing not to act - is also observed 
in the case data as enabled by the construction of collective identity. However, only in specific ways. 
Collective inaction emerges when specific IOC developments are withheld either for a) the benefit of 
the developing collective or b) the benefit of multiple collectives in cases where temporal delays 
would ultimately be beneficial for all IOC collaborators. Previous investigations of collective inaction 
from fields such as political science or entrepreneurship conceptualise collective inaction as the lack 
of and/or failure to produce collective action as a morally wrongful and group-based ignorance i.e. a 
serious issue of failure to collaborate (Doan, 2016; Finke, Gilchrist, & Mouzas, 2016; Koschmann, 
2016; Ostrander, 2015; Stroebe, 2013; Wijen & Ansari, 2006). As Koschmann (2012) puts it: 
‘collaborative inaction resulting from a lack of collective identity’. Contrastingly, in the examined 
case, collective inaction is a strategic decision emerging from collective identities in IOC collectives 
to reap later and potentially larger benefits than would otherwise have been realised, as well as being 
a way to avoid potential conflict due to premature introduction of new ideas that would otherwise 
have acted as IOC disturbances/system shocks.  

Whereas inaction in collaborative contexts has previously been linked with uncertainty 
(Koschmann, 2012), this was not the case in the studied IOC, where inaction is a strategic choice 
based on certainty that implementation at the time of development would cause issues, whereas 
delaying implementation – and in affect doing nothing with a new development - ensures a higher 
adoption of the development in ways that generates value for the entire IOC. This line of inquiry has 
until now been left completely unattended to in the IOC literature and collaboration literature as a 
whole. Thereby, this paper provides a first example of strategically employed collective inaction by 
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collaborators in IOC contexts based on collective identity in a way that leads to the realisation of 
larger benefits. As such, collaborative success is not only a matter of establishing collective identity 
as a mechanism for collective action, but also a matter of strategically choosing when to enact 
collective inaction – which can be seen as a valuable dynamic capability of IOC collaborators.  As 
such, collective inaction may not necessarily be problematic or a sign or symptom of issue if engaged 
in during times where such inaction serves the purpose of the IOC.  

 
 

Practical and methodological implication 
The findings of the study, specifically the multiple mechanisms and underlying purposes of 

‘we’, may inform practitioners and managers in how they communicatively can shape collaboration 
interactions to foster collaborative success. By being aware of which collective a ‘we’ refers to and 
by strategically adhering to the underlying purpose such use should accomplish, managers can 
facilitate and instigate the emergence of collaborative practices that ensure more successful 
collaboration outcomes or recognise and stifle the emergence of practices that may be detrimental to 
achieving desired outcomes. Accordingly, the paper methodologically advances a practice approach 
with a communicative constitutive lens to studying collaboration, such as has been called for 
previously (Huxham, 2003; Smith, 2012; Smith et al., 2017), in order to further enhance practical 
understanding of the work undertaken to accomplish successful collaboration. This advancement is 
needed since more ‘practice-based, qualitative, longitudinal research at the micro level’ (Smith, 2012) 
are crucial for improving the understanding of collaborative success and failure.   

 
 

Conclusion 
This paper argues that IOCs may best be characterised as consisting of multiple 

communicatively constituted collective identities related to four overall mechanisms of collective 
actions. The study responds to multiple calls in IOC scholarship by answering the research question: 
how and for what purpose(s) are multiple collective identities communicatively constituted in inter-
organisational collaborations? In short, this paper empirically demonstrates how multiple collective 
identities were related to multiple collective sets of actions and inactions. Based on this novel finding, 
the study proposes two new lines of investigation for future research; that multiple collective 
identities may present new opportunities for successful collaborative outcomes rather than potential 
identification issues to be reduced, and that collective inaction may be considered a strategic 
affordance related to appropriating delayed -  but larger - benefits, rather than merely collaborative 
failure as previous literature has suggested. Finally, the study supports the need for further 
investigations of inter-sectoral IOCs, where the potential occurrence of communicative constitution 
of multiple collective identities is higher due to the heterogeneous needs, wants, and goals of 
engaging collaborators. The authors hope these avenues of exploration will spur more investigations 
of the complex communicative accomplishment of collaboration.  
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6.1 From IOC mechanisms to IOC Processes 
Paper one zoomed-in on practice alignment and directionality as two conditions of 

accomplishing IOC. Paper two zoomed even further in on the notion of collective directionality by 
unpacking how collective identity may serve as a mechanisms for collective action, and in effect, 
realising a collective directionality in practice. Contrastingly, paper three zooms-out in relation to the 
notion of practice alignment, by investigating a processual perspective on the collaborations in the 
CVT IOC. In doing so, paper three shows how practices enacted before collaborative activities may 
impact how collaborative activities are accomplished. As such, paper three centres on the notion of 
IOC processes and details how the practices are enacted over time.  
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7. Introduction to paper three 
A previous version of this paper was presented at the 3rd World Open Innovation Conference 

(WOIC) at ESADE Business School in Spain. The paper was also presented at a research seminar on 
Open Innovation at the University of California, Berkeley, at the Garwood Center for Corporate 
Innovation during my research stay as a Fulbright Fellow with Professor Henry Chesbrough. The 
paper was submitted to the Creativity and Innovation Management Journal on July 5th 2018 for a 
special issue themed “Exploring Practices in Collaborative Innovation: Unpacking Dynamics, 
Relations, and Enactment in Spaces In-Between”. The paper responds to sub-research question 3 in 
its focus on the IOC dynamic related to changes in processes.  
 
 

 
7.1 A practice-based approach to collaborative service innovation – Findings from a multi-
actor case study 
 

 
Abstract 

This paper situates practice theory as uniquely relevant for the study of service innovation in 
its dedication to centralizing and explicating human action – what people actually do - , which can be 
seen as the fundamental unit of value creation in service innovation. The paper argues that practice 
approaches are a much-needed dynamic and processual alternative to the prominent materiality bias 
in innovation research because practice approaches are useful for studying the micro-foundations of 
collaborative innovation by bringing work back in. In recognition that innovation processes are 
becoming more open, dynamic, and collaborative, the paper theoretically develops practice-based 
definitions of services, service innovation, and service innovation processes. Utilising these 
definitions in a longitudinal and multi-actor case-study, the paper empirically uncovers collaborative 
service innovation practices in a model that empirically demonstrates how continuous and cyclical 
innovation is attainable and sustainable through three sets of interrelated ‘co-‘practices: Conceptual 
Co-Mapping, Co-transforming, and Co-Evolving. The study proposes that these can be seen as parts 
of a continuous innovation process that has both Co-Ontogenetic and Co-Phylogenetic effects. That 
is, the individual-actor appropriations of collaboration co-creations affecting actor-specific practices 
and the system-specific co-creation that changes interactional-dynamics and affect how innovation is 
accomplished, respectively. The paper identifies two new avenues for future research, which have so 
far been neglected in extant scholarship: (1) practice-based exploration of service innovation 
processes and (2) investigation of sense and meaning making processes between collaborators in 
service innovation contexts. 
 
 
Keywords: Collaborative Innovation, Inter-Organizational Collaboration, Practice Theory, Service 
Innovation 
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Introduction 

Organisations increasingly participate in and rely on open and collaborative innovation in 
inter-organisational collaborations to leverage knowledge, skills, and resources from both within and 
beyond organisational boundaries (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Bogers et al., 2016; Chesbrough, 
2007; Gassmann et al., 2010; Gray, 1985; Ollila & Yström, 2016). Collaborative constellations enable 
organisations to respond to complex problems (Agogué, Yström, & Masson, 2013) because they 
secure collaborating organisations the ‘requisite variety’ (Seidl & Werle, 2018) needed to innovate 
through ongoing ‘reciprocal, preferential, and mutually supportive interactions’ (Doerfel & Taylor, 
2017).  

Recent reviews of open innovation call for research of open service innovation (Gassmann et 
al., 2010; West & Bogers, 2016; West, Salter, Vanhaverbeke, & Chesbrough, 2014). These calls can 
be seen as responses to trends of ‘servitisation’ (Baines, 2015; Visnjic Kastalli & Van Looy, 2013; 
Witell & Logren, 2013) and the emergence of services-based economies (Gallouj & Windrum, 2008; 
Rajala, Gallouj, & Toivonen, 2016). While service innovation is widely recognised as a critical source 
of competitive advantage for organisations and collaborative constellations such as networks and 
collaborations (Giannopoulou, Gryszkiewicz, & Barlatier, 2014; Kindström, Kowalkowski, & 
Sandberg, 2013; Menor & Roth, 2007; Salunke, Weerawardena, & McColl-Kennedy, 2013), research 
dedicated to service innovation is still only emerging (Droege, Hildebrand, & Forcada, 2009; Gallouj, 
2002; O'Cass, Song, & Yuan, 2013; Oke, 2007). This is especially true for open and collaborative 
innovation where, “ as with other aspects of innovation research and practice, OI has emphasized 
innovation in products to the exclusion of services …thus far researchers have largely ignored this 
topic…” (West & Bogers, 2016, p. 3). This paucity in research may in part be due to the extreme 
heterogeneity of services (Ritala, Hyötylä, Blomqvist, & Kosonen, 2013) and their complex 
provision, production, client interaction, and quality control (Miozzo, Desyllas, Lee, & Miles, 2016). 
These complexities have led scholars to conclude that service innovation is the ‘least understood 
topic in the service management and innovations literature’ (Menor & Roth, 2007) and procesually 
a ‘black box’ that need to be opened (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997).  

To respond to this gap and identified complexities, this paper theoretically proposes and 
empirically demonstrates how practice approaches, while widely applicable in empirical contexts of 
collaboration, are uniquely suitable for the study of collaborative service innovation. Since services 
consist of aggregated human actions -  i.e. human behaviour itself is the product in services (Lyons, 
Chatman, & Joyce, 2007) – service innovation requires changes in such behaviour, in other words, 
changes to and of practices. Thus, practice approaches are uniquely suitable to study such changes, 
since they centralise and explicate human actions through methodological resonance with ‘what 
people actually do’ (Nicolini et al., 2003) which can be seen as the ‘fundamental unit of value 
creation’ (Korkman, 2006) in service encounters. Arguably, practice approaches offer dynamic, 
relational, and enactment perspectives (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011) that enable investigations of 
the interactions needed to realise successful service innovation (Dougherty, 2004). Accordingly, This 
paper argues that practice approaches may offer a detailed and nuanced alternative to the otherwise 
dominant materiality bias in innovation research (Gallouj & Savona, 2008).  



 144 

Despite this potential, there has to date only been limited application of practice-based 
approaches in previous service research (McColl-Kennedy, Cheung, & Ferrier, 2015). Two streams 
of studies drawing on practice approaches is identified in the extant service literature: studies of how 
customers engage in  practices of co-creating service experiences (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2015; 
McColl-Kennedy, Vargo, Dagger, Sweeney, & van Kasteren, 2012) and studies of  how firms can 
co-create value with brand communities during online interactions (Chandler & Chen, 2016; Russo-
Spena et al., 2012; Schau et al., 2009; Skålén, Gummerus, von Koskull, & Magnusson, 2014; Skålén 
et al., 2015). While this extant literature indirectly addresses service innovation by uncovering the 
co-creation of new service experiences, two shortcomings can be identified. Firstly, most of the 
studies rely primarily on data from online communities at the neglect of work as it unfolds in situ, 
which is problematic since technological constrains impose what actions are and are not possible (e.g. 
options to ‘like’ but not ‘dislike’ entries). Secondly, many studies are predominantly focused on 
dyadic relationships between costumers and firms, which is problematic since organisations are 
increasingly relying on collaborations with multiple actors to innovate.  

This paper theoretically and empirically responds to these shortcomings by studying 
collaborative service innovation practices in a multi-actor context in situ. In doing so, the paper  
responds to calls for research of micro-foundations of collaborative innovation (Bogers et al., 2016) 
and calls for a practice (re)turn in organizational scholarship (Barley & Kunda, 2001; Eikeland, 
Eikeland, & Nicolini, 2011; Nicolini, 2009, 2012). 

Accordingly, the paper contributes in two important ways. First, it theoretically develops 
practice definitions of services, service innovation, and service innovation processes for the study of 
collaborative service innovation. Secondly, the paper contributes empirically by uncovering 
collaborative service innovation practices in a model that demonstrates how continuous and cyclical 
innovation is attainable and sustainable through sets of interrelated ‘Co- ‘practices. In line with 
previous studies, the present paper adopts the view that innovation processes can be disentangled into 
several ‘Co-‘ practices (Russo-Spena et al., 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2007), in order to extend previous 
research of co-creation of service experiences in dyadic relationships towards service innovation in 
collaborative and open innovation models (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Bogers et al., 2016; 
Chesbrough, 2003).  

The paper is organised as follows. First, reviews of previous research on service, service 
innovation, and service innovation processes in relation to practice approaches are presented. Then 
the paper situates practice theory as an appropriate lens for the investigation of services and service 
innovation. Next, the research design is presented followed by presentation, analysis and discussion 
of the empirical findings. The study concludes with a set of implications for practice and future 
research.  

 
 

Conceptual Background 
Service organisations contribute more than 60% of the GPD of the top-forty OECD 

economies, and services alone account for some 80% of the U.S. GDP (Chesbrough, 2011b, 2011c), 
which leads scholars to argue that services will continue to become ‘a fundamental component of 
advanced economies’ (Mina, Bascavusoglu-Moreau, & Hughes, 2014a). Correspondingly, extant 
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literature stresses the importance of service innovation for developing competitive advantages 
(Eloranta & Turunen, 2015). Problematically, definitions of services, services innovation, and service 
innovation processes remain largely insufficient and many studies fail to define the focal concept 
(MacKenzie, 2003; Witell, Snyder, Gustafsson, Fombelle, & Kristensson, 2016), in part because 
research still struggles to answer the most basic questions of what service innovation is (Snyder, 
Witell, Gustafsson, Fombelle, & Kristensson, 2016, p. 2402). Accordingly, Witell et al. (2016) state 
that theory building on service innovation is still novel, with dispersed and vague definitions of the 
core concepts needing further exploration and development (p. 2863). The following paragraphs 
participate in this exploration by developing practice-based definitions of service and service 
innovation. 

 
 

Defining services and service innovation 
Services may simply be defined as an offering, and more specifically as ‘an economic activity 

that does not results in ownership of a tangible asset’ (Baines, Roy, Lightfoot, Benedettini, & Kay, 
2009), and from a practice perspective, as ‘practices, activities and/or actions enacted for the benefit 
of others’ (Chandler & Chen, 2016). Service Innovation, comparatively, is not so simply defined. 
Service innovation scholarship is often classified into one of the three perspectives of assimilation, 
demarcation, or synthesis (Coombs & Miles, 2000; Witell et al., 2016) that each differently  
conceptualise what service innovation is and does. 

 The early studies of service innovation focused on assimilation and highlighted evaluations 
of technology-introduction impact (in particular, information technology) as main drivers of service 
innovation (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Witell et al., 2016). Such approaches adopted product 
innovation theories without modification or translation (Gallouj, 2002) under the assumption that 
service innovation did not differ significantly from product innovation. Comparatively, the 
demarcation perspective proposes that service innovation is fundamentally different from product 
innovation (Coombs & Miles, 2000) and offers service-specific innovation theories and concepts 
(Witell et al., 2016) that emphasise value creation. Finally, a synthesis perspective proposes that 
service innovation theories should also encompass manufacturing innovation and product innovation, 
and thus represents an integrative perspective (Coombs & Miles, 2000; Witell et al., 2016).  

In a review of service innovation definitions across these three perspectives, Witell et al. 
(2016) argue that assimilation definitions compound product, service, and processes in definitions 
that relate innovation mainly to the ‘newness’ being offered, compared to both demarcation and 
synthesis definitions in which ‘services’ are explicitly mentioned with focus on ‘value’ (pp. 2866-
2867). Interestingly, Witell et al. find only one service-innovation definition based in practice-theory: 
“the creation of new value propositions by means of developing existing or creating new practices 
and/or resources, or by means of integrating practices and resources in new ways” (Skålén et al., 
2014, p. 137). This definition is valuable in connecting value and practice as axial, yet in its focus on 
how firms may develop propositions it lacks collaborative components, which are widely recognised 
(Koskela-Huotari, Edvardsson, Jonas, Sorhammar, & Witell, 2016), in order to apply to collaborative 
service innovation. Moreover, the definition neglects the dynamism and provisionality of practice, in 
and so far, as it does not take into consideration practices that over time become obsolete or deemed 
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unnecessary. This renders the definition less useful since innovation processes are becoming more 
open, flexible, integrated, complex, multi-actor, and network-oriented (Hidalgo & D'Alvano, 2014, 
p. 698) in fifth-generation innovation models (Rothwell, 1992), such as open innovation 
(Chesbrough, 2007, 2011a) or collaborative innovation (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011). These 
collaborative approaches build on notions of expectations towards professionals to practice collective 
intrapreneurship to develop innovations (Sundbo, 1997) with all parties as co-producers and co-
creators of value (Bettencourt, Ostrom, Brown, & Roundtree, 2002). In these settings, value creation 
and value appropriation may differ amongst engaged collaboration partners (Belderbos et al., 2014), 
making value an important pivot-point for a practice-based definition of collaborative service 
innovation. To meet these demands of a practice-based, collaboratively oriented and value-focused 
definition, service innovation may be defined as:  

 
the engagement by multiple collaborators in practices of creating new, renewing existing, 

and/or removing redundant or outdated practices in efforts to create enhanced value(s) 
 
Accordingly, in recognition that collaborations often consist of a ‘set-up’ phase and one or 

more phases of ongoing relationship and/or one or several of the underlying processes of sense-
making, understanding, committing, and enacting (Cropper et al., 2009a), collaborative service 
innovation processes can be defined as:  

 
the specific and continuous co-engagements in innovation practices in ways through which 

creation, renewal, and removal of service practices occur 
 
The proposed definitions continue the work on centralising practice (Chandler & Chen, 2016) 

in order to study fundamental units of value creation in services (Korkman, 2006). Moreover, the 
definitions shift research foci away from dyadic relationships and artefacts of innovation, such as 
outcomes or structures, towards dynamics. In accordance, this paper argues for sensitising research 
tools more acutely towards collective practicing beyond dyadic relationships for the study of new 
innovation models that are built on collaborative constellation dynamics in order to understand the 
‘open, flexible, integrated, complex, multi-actor, and network-oriented’ (Hidalgo & D'Alvano, 2014) 
innovation practices of contemporary organising.  

 
 

Practice theory for exploring service innovation  
Practice theory is concerned with ‘what people actually do’ (Nicolini et al., 2003), and has 

been noted as particularly useful in describing features of the inhabited world as something routinely 
made and re-made in practice using tools, discourses, and our bodies (Nicolini, 2012; Nicolini et al., 
2012). For this very reason, practice theory can be seen as a ‘primary way to study organisation 
procesually’ through investigation of ‘real-time accomplishments of ordinary activities’ (Nicolini & 
Monteiro, 2017).  

While there is ‘no unified practice-approach’ (Schatzki et al., 2001), practices can be defined 
as ‘open-ended spatial-temporal manifolds of actions’ (Schatzki et al., 2001) and as molar units 
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(Nicolini, 2012) consisting of configurations of actions in arrays that carry specific, contextual, and 
embedded meaning. By specifically focusing on action, practice approaches offer a lens through 
which the primary value of a service and service innovation becomes the unit of analysis, namely the 
behaviour in the service provision (Lyons et al., 2007). Moreover, practice approaches resonate well 
with untangling relationships between services as built on capabilities that are bundles of 
organisational processes (Ritala et al., 2013) since practice approaches foreground action and what 
people actually do to accomplish their work and activity (Jarzabkowski, Feldman, & Lê, 2012).  

The present study investigates practices as building blocks of sociability enacted by people to 
make sense of other people’s actions (Carù & Cova, 2015; Reckwitz, 2002; Schatzki, 1997). 
Specifically, the present study investigates practices as situated sayings and doings (Nicolini, 2012; 
Schatzki, 2002; Schatzki et al., 2001) and the point in which these converge – i.e. practice nexus - as 
a sensitising lens for investigating collaborative actors in their engagement in collaborative service 
innovation.  

 
 

Research Design 
Research aim, research approach, and empirical setting 

The aim of this paper is to uncover practices of collaborative service innovation in situ beyond 
dyadic relations. Accordingly, the focus of the analysis is recurrent action (Feldman & Orlikowski, 
2011) and arrays of human activity (Schatzki et al., 2001) to study the real-time accomplishment of 
collaborative service innovation. Thus, the paper investigates an empirical context of multiple 
organisations engaging in inter-organisational collaboration for the development of a shared set of 
practices. Participating organisations appropriate value from the collaboration through adoption and 
adaption of these shared practices in their respective service provisions. In this sense, the inter-
organisational collaboration allows the multiple collaborators involved to developed collaborative 
advantages (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a) through the development of shared practices. 

The present study adopts a qualitative and explorative single case study approach (Yin, 2003) 
to investigate what practices are involved in collaborative service innovation between multiple 
collaborators. Such an approach allows for detailed and nuanced investigations, which are useful for 
obtaining novel understandings (Russo-Spena et al., 2012; Thakur & Hale, 2013). The present study 
draws on longitudinal organisational ethnographic data (Huxham & Beech, 2003) collected through 
audio/video-recorded participant observations (Savage, 2000; Waddington, 2004; Zahle, 2012) in the 
IOC surrounding ‘Complete Vocal Technique’ (CVT) over a 7-year period (three years to participate 
in newcomer practices and four years covering multiple cycles of innovation). 

 CVT, defined as a set of practices related to work with the human voice, is an interesting case 
setting for studying service innovation since the primary uses of CVT are all services (e.g. vocal 
coaching, speech tuition, clinical voice work, and speech pathology work). CVT is considered the 
market leader across domains and is currently being used throughout more than 42 countries in private 
and public organisations, institutions, and communities ranging from large corporations to small and 
medium-sized organisations. Representatives from these organisations participate in what can be 
labelled the ‘CVT IOC’ which is dedicated to research and development of the practices that make 
up CVT as well as the innovation of services in which CVT is appropriated for value creation by 
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collaborators. As such, the case provides an interesting setting to investigate collaborative service 
innovation practices. An overview of key case descriptors can be seen in table 1.1, with additional 
descriptions of the case setting available in annex 1 (available in appendix 13.8).  

 
 

Collaboration purpose Develop CVT and innovate services based on CVT 

Participants 

Approximately 450 partners representing organisations, institutions, 
and communities globally dispersed across Europe, USA, and Asia. 
Typical actors are conservatory teachers, university faculty, 
researchers from private and public research facilities, SME owners 
or employees, music school teachers, singing institution faculty or 
managers, speech and language therapists, laryngologists, producers 
from record labels, and full-time musicians/vocalists. Between 45-60 
newcomers are accepted into the collaboration every year. 

Activities 

Four types of main activities: 
Introduction into the CVT collaboration, which requires a formal 
CVT education (3-year programme to become an ‘Authorised CVT 
Teacher')  
Use of CVT in service provisions, related to appropriating all or parts 
of CVT practices. These cover many different forms, e.g. singing 
tuition or medical voice-treatment 
Development of CVT, which happens at a bi-annual gathering of the 
IOC called ‘updates’. Updates centre on collaborators exchanging 
experiences, discussing ideas and recent developments, sharing 
research, and developing shared projects. Collaborators must attend 
at least one update every third year to remain part of the IOC (most 
collaborators attend one annually). 
Spread of CVT practices, which takes the form of collective branding 
of CVT and the CVT collaboration.  

Links between 
collaborators 

Both intra- and extra-collaboration linking is engaged in by 
collaborators. Most collaborators are connected to CVI, whom 
administers the education granting access to the collaboration, and 
also acts as ‘update’ host. Moreover, collaborators aggregate in 
region-specific clusters called ‘CVT Associations’, of which there are 
currently six. Collaborators also develop cross-organisational projects 
linking them to each other as well as outside partners across markets, 
industries, and organisational boundaries.  
Table 1.1 – Description of empirical setting 
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Method of analysis 

The CVT IOC provided full access to all interactions, online platforms, and organisational 
settings. This meant that the participant observations resulted in a little more than 20.000 minutes of 
recordings of interactions, meetings, teaching sessions, and collaboration discussions during the 7-
year period, along with the collection of some 85 documents in the forms of extensive manuals and 
manuscripts, graphical materials, guidelines, and meeting programmes from online repositories. 
Selected sections relevant for the investigation of service innovation were chosen and transcribed for 
coding. The research strategy was interpretative, (Bryman, 2008) based in the iterative and flexible 
‘template analysis’ (Crabtree & Miller, 2000; King, 2004, 2012) as a structured way to identify salient 
practices. Coding consisted of identifying collaborators’ sayings and doings across contexts and time 
as they engaged in service innovation activities. Internal validity was ensured by comparing the 
coding with collaborators’ accounts of practices in official IOC documents. Analysis ended once 
theoretical saturation was reached (Bryman, 2008). Member-checks were performed to ensure 
validation of findings and to correct misunderstandings or erroneous accounts of practices. Member 
checks further enriched accounts with supplementary descriptions, akin previous practice-based case 
studies (Nicolini, 2011).  

 
 

Findings 
In the following section the findings are presented and discussed. In total, three sets of ‘Co’ 

practices and their interrelations can be identified: 
(1) Conceptual Co-Mapping 
(2) Co-Transforming 
(3) Co-Evolving 

 
Each set of practices relate to specific actors, activities, and artefacts organised in particular 

and meaningful ways for the collaboration (see table 1.2 for actor, activity, and artefact examples 
from the investigated contexts). The coming sections present these sets of practices and their 
sequencing. 

 
 

Conceptual Co-Mapping 
To be able to interact and co-create, collaborators first need to be able to understand one 

another. Therefore, the IOC collaborators engage in practices of conceptual co-mapping, defined as 
reconciliation of divergences and convergences existing between collaborators’ various theoretical 
and practical knowings. Collaborators reconcile by exposing, resolving, and translating divergences 
and convergences into collaboration-specific terminology, and in doing so, establish a shared frame 
of understanding and knowing reference. Therefore, conceptual co-mapping can be seen as a set of 
sense-making practices, in the sense that sense-making is about labelling (Weick, Sutcliffe, & 
Obstfeld, 2005). Conceptual co-mapping as such is an intended and designed practice providing 
direction, in other words, it is an organized activity in the collaboration that ‘provides actors with a 
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given set of cognitive categories and a typology of actions’ (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; Weick et al., 
2005). While all newcomers to the collaboration have prior expertise and knowings within the given 
field, collaborators relate those experiences to the collaboration-specific concepts and terminology in 
two ways. First by collectively making sense of how the prior experiences and terminologies fit within 
the collaboration-specific practices, and secondly, by collectively making sense of how prior 
experiences and terminologies that are not yet covered by the collaboration can inform future 
practising. Therefore, conceptual co-mapping can be understood as a form of translation of the 
language and terminology of the engaging organisations that allows collective understandings as well 
as allowing collaborators to identify and qualify areas of future innovation possibilities.  

 
Practices related to Conceptual Co-Mapping 

(1) Detecting and labelling according to collaboration-terminology 
(2) Fitting prior experiences within collaboration-conceptualisations 
(3) Exposing gaps in collaboration-conceptualisations based on prior experiences 

 
 

Typical example of Conceptual Co-Mapping  
Conceptual co-mapping is often related to “Auditory Analysis” or “Visual Recognition” 

activities in the CVT collaboration. During auditory analysis, referred to in the collaboration as ‘AA’, 
collaborators gather to listen to, analyse, and categorise examples of recorded/live sound examples. 
During visual recognition activities, the collaborators gather to view footage of laryngeal videos to 
recognise anatomical and physiological gestures of specific sounds (what collaborators refer to as 
modes, sound colours, or effects). Newcomers to the collaboration participate in some 30 AA and 
visual recognition interactions during the 3-year education.  

As an example, a usual AA session goes as follows; an actor plays or sings a particularly 
difficult example for the group to analyse. The group discusses what they hear in the example (in 
collaboration-specific terms) and argue why this is or is not the case based on a collectively-shared 
set of parameters for evaluating sounds (detailed in the document ‘Parameters for detecting the 
mode’). The group settles on an answer and moves on to another example. An AA session usually 
last around 3 hours, and typically covers 50-60 examples.  

The outcome of engaging in conceptual co-mapping throughout the 3-year education is that 
collaborators can all relate to a sung note or phrase in aligning ways, and are all able to recognise 
sounds, identify them in words, explain them anatomically and physiologically, and sing them in 
similar manners across their respective organisational contexts. This means that each respective actor 
becomes more precise in their sound production and recognition in ways that are distinguishable as 
‘CVT’. It also means that the whole system becomes more attuned due to the collaborative and 
continuous calibrating and re-calibrating of sense-making. 

It is worth noting that while many collaborators adopt the collaboration-conceptualisations in 
their respective firms’ service provisions, this is not a requirement, and some choose not to. For 
instance, when Speech- and Language Therapists or ENT doctors engage in diagnosing and treating 
patients they may not refer to singing-teaching terms such as ‘Overdrive’, but rather stick to medical-
jargon such as ‘anterior-posterior narrowing of supra-laryngeal structures’. However, this does not 
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mean that their practising is misaligning from CVT-practices, since many of their treatments are 
based on CVT recommendations translated into a different practice. As such, the conceptual co-
mapping practices not only help collaborators establish an intra-collaboration lingua franca, it also 
allows them to inform and enrich extra-collaboration practising that is based in different 
terminological and axiological conceptualisations. By enabling such translation, conceptual co-
mapping practices help collaborators to reflect on their previous experiences and expertise in new 
ways that allow them to point out insufficiencies of collaboration practices.  

In summary, conceptual co-mapping practices enable collaborators to interact in ways that 
make sense to the collaboration as a whole and enhance their own individual and organisational skills 
and capabilities. Moreover, conceptual co-mapping practices help uncover areas of interest for future 
innovation activities by exposing gaps in current conceptualisations. Finally, conceptual co-mapping 
practices provide a foundation for innovation practising through the development of a practice-
specific lingua franca. 

 
 
 Conceptual  

Co-Mapping 
Co-Transforming Co-Evolving 

Main actors Facilitating firm; 
Newcomers to IOC 

Facilitating firm; 
Newcomers to IOC 

Facilitating firm; IOC 
collaborators  

Activities 
Examples of 

context-specific 
activities 

“AA” (Auditory 
Analysis); “Open 
Brain”; “Footage 
Session”; “Detect the 
mode”; “Detect the 
vocal effect”; 

“Teaching Overdrive”; 
“Teaching Edge”; 
“Teaching Curbing”; 
“Teaching Neutral”; 
“Teaching Vocal Effects”; 
“How to practice”; 
“Workshops”; “1-hour 
manual”; 

“Update Presentations”; 
“Update Practical 
Sessions”; “Community 
of Interests”; “CVT 
Association Meetings”;   

Artefacts 
Examples of 

collected 
documents, 

illustrations, 
and graphics 

“Parameters for 
detecting the mode”; 
“Possible Sound 
Colours”, “Types of 
singers”; “Visual 
Recognition of the 
Modes”, “Effects in 
general” 

“Workshop Manual”; 
“Workshop Manuscript”; 
“1-hour Presentation”, 
“Communication model “; 
“Scanning & Decoding”; 
“Teaching Tools”; “How 
to teach classical”; “How 
to teach male singers”, 
“Trouble-shooting 
manual”; “Emergency Aid 
Programme”; “How to 
practice – 21 steps”; 
“Learning Types”; 
“Supervision Parameters” 

“Authorised CVT 
Teacher Beamer 
Charts”; “3-Year 
Diploma”; “3-Year 
Update Certificate”; 
“2015 Update Library”; 
“2015-2 Update 
Library” “2016 Update 
Library”; “2016-2 
Update Library” “2017 
Update Library” 

Table 1.2 – Examples of Actors, Activities, and Artefacts of the three ‘Co-‘ practices 
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Co-Transforming 

To be able to create value in service provisions, collaborators need to be able to operationalise 
and mobilise the right facet of a CVT-practice at the appropriate time. As such, collaborators do not 
only need have a collectively created conceptual map to draw from, they also need to be able to 
contextualise, de-contextualise, and re-contextualise concepts of teaching for addressing specific and 
changing client needs. These practices can be labelled Co-Transforming and are collective meaning-
making practices related to the intangible knowing of mobilising the right type of practice for 
contextual problem-solving purposes in transformative ways. It is co-transforming practices that 
allow collaborators to contextually operationalise meaning-making into service provisions. 

Whereas conceptual co-mapping allows collaborators to detect, label, and produce sung notes, 
as for example ‘Overdrive’, co-transforming practices allow collaborators to contextualise, de-
contextualise, and re-contextualise concepts to assess when e.g. ‘Overdrive’ is the appropriate 
concept to mobilise for the specific client need, and they allow collaborators to transform prior 
experiences into collaboration-specific ones to design paths that clients need to follow in the service 
encounter to achieve desired outcomes. Coherently, co-transforming practices can be seen as parallel 
and complimentary meaning-making practices to the sense-making practices of conceptual co-
mapping. As noted by other scholars on the role between terminology and meaning; the meanings of 
terms are drawn from within their context (Goodwin, 2012; Ricketts & Seiling, 2003). Accordingly, 
co-transforming practices enable collaborators to mobilise contextual meaning, de-contextualize 
concepts for specific purposes, and re-contextualise them for solving specific problems. Since most 
voice services are based on clients seeking to obtain help in solving a vocal issue, co-transforming 
practices are of crucial importance in delivering quality in the service provision, by allowing 
collaborators to provide the right kind of help at the right time.  

Finally, co-transforming practices are a source for subsequent ‘co-ideation’ and ‘co-
evaluation’ (Russo-Spena et al., 2012) in the sense that collaborators, as they engage with non-
collaboration actors (e.g. clients or other partners) mobilise collaboration practices to solve new types 
of problems and challenges across a diverse set of geographically dispersed locations. These 
transformed configurations and uses of collaboration-specific concepts are then, afterwards, brought 
back to the IOC as ideas and proposals in co-evolving practices. Practices related to co-transforming 
are: 

(1) Mobilise contextual meaning of concepts 
(2) De-contextualise concepts for specific purposes 
(3) Re-contextualise concepts for solving problems 

 
 

Typical Example of co-transforming 
Co-transforming practices are often related to activities of ‘How to’, such as sessions of ‘How 

to teach Overdrive’ or ‘How to teach vocal effects’, represented in supporting documents such as 
‘Supervision Parameter’ or ‘Workshop Manual’. In most ‘how to’ sessions, collaborators gather to 
discuss and decide how to teach the sounds included in the CVT-method or to train engaging in CVT-
practising to receive feedback from peers. The ‘how to’ documents summarise and reflect current 
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decisions and explicate in detail when specific practices are appropriate and when they are not. There 
are several types of ‘how to’ activities and documents, with the two most common being ‘How to 
teach …’ (the ‘…’ representing various topics) and ‘Workshops’. They are all accompanied by 
corresponding documents. In total, collaborators participate in 52 ‘how to’ sessions of 5-8 hours 
during their 3-year education. 

A typical ‘how to teach …’ activity follows a structure of an actor presenting general 
characteristics and teaching recommendations for a topic followed by the present group discussing 
the recommendations, relevant contexts and situations where the topic might be useful, and how the 
practice would be enacted in these relevant contexts or situations. Topics of discussion typically 
include contextual information of sounds such as cultural context, the singers who often used the 
sounds, the musical characteristics, the pedagogical tools related to teaching the sounds, possible 
anatomical and physiological configurations, possible pitches, achievable volumes, sound characters, 
and finally often-related music genres. 

In order to train co-transforming practices, collaborators engage in ‘TEO’ (Teaching each 
other), where one collaborator plays the role of a client in a service provision situation, another actor 
plays the role of service provider, and the rest of the present group acts as observers providing 
commentary, guidance, and corrections where needed. In a TEO session, the ‘client’ defines a musical 
wish, such as: “I want to be able to sing this note comfortably” or “I would like to be louder in this 
part of the song”. These wishes are not terminologically within CVT practising, so the ‘service 
provider’ must draw on conceptual co-mapping practices to translate the client’s wish into CVT 
terminology, organise a path to solve the client’s problem according to CVT-practices, de-
contextualise those practices by translating them into the client’s terminology, and re-contextualise 
the practice in relaying it to the client.  

The effect of having engaged in co-transforming practices is that all collaborators are able to 
provide services that respond to clients’ challenges and wishes in a consistent manner. For instance, 
all Authorised CVT Teachers would know to instigate teaching practices of ‘Overdrive’ or ‘Edge’ to 
respond to a client’s wish to ‘obtain more volume’, because these are the two CVT teaching practices 
related to effectively and efficiently producing loud volumes. These are not merely knowings of what 
is what (i.e. detecting and labelling sounds e.g. as ‘Overdrive’), rather these are knowings reflecting 
a transformation in the practices engaged in to contextually deliver services in meaning-making ways. 
These contextualising, de-contextualising, and re-contextualising practices are referred to in the 
CVT-collaboration as ‘Scanning & Decoding’, which are the foundation of how to deliver consistent 
problem-solving service provisions. Thus, TEO sessions mimic the services that many collaborators 
provide, and as such, help collaborators co-transform their core value-generating activities in ways 
that align with the collaboration as a whole.  

In summary, co-transforming practices allow collaborators to transform their practising in 
meaning-making ways that guide them to operationalise and mobilise collective concepts at the 
appropriate time by contextualising, de-contextualising, and re-contextualising concepts according to 
the needs of the client engaged with. 
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Co-Evolving 
Co-Evolving practices relate to engagements in co-production of shared practices – the 

specific doing of collaborative service innovation. Co-evolving takes three forms: creating new 
practices to be included in the collective practising, renewing and adapting existing practices to 
changing needs, and removing redundant or outdated practices. The three forms integrate the 
conceptual propositions generated by engagement in conceptual co-mapping and the 
operationalisation-transformations generated by engagement in co-transforming into service 
innovations in a continuous cycle. This is done by enacting practices of;  

(1) Recurrent mutual engagement 
(2) Sharing 
(3) Proposing 
(4) Discussing 
(5) Evaluating 
(6) Trying out and testing 
(7) Voting 
(8) Remote-contributing 
(9) Versioning 

 
Examples of co-evolving  

To co-create new, renew existing, and/or remove redundant practices, collaborators gather bi-
annually at updates with the specific intention to further innovate CVT as a method on which all 
collaborators rely in a multitude of ways. Collaborators also participate in updates to maintain their 
entitlement as ‘Authorised CVT Teachers’, and consequently, future membership in the CVT 
collaboration. These interactions can be referred to as recurrent mutual engagements. During 
engagements, various collaborators are more or less active over periods of time depending on how 
much they have to contribute with. There are no minimum requirements for contribution, yet, sharing 
of experiences is a practice engaged in by almost all collaborators at all updates. An update usually 
covers one or two facets of CVT-practising, depending on the size of the topic.  

In instances of co-creating new practices, different collaborators initially engage in practices 
of proposing new ideas or solutions that could be seeds of innovation. This is consistent with previous 
investigations of ‘co-ideation’ where generation of ideas is seen as the first seed of innovations 
(Russo-Spena et al., 2012). All collaborators are able to propose new ideas, and many do so 
continuously during every update based on gaps exposed through practices of conceptual co-mapping 
or ideas generated from re-contextualisation through practices of co-transforming. collaborators often 
propose ideas during plenum-sessions, which usually take place on the first and last day of updates, 
but ideas are proposed continually during the whole update, which lasts a total of three days. While 
propositions are often based on new sounds or experiences that have not yet been engaged with 
through conceptually co-mapping or co-transforming practices, ideas are sometimes also based on 
new research findings, new pedagogical insights, or technological advances. Examples from the CVT 
collaboration include such idea propositions as a ‘shared AA library’, the new parameter ‘Density’, 
or a ‘CVT app for iOS/Android with a subscription service’.  
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Once an idea has been proposed, collaborators engage in discussing it in terms of conceptual 
value and related teaching practices, i.e. discussions directly related to potential values of the idea for 
service provisions. During these discussions, ideas are refined, and more facets unfolded with new 
perspectives and potential opportunities being identified.  

Having settled discussion points, the collaborators engage in practices of evaluating pros and 
cons related to implementing the proposed and refined idea. This practising is similar to previous 
investigations of service innovation practices, where co-evaluation practices have been identified 
(Russo-Spena et al., 2012), however, the CVT-practising differs in so far as no single firm is 
responsible and owns the innovation. Instead CVT-practices and ideas are considered collectively 
owned and shared responsibilities. As the collaborators often say: “CVT is bigger than any single one 
of us”. 

Following evaluation, collaborators engage in trying out and testing the new ideas in smaller 
groups to test how they work in practice, and to find any unforeseen problems or opportunities. 
Typically, the testing practices are engaged in when ideas are related to sound-propositions, whereas 
more technical ideas (such as a new app, website, or Facebook page) are left to technical groups. This 
finding is in contrast to that of Russo-Spena et al. (2012) that co-test practices are solely related to 
launch of products or services in the market. Alternatively, the CVT collaboration engages in testing 
as a furthering of evaluation and discussion practices prior to deciding whether to implement new 
innovations.  

Next, collaborators gather to vote on which ideas should be implemented and how. Voting 
usually happens at the end of update meetings when collaborators have had a chance to discuss, 
evaluate, and test out ideas. When voting, all collaborators are given an equal voice, and all 
perspectives are taken into account. Majority votes decide, and after a vote, new ideas are set in 
motion for implementation. Sometimes changes are instantaneous, such was the case with the new 
parameter ‘Density’, where the new term was incorporated into practising immediately after the vote, 
and collaboration artefacts were changed accordingly, with new illustrations, graphics, charts for 
PowerPoint presentations, and practice guides being distributed in the days following the update in 
question.  

In projects where it is possible, such as the example of co-creating a shared AA library, 
remote-contribution is a valued practice. In the instance of the shared AA library, collaborators 
remotely shared audio-examples of sounds considered part of the CVT method to create a shared 
database, which could be used by members in their individual service provisions. Subsequently, the 
AA library was made available to the public through the development of two CVT smartphone 
applications.  

Finally, to keep track of changes and current practising, an ‘Update Library’ is created after 
each update through ‘versioning’. Here changes to practising are recorded and formalised in 
documents that are shared with all collaborators, and subsequently, re-embedded into existing service 
offerings. 

The form of service innovation related to renewing and adapting existing services to current 
needs follows almost the same sequence as outlined above. However, whereas new service-ideas are 
often dealt with during a single update, renewing and adapting existing services usually stretch over 
a series of updates. Such was the example with the practising of ‘Curbing’, which went through 
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several iterations, such as ‘Highway/Gravel road’, ‘Highway/byway’, ‘Overdrive-Like/Edge-
like/Curbing-like’, and finally ‘Reduced-Density Overdrive/Reduced-Density Edge/Reduced-
Density Neutral’. These renewals involved fundamental changes to practices, such as changes of 
vowels and parameters (vowels are fundamental conditions of the CVT vocal modes). As renewing 
unfolded, more layers of details were added to the practice, and as such, the practices expanded (see 
illustration 1.1 comparing the 2011 and 2015-version of a ‘Workshop Manuscript’). 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Illustration 1.1 - Excerpts from collaboration documents prior to and after renewing of ‘Curbing’ practice 
 
 
Finally, as the third type of collaborative service innovation, is the set of practices related to 

removing of redundant or outdated practices. Usually, removal happens in a sequence of ‘proposing’ 
followed by ‘voting’. This shortened sequence may be explained by the very nature of the 
redundant/outdated practices, which are usually practices that have not been engaged in for a while 
upon being proposed for removal. Sometimes practices are also removed due to conflict with 
competitors’ service offerings, or if practices are the source of unnecessary conflict between 
collaborators and/or external partners. 
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 Conceptual  
Co-Mapping 

Co-Transforming Co-Evolving 

Main actors Facilitating Firm; 
Newcomers to IOC 

Facilitating firm; 
Newcomers to IOC 

Facilitating firm; IOC 
collaborators  

Identified 
Practices 

(1) Detecting and  
      labelling according to  
      collaboration- 
      terminology 
(2) Fitting prior  
      experiences within  
      collaboration  
      conceptualisations 
(3) Exposing gaps in  
      collaboration  
      conceptualisations  
      based on prior  
      experiences 
 

(1) Mobilise contextual  
      meaning of concepts 
(2) De-contextualise  
      concepts for specific  
      purposes 
(3) Re-contextualise  
      concepts for solving  
      problems 
 

(1) Recurrent mutual         
     engagement 
(2) Sharing 
(3) Proposing 
(4) Discussing 
(5) Evaluating 
(6) Trying out and testing 
(7) Voting 
(8) Remote-contributing 
(9) Versioning 
 

Sequence in 
process 

Antecedent practices Antecedent practices Innovation-specific 
practices 

Table 1.3 – Summary of practices and sequences 
 
 
Collaborative service innovation practices as continuous 

When observing conceptual co-mapping, co-transforming, and co-evolving over an extended 
period of time, a specific continuous and cyclical configuration emerges (see illustration 1.2). 
Initially, the facilitating firm and collaboration newcomers engage in practices of conceptual co-
mapping and co-transforming around the service provided by the facilitating firm. Over time these 
practices are enacted in iterative manners, until newcomers become full-members of the 
collaboration. Here, the collaboration is defined by its shared practices related to the service 
provision, and as such the collaborators are organised around a practice nexus, the fundamental pivot 
upon which systems rest (Chandler & Chen, 2016). Over time, collaborators engage in practices of 
co-evolving - innovating the practices of the collaboration towards an evolved practice nexus - by 
creating new practices, renewing existing practices, or by removing redundant or outdated practices. 
Since there are continuously newcomers gaining entrance to the collaboration, the newly evolved 
practices are included in the initial service of the facilitating firm towards newcomers, and as such, 
the cycle starts over, with newcomers to the system engaging in conceptual co-mapping and co-
transforming, as well as continued co-evolving happening between collaborators.  

Two effects of this collaborative service innovation process can be identified: Co-Ontogenetic 
and Co-Phylogenetic effects. Co-ontogenetic effects are those appropriations integrated by each 
individual collaborator in practices related to their individual service provisions based on co-evolved 
innovations (e.g. an individual collaborator developing a new education at their home-institution), 
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much akin individual behavioural changes between firms and costumers observed by (McColl-
Kennedy et al., 2015). These individual changes are what drives firm-specific competitive advantages 
derived from shared collaborative advantages (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a). Comparatively, Co-
Phylogenetic effects relate to system-wide changes to interactional-dynamics, i.e. changes to how the 
system accomplishes (e.g. developing and implementing an ‘auditory analysis library’ of sounds that 
changes innovation practices themselves), much akin service system changes observed by Chandler 
and Chen (2016). Co-phylogenetic effects are sequential and continued developments of the 
collaboration perpetuated by the continuous and cyclical engagements in co-evolving and enactments 
of conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming. 

The growth of the collaboration as a whole is also a form of co-phylogenetic effect, in and so 
far, as it drives further innovation cycles through multiple cyclical engagements in conceptual co-
mapping and co-transforming. Thus, co-ontogenetic and co-phylogenetic effects happen 
simultaneously and in parallel, and not necessarily at the expense of one another. Co-ontogenetic 
effects are collaborator-asymmetrical, since some collaborators may realise specific values that other 
actors cannot, due to a variety of contextual factors (e.g. industry, market, and relatedness of the 
specific service innovation), whereas co-phylogenetic effects are symmetrical, since all collaborators 
directly benefit from system-wide innovations. 
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Illustration 1.2 – Service Innovation as a practice-based process 

 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was two-fold: (1) to situate practice theory as uniquely appropriate 
for the study of service innovation, and (2) investigate collaborative service innovation practices in 
response to the identified convergence of calls for research of collaborative service innovation (West 
& Bogers, 2016), the micro-foundations of collaborative innovation (Bogers et al., 2016) and the 
(re)turn of practice (Barley & Kunda, 2001; Eikeland et al., 2011; Nicolini, 2009). Accordingly, the 
study contributes in a number of important ways.  

Firstly, it reviews and develops practice-based definitions of services, service innovation, and 
service processes in response to the problem of ‘dispersed and vague definitions needing further 
development’ (Witell et al., 2016). It does so in extensions of previous practice-based definitions (e.g. 
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Regional 
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Clinics
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vatories

Evolved 
Practice 
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Skålén et al., 2014) by including collaborative components as well as multiple value-creation foci. 
Such a redefinition is necessary since innovation processes are becoming more open, flexible, 
integrated, complex, multi-actor, and network oriented (Hidalgo & D'Alvano, 2014) in collaborative 
constellations (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Chesbrough, 2007; Rothwell, 1992) where value 
creation and value appropriation differs amongst collaboration partners (Belderbos et al., 2014).  

Accordingly, this paper proposes a sensitising of research tools more acutely towards 
collective practising beyond dyadic relationships for the study of service innovation rooted in 
collaborative constellation dynamics. In doing so, the paper operationalises the theoretical 
proposition that service innovation requires changes in processes of doing (Gallouj & Weinstein, 
1997; Gallouj & Windrum, 2008), as well as highlighting the importance of both sense making and 
meaning making perspectives (Goodwin, 2012; Ricketts & Seiling, 2003; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; 
Weick et al., 2005) for understanding service innovation practices. These are important perspectives 
that have not yet been explicitly studied in collaborative service innovation contexts.  

Secondly, by exploring service innovation through the dynamic lens of practices, the study 
demonstrates how service innovation is not merely the creation of new services, as proposed by 
previous service innovation literature. Rather, service innovate is demonstrated as the creation of new 
practices, the renewal of existing practices, and the removal of redundant and/or outdated practices. 
The investigation of removed practices is a new avenue of service innovation exploration that has, 
until now, been left completely unattended in, yet may play a vital part of how collaborative service 
innovation is done since collaborators must co-transform practices, including removing tensions of 
competitive practices, in order to ensure collaborative advantages.   

Thirdly, by adopting an explicit focus on collaborative innovation, the proposed study allows 
for the recognition of practices engaged in by multiple and diverse collaborators. The subsuming 
findings support the need for multi-actor components (Carù & Cova, 2015) in recognition of the need 
for heterogeneous actors to sustain creativity and ideation (Hidalgo & D'Alvano, 2014). Interestingly, 
the present study demonstrated how practices of collective sense-making and meaning-making 
practices were directly tied to collaborative service innovation, observed in the case as practices of 
conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming leading to co-evolving of nexus of practices. The study 
also revealed how these practices may be organised in ways that can lead to sustainable collaborative 
advantages (Huxham & Macdonald, 1992a) for multiple interdependent collaborators in a cyclical 
and continuous process resulting in co-ontogenetic and co-phylogenetic effects. These continuous 
effects are of crucial importance, since service firms must continually renew their processes and 
offerings to remain competitive (Snyder et al., 2016; Thakur & Hale, 2013). 

As an unintended discovery, the study found that the IOC was not organised around a focal 
firm, but rather the value proposition(s) related to the specific nexus of practices. This finding 
supports recent propositions to focus on open innovation arenas that do not have a focal firm (Ollila 
& Elmquist, 2011; Ollila & Yström, 2017), and challenges current assumptions that innovation 
collaborations have focal and governing firms around which collaborations emerge, are organised 
and orchestrated (see for instance Adner, 2017; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 
2017). Instead, the study proposes a shift towards focal value-creations investigable through practice.  
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Implications, future research, and limitations 
The present study highlights the need for moving beyond dyadic explorations of firm-

customer relations towards studying collaborative service innovation practices in collaboration 
contexts of multilateral collaborators. The study has several implications for practitioners and 
scholars. 

Practitioners in facilitating firms should see their roles not as focal firms, but as facilitating 
actors able to influence the ways in which activities are organised. By understanding the sense- and 
meaning making processes that go into setting up a model in which cyclical innovation can take place 
as co-evolving, practitioners are better able to foster the right relationships and practices through 
which successful collaborative service innovation interactions may emerge continuously. By 
understanding the cyclical way in which collaborative service innovation unfolds, firms may better 
be able to realise co-ontogenetic outcomes as they appropriate IOC-specific collaborative advantages 
to develop, achieve, and sustain competitive advantages.  

Moreover, the study situates practice theory as uniquely relevant for the study of service 
innovation and collaborative service innovation. The study proposes renewed definitions of services, 
service innovation and service innovation processes from a practice perspective to open up new 
avenues of investigation focusing specifically on the fundamental unit of value creation in services 
(Korkman, 2006) – namely human action. Such a re-specification provides a much needed alternative 
to the ‘dominant materiality bias’ in innovation research (Gallouj & Savona, 2008) and responds to 
the calls to bring work back in in organisational studies (Barley & Kunda, 2001; Nicolini, 2012; 
Nicolini & Monteiro, 2017).  

Some obvious limitations of the study arise due to the specificity of the research context. Since 
singing tuition, and vocal-related services in general, are very specific service provisions tied to a 
very detailed and particular knowing, the findings should not be considered directly applicable in 
other contexts. Future studies should investigate other cross-industry and cross-market collaborative 
innovation contexts to uncover if similar dynamics of sense- and meaning-making practices are 
enacted for the continued success of inter-organisational collaborations and thereby collaborators.  
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Discussion 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“ ‘discussion’… where you turn to your conclusions and asks such questions as ‘what does this 
mean?’, ‘what are the implications for organisations?’, ‘what are the implications for the current 

state of knowledge of the topic?’, ‘how does it add to the literature?’, ‘what are the implications for 
future research’.” 

 
(Saunders et al., 2013, pp. 529-531) 
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8. Discussion 
The dissertation is dedicated to the overall research question investigating how inter-

organisational collaboration is accomplished in practice. The research objective of the dissertation is 
to explore dynamics in IOC contexts by employing a practice perspective in order to provide a better 
understanding of how IOC is accomplished in practice through changes in IOC conditions, changes 
in IOC mechanisms, and changes in IOC processes. The overall research framework can be seen in 
Figure VIII-I detailing the main research question focusing on how IOC is accomplished, the research 
objective related to exploring IOC dynamics as a qualitative entry point, and how each of the papers 
in the dissertation relate to one type of IOC dynamic.  

 

 
Figure VIII-I - Overall research framework 

Reserach Question
How is inter-organisational collaboration

accomplished in practice?

Research objective: 
Explore IOC Dynamics from a practice perspective

IOC Dynamic #1:
Changes in IOC 

conditions 

Sub- RQ 1:
How does practice alignment 

constitute a condition of 
accomplishing inter-

organisational collaboration?

Paper one: 
Practice alignment and 

Directionality as Conditions of 
Accomplishing Inter-

Organisational Collaboration

IOC Dynamic #2: 
Changes in IOC 

mechanisms

Sub-RQ 2: 
How and for what purpose(s) 

are multiple collective 
identities communicatively 

constituted in inter-
organisational collaborations?

Paper two: 
When 'we' is not just a 'we': 

The communicative 
constitution of multiple 

collective identities in inter-
organisational collaborations 

IOC Dynamic #3: 
Changes in IOC 

processes

Sub-RQ 3:
What are practices of 
collaborative service 

innovation and how are they 
procesually organised?

Paper three: 
A practice-based approach to 

collaborative service 
innovation – findings from a 

multi-actor case study
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The aim of the following discussion chapter is a cross-paper dialogue in terms of theoretical 
implications, methodological implications, and practice/practitioner implications. In order to 
establish a cross-paper dialogue, Section 8.1 first summarises and synthesises the findings from the 
three papers. Specifically, Section 8.1 describes how the two conditions identified in paper one are 
unpacked in paper two and three, respectively. The following section (8.2) discusses how the findings 
from all three papers enable a different perspective on IOC success and failure in order to respond to 
the main problem identified in the introduction (see Section 1.). Section 8.2 also re-visits the notion 
of IOC dynamic drawing on the empirical findings from across the three papers to conceptually 
discuss how a re-conceptualisation of IOC dynamics may be possible. Finally, Section 8.2 discusses 
the notion of organising and how the findings from the papers may offer a critique of traditional 
perspectives on IOC governance. Section 8.3 discusses the dissertation’s methodological framework 
in relation to IOC studies, specifically, how a field-event approach to organisational ethnography 
offers a methodology relevant for inter-organisational ethnographic research. Finally, Section 8.4 
discusses the research findings in relation to practice and offers practical advice for how managers in 
organisations may be able to influence IOC practices to ensure successful accomplishment. In order 
to do so, Section 8.1 first describes a cross-paper synthesis of the research findings.  
 
 
8.1 Summary and synthesis of findings from the three papers 

While focusing on different dynamics in IOCs, the three papers included in this dissertation 
seen together demonstrate how IOC is accomplished in practice. Paper one outlines the conditions of 
accomplishing successful IOC as (1) practice alignment, the congruency of enacted practices, and (2) 
directionality, the collective orientation of practices towards collaborative ends. Subsequently, the 
second paper in the dissertation addresses and expands on the concept of directionality. It does so by 
unpacking the constitution of collective orientations and collaborative outcomes through the 
communicative constitution of collective identity as a mechanism for collective action. Paper two 
empirically demonstrates how a collective directionality can be achieved in the form of four different 
sets of communicative constitutions, namely communicative constitution creating unity through 
similarity, communicative constitution creating unity through dissimilarity, communicative 
constitution creating unity through meta-organising, and communicative constitution creating unity 
through outcome-orientations.  

The third paper in the dissertation addresses and expands the notion of practice alignment 
from paper one. It does so by unpacking the aligning of practices as a process consisting of two 
antecedent sets of practices, namely conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming that, subsequently, 
impact how innovation can be accomplished. Paper three also addresses the continued 
accomplishment of practice aligning as the set of practices conceptualised as ‘co-evolving’ leading 
to sustainable innovation. Thereby paper three unpacks how practice alignment is achieved in the 
first place in the studied case context and followingly how alignment is ensured as the collaboration 
is accomplished over time.  

In this way, paper two and paper three builds on and extends the findings from paper one by 
addressing one of the two identified conditions of accomplishing IOC. How these extensions are 
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organised conceptually will be elaborated on in the following two paragraphs, starting with practice 
alignment in relation to paper three, followed by the notion of directionality in relation to paper two.  

Paper one conceptualises practice alignment as the congruency between the practices enacted 
by two or more actors. Paper three extends this condition of successful IOC by addressing how it is 
enabled and accomplished through practices of conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming. Paper 
three conceptualises conceptual co-mapping as the reconciliation of divergences and convergences 
between the collaborators’ various theoretical and practical knowings. This reconciliation is 
accomplished by exposing, resolving, and translating divergences and convergences into a 
collaboration-specific terminology. Conceptual co-mapping can, therefore, be seen as a set of sense-
making practices, in the sense that sense-making is about labelling (Weick et al., 2005). The process 
of and antecedents allowing for aligning practices can, thereby, be seen as partly consisting of (1) 
detecting and labelling according to collaboration-terminology, (2) fitting prior experiences within 
collaboration conceptualisations, and (3) exposing gaps in collaboration-conceptualisations based on 
prior experiences.  

Moreover, the process of and antecedents allowing for aligning practices can be seen in the 
second set of practices, co-transforming. Paper three conceptualises co-transforming as collective 
meaning-making practices related to the intangible knowing of mobilising the right type of practice 
for contextual problem-solving purposes in transformative ways. The process of aligning practices 
can, thereby, be seen as partly consisting of (1) mobilising contextual meaning of concepts, (2) de-
contextualising concepts for specific purposes, and (3) re-contextualising concepts for solving 
problems. An illustration of how paper three unpacks the notion of practice-alignment can be seen in 
Figure VIII-II.  
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Figure VIII-II - Unpacking practice alignment 

 
Next, paper one conceptualises collective directionality as a teleo-affective orientation of 

practices towards collaborative outcomes and common goals. Paper two unpacks this 
conceptualisation by demonstrating how IOCs are best characterised as consisting of multiple 
communicatively constituted identities that act as mechanisms for multiple collective actions creating 
unity through similarity, unity through co-ordination of dissimilarity, unity through meta-organising, 
and unity through outcome-orientations.  
 
Paper two empirically unpacks unity through similarity as  

(1) Creation of a sense of community 
(2) Promotion of cohesion and a sense of collectivity 
(3) Definition of goals and standards 
(4) Establishment of common practice 
(5) Enablement of collective decision-making 
(6) Instigation of collective inaction.  

 
Moreover, paper two unpacks unity through co-ordination of dissimilarity as  
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(2) Establishment of multi-membership 
(3) Establishment of a sense of belonging to a larger profession 
(4) Establishment of legal entities 
(5) Representing own home organisations to influence IOC direction and goals.  

 
Further, paper two conceptualises unity through meta-organising as  

(1) Formation and distinction of cross-organisational work groups 
(2) Generation of cross-organisational projects 

 
Finally, paper two demonstrates how unity through outcome-orientation consists of  

(1) Mobilisation of multiple collectives for a single collective’s purpose 
(2) Rallying of local and regional resources 

 
An illustration of how paper two unpacks the notion of collective directionality in these findings 

can be seen in Figure VIII-III.  
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Figure VIII-III - Unpacking Collective Directionality 
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Having presented how the findings from across the three papers in the dissertation are 
coherent with one another in Section 8.1, the following sections (8.2, 8.3, and 8.4) discuss theoretical, 
methodological, and practice implications across these findings in relation to the research questions 
and research objective.   
 
 
8.2 Theoretical implications from the three papers 

This section discusses theoretical implications across the perspectives offered in the three 
papers in the dissertation. The discussion takes as its outset the problem identified in the introduction, 
specifically that 50-70% of IOCs fail, and demonstrates empirically and conceptually the potential 
identified in the dissertation of how qualitative and detailed descriptions may offer nuanced 
perspectives on how to accomplish successful IOC. Accordingly, Section 8.2.1 critiques a traditional 
dichotomous perspective on IOC success and failure to re-interpret these notions from a qualitative 
perspective related to practice. Next, to respond to the identified lack of thorough conceptualisations 
of IOC dynamics, Section 8.2.2 re-conceptualises IOC dynamics by addressing change and stability 
not as a dualism of mutual exclusion but as a duality of mutual constitution. Next, in relation to the 
functionalist and instrumentalist perspective offered in traditional IOC approaches (see Section 2.21 
and 2.2.2), Section 8.2.3 re-addresses the notion of governance in IOC contexts as practices of self-
organising. Summarisingly, Section 8.2.4 re-addresses the blind spots in IOC scholarship introduced 
in the literature review (see Section 2.2.1)  and discusses how the dissertation, seen as a whole, 
addresses these. Finally, Section 8.3 and 8.4 address empirical, methodological, and practical 
implications that can be drawn from the conducted research.  
 
 
8.2.1 Re-interpreting collaborative success or failure 

Much scholarship on IOC has regarded collaborative success and collaborative failure as 
dichotomous and directly related to financial gain or loss. While there is still no consensus on a single 
best way to assess collaboration values (Koschmann et al., 2012), extant literature is dedicated to 
identifying possibilities of enhancing successful collaborative outcomes (e.g. Hibbert & Huxham, 
2010). Such an interest can be seen as motivated by a desire to avoid collaborative failure, which is 
well-justified given that 50-70% of collaborations fail and fail to meet participating organisations 
expectations (Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Park & Ungson, 2001). Accordingly, a striving for 
efficiency through minimising production and transaction costs, gaining economies of scale or scope, 
and pursuing value by acquiring assets and resources seem to be motivations converging in an 
assumption of profitability under conditions of bounded rationality (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 
2011). This is reflected in the traditional approaches to IOCs, which centre on such perspectives as 
institutional economics and strategy (especially a focus on transaction costs) or stakeholder theory 
(especially a focus on resource dependency theory). Koschmann et al., (2012) similarly notes that 
previous research on collaborations has “been driven primarily by resource dependence and 
transaction cost theories, where value tends to be defined economically and from the perspective of 
a focal firm” (p. 333). In such economical frames, collaborative success can be seen as somewhat 
oversimply reduced to economic gain and collaborative failure as economic loss or the lack of 
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economic gain, i.e. simple cost/benefit considerations of whether an activity in IOCs adds or subtracts 
value for the participating organisations (Barringer & Harrison, 2000).  

The perspective that cuts across the three papers in this dissertation propose a somewhat 
different story than one of IOC success and failure as dichotomous and as solely related to profit 
maximisation. The conceptualisations of practice alignment and directionality as two conditions 
relevant for investigating collaborations posit that failure or success are (a) not the only outcomes 
that may occur in collaborations in the paper’s identification of stalemate collaborations and 
situations of unrealised collaboration, and in extension that failure or success are (b) not necessarily 
opposites in a dichotomous relationship but rather one of four outcomes dependent on two conditions 
that are both dynamic. This has implications for how scholarly work focusing on IOC should be 
conceptualised, in the sense that staying purely attentive to success or failure means limiting the scope 
of inquiry relevant for collaboration research. The scholarly empirical relevance can be broadened if 
our focus is shifted from not only resonating with success or failure cases, but also with investigations 
of contexts in which stalemate collaborations are either abandoned (dismantled) or resolved 
(realignment of practice) as well as contexts in which unrealised collaboration can be identified and 
realised as successful collaboration (the establishing of collective directionalities). This re-
interpretation of success and failure, not as a dualism and dichotomy, but as part of a larger 
accomplishment is in line with the adopted practice perspective where one of the guiding principles 
is a rejection of dualism (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011). Accordingly, by adopting a practice 
perspective, the findings from paper one broaden the potential scope of investigation into IOC 
contexts and show how failure or success are not static and dichotomous notions but dynamic 
accomplishments in practice.  

This broader perspective is reflected in paper three, in which the first two sets of practices, 
namely conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming, are not directly related to the process of 
collaboration per se. Rather, they are in some form antecedent sets of practices that are continuously 
engaged in over extended periods of time in order for the collaboration process to realise and sustain 
innovation. By not zooming-in specifically on the practices directly related to the innovation itself, 
but instead casting a wider conceptual frame, the paper conceptualises innovation not as either failure 
or success, but as a system of continued productive interaction.  

Accordingly, another theoretical extension of the findings in the dissertation is that 
collaborations do not necessarily have to remain either failures or successes. In line with propositions 
by Koschman (2012) that the establishing of collective identity may reconstitute collaborations and 
discipline collaborative work, paper one finds that in situations of unrealised collaborations, the 
establishment of a collective directionality may lead to successful outcomes. Moreover, paper one 
identifies stalemate interactions in which collective directionalities are constituted, i.e. collaborative 
outcomes are sought, but the misalignment of practices hinder collaborative accomplishment. In such 
instances, paper one proposes that it is not the establishment of collective directionality, but rather 
the realigning of practices that enables a collaborative endeavour to move forward and become 
successful.  

An important finding from paper two in relation to collaborative success is that of collective 
inaction. Whereas previous work on collective identity and collective action in IOC contexts has 
praised the emergence of collective identity as an enabler of collective action and in extension 
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collaborative success (Barbour & James, 2015; Hardy et al., 2005; Koschmann, 2012, 2016; 
Koschmann & Burk, 2016), paper two posits that collective inaction may be seen as a strategic 
decision resulting in reaping delayed but greater rewards as well as avoiding potential conflicts within 
the IOC due to premature or untimely change. In contrast to the established perspective that collective 
inaction leads to uncertainty (Koschmann, 2012) and that the lack of collective action leads to 
collaborative failure (Koschmann, 2016), paper two proposes that collective inaction can be seen as 
a strategic choice based on certainty that implementation at time of development may cause a lowered 
adoption, and subsequent, delayed systemic implementation. In this way, collective inaction does not 
result in collaborative failure, but in subsequent increased collaborative success. This is empirically 
demonstrated in communicative constitutions in paper two as well as in the co-ontogenetic effects 
conceptualised in paper three.  

In a similar strategic vein, an interesting finding from paper one is that collaborators in some 
situations strategically misaligned practices and established actor or organisation-specific 
directionalities in order to disrupt collaborations as a way to protect IOC markets, products, services, 
and/or intellectual property. This engaging in strategically accomplishing IOC failure by co-
destruction is in stark contrast to much of the available IOC scholarship which is dedicated to 
enhancing possibilities for accomplishing collaborative success and avoid failure. Paper one proposes 
that strategic IOC failure may be seen as a way to gain collaborative advantage in situations where 
IOCs strategically disrupt collaborations to safeguard the values realised by IOC members. This 
strategic value of IOC failure is one that has yet to be fully investigated, but which may hold 
interesting insights into the practices of managing IOC at a strategic level. Whereas previous 
scholarship has cast co-destruction as failure to establish co-creation and as an outcome to be avoided 
(Echeverri & Skålén, 2011; Järvi, Kähkönen, & Torvinen, 2018; Ple & Cáceres, 2010; Worthington 
& Durkin, 2012), paper one posits that IOC failure may be of strategic value in terms of purposively 
skewing collaborative outcomes in one’s favour through practice misalignment and actor and/or 
organisation-specific directionalities. This empirical proposition is timely since it has been pointed 
out that there is a lack of empirical research into what previous studies refer to as ‘the possibility of 
co-destruction’ (Ple & Cáceres, 2010).  
 

 
8.2.2 Re-conceptualising dynamics in IOC contexts 

Another theoretical consideration from the dissertation is one in relation to dynamics. As 
stated continuously throughout the dissertation, the research is dedicated to dynamics in IOCs, 
conceptualised as changes in the form or state of the IOC over time according to three distinct types, 
changes in IOC conditions, changes in IOC processes, and/or changes in IOC mechanisms 
(Majchrzak et al., 2014; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Whereas the use of the word ’change’ assumes 
some sort of dynamic inherent in altering states or ‘doing something different’, Farjoun (2010) 
conceptually develops the notions of stability and change, not as either end on a continuum and in 
effect opposites that are incompatible and mutually exclusive, but instead as fundamentally 
interdependent and mutually enabling. Farjoun notes that seeing change and stability as opposites is 
dualism, whereas seeing them as mutually interdependent is duality with simultaneous contradictions 
and complementarities. From this notion of change and stability as a duality, change and stability in 
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relation to outcomes can be re-defined. Farjoun’s conceptualisations and re-definitions can be 
summarised as represented in Table VIII-I.  
 
  Mechanisms 
  Stability  

(habits, routines, institutions, 
disciplines, tight coupling, 

limits, commitments, control, 
and low variance) 

Change  
(search, mindfulness, 

redundancy, openness, 
preoccupation with failure, 
imagination, and variety) 

Outcomes 

Stability  
(continuity, 
low variance, 
predictability, 
regularity and 
reliability) 

Q1: Exploitation: 
- Control reduces variation 
- Standardized routines and 
formalisation leads to 
efficiency and undermine 
innovation 
- Commitment and 
specialisations enhance 
reliability and reduce 
adaptability 
 

Q2: Change enables stability: 
- Redundancy and loose 
coupling increase reliability 
- Moderate experimentation 
mitigates drastic failures 
- Doubt and mindfulness foster 
security and continuity 

Change  
(adaptability, 
high variance, 
innovation, 
and flexibility) 

Q3: Stability enables change: 
- Control enables design and 
invention 
- Routines and formalisation 
help manage nonroutine 
- Commitment and 
specialisation enhance 
adaptability 

Q4: Exploration: 
- Redundancy and loose 
coupling promote flexibility and 
innovation 
- Experimentation promotes 
adaptability and undermines 
reliability 
- Doubt stimulates discovery and 
change 

Table VIII-I - Change and stability as dualistic concepts 

(Conceptualisation adapted from Farjoun, 2010, p. 206) 
 
If approaching IOC dynamics with this dualistic perspective on change and stability, a re-

conceptualisation of dynamics in IOC contexts are possible, not necessarily as changes – i.e. 
alterations or differences -  in processes, mechanisms, or conditions, but rather as (1) exploitation of 
processes, conditions, and/or mechanisms, (2) change enabling stability in processes, conditions, 
and/or mechanisms, (3) stability enabling change in processes, conditions, and/or mechanisms, and 
(4) exploration of processes, conditions, and/or mechanisms (for an overview, see Table VIII-II). 
Each stability and change relationship may provide new insight for IOC dynamics, rather than 
viewing dynamics as being solely related to changes over time. In that respect, this combination of 
perspectives offers a new way of thinking about dynamics that does not necessarily lead to linear 
models of chronology or temporality, but also to dynamics playing out in shorter spans in relation to 
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stability. This perspective is in line with the adopted praxeological approach which proposes a 
rejection of dualism in favour of duality. Accordingly, this dissertation offers some empirical 
evidence for these new conceptualisation of dynamics, however, more dedicated work towards this 
form of dynamism is needed to solidify the perspective as a theoretical model.  
 
 
  Mechanisms 
  Stability  Change  

Outcomes 

Stability  

Q1: Exploitation: 
- Exploitation of IOC 
processes 
- Exploitation of IOC 
conditions 
- Exploitation of IOC 
mechanisms 

Q2: Change enables stability: 
- Change enabling stability in 
IOC processes 
- Change enabling stability in 
IOC conditions 
- Change enabling stability in 
IOC mechanisms 

Change  

Q3: Stability enables change: 
- Stability enabling changes in 
IOC processes 
- Stability enabling changes in 
IOC conditions 
- Stability enabling changes in 
IOC mechanisms 

Q4: Exploration: 
- Exploration of IOC processes 
- Exploration of IOC conditions 
- Exploration of IOC 
mechanisms 

Table VIII-II - IOC dynamics re-defined based on change and stability as dualistic 

  
While the dissertation has not been dedicated to an analysis of the 12 conceptualised forms of 

IOC dynamics proposed in table VIII-II, trace evidence across the three papers which cover 
traditional conceptualisations of IOC dynamics may provide some insight for future directions. 
Accordingly, the following four paragraphs draw on the findings from the three papers and map them 
according to the four quadrants proposed in Table VIII-II so as to exemplify the re-conceptualisation 
of IOC dynamics.  
 Q1: Exploitation. Trace evidence from all three papers in the dissertation can be linked with 
the three types of conceptualised IOC dynamics proposed in terms of exploitation, that is, how 
stability leads to stability. In relation to exploitation of IOC conditions, the practices related to ‘doing 
one organisation’ are relevant. Here collaborators act as ‘one organisation’ and as ‘colleagues’ in 
order to maintain CVT as a unison set of practices – a stable set of practices. Here, practice alignment 
may relate to a form of stability in the practice leading to higher efficiency or reliability, that is, as 
the collaborators engage in CVT practices when they teach, e.g. engaging in Curbing practices or 
Overdrive practices, they become better and better at performing these practices with their respective 
customers because they become better in their analytical and diagnosing skills (what is referred to in 
CVT terminology as Scanning & Decoding, see appendix 5). In this way, the unisonous practising 
allows collaborators to exploit the practices as they deepen their ability to enact them efficiently.  
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In relation to exploitation of IOC mechanisms, the communicative constitution of collective 
identity for collective inaction found in paper two may relate to a form of stability leading to stability. 
The communicative constitution of a collective identity can be seen as a state of stability, and when 
collaborators engaged in collective inaction this can also be seen as a state of stability. However, the 
collective inaction led to less tensions and conflict in the IOC context as well as enabled collaborators 
to avoid conflicts with competitors outside of the IOC. This was demonstrated in paper two in terms 
of ‘holding back the halfs’ and in paper one in terms of collaborators collectively deciding not to 
engage in the use of online video platforms. This may constitute a form of exploitation, where stability 
leads to stability.  

In relation to exploitation of IOC processes, the states in between the bi-annual update 
meetings can be seen as states of stability, where collaborators are formalising and becoming more 
efficient in their practising of the current state of CVT practices in their home organisations. For 
example, a singing teacher, who has attended an update may, offer singing lessons in routinised ways, 
i.e. engaging in practising according to the currently-agreed-upon state of the practices. In doing so, 
the collaborator drawing upon the CVT practices in-between updates may exploit the current 
practices for appropriating business value in his/her own home-organisation. This is what is 
demonstrated in paper three, where collaborators meet up bi-annually at updates and engage in 
practices of co-evolving, whereas those practices are not necessarily engaged in for a variety of 
reasons in-between updates meetings.  

Q2: Changes that enable stability. Trace evidence from all three papers in the dissertation can 
be linked with the three types of conceptualised IOC dynamics proposed in terms of changes that 
enable stability. In relation to changes that enable stability in IOC conditions, the realignment of 
practices detailed in paper one where collaborators are entering into situations of stalemate 
collaboration (i.e. collaborative directionality, but engagement in misaligning practices hindering the 
accomplishment of IOC success) may constitute a form of change enabling stability. Since the 
realignment of practises needed to accomplish effective collaborating is a change in practising leading 
to states of practice alignment, i.e. a form of ‘normalcy’ between collaborators, this may be seen as a 
state of stability. In this sense, realignment of practices may constitute a form of change that enable 
stability in IOC conditions.  

In relation to changes that enable stability in IOC mechanisms, the forming of new collectives 
may resemble a form of change that enable stability. The change in such situations relate to the first 
time a new collective or meta-organising is communicatively constituted and thereby established in 
the IOC. Once the newly formed collective is established and continually communicatively 
constituted, the collective establishes practices that are continually re-enacted, which may be seen as 
stability. Paper two addresses how collective identities are communicatively constituted by the use 
of ‘we’ in relation to constituting multiple IOC collectives and how new groups are formed for 
specific collaborative ends. This may resemble the dynamic related to changes that enable stability 
in IOC mechanisms.  

In relation to changes that enable stability in IOC processes, the practices identified in paper 
three in relation to collaborators proposing new ideas, discussing new ideas, and sharing information 
and experiences may constitute a form of such dynamic. These practices are part of what paper three 
conceptualises as co-evolving, where current practices in the CVT IOC are changed towards a new 
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set of CVT practices either through creation of new practices, renewal of existing practices, or the 
removal of redundant or outdated practices. As these changes occur, a new set of CVT practices 
emerge that are then seen as the ‘co-evolved’ and stable set of practices until the next instigation of 
co-evolving. This is for instance seen in paper three’s discussion of updates where collaborators 
during updates engage in trying out the newly developed ideas, that is a form of experimentation in 
Farjoun (2010)’s terminology, in order to implement newly developed ideas into the current 
understanding. As such, this may constitute a form of the dynamic related to change leading to 
stability.  

Q3: Stability enabling change. Trace evidence from all three papers in the dissertation can be 
linked with the identified three conceptualised types of IOC dynamics proposed in terms of stability 
enabling change. In relation to stability enabling change in IOC conditions, the unrealised 
collaboration identified in paper one may exemplify such dynamics. In one of the empirical examples 
in paper one, collaborators were engaging in aligning practices but had not established a collective 
directionality, which meant that they did not accomplish collaborative outcomes. However, the 
interactions between them may still instigate changes in each of the collaborators’ respective home-
organisations, as they had oriented the outcomes towards their home-organisations. This was 
demonstrated in paper one as the construction of directionalities related to the home-organisations 
rather than ‘we’ as illustrative of an IOC collective. For instance, when collaborators orient sessions 
during the 3-year course towards curricula taught in their home universities, the interactions may spur 
changes in such curricula based on the IOC interactions, while not directly leading to innovations 
within the IOC. As such, stability in this sense may enable changes as a form of IOC dynamic in the 
studied case context.  

In relation to stability enabling change in IOC mechanisms, the various collectives identified 
in paper two engage in communicative constitutions of collective identities in order to mobilise 
multiple collectives for the purpose dealt with by a single IOC collective. Paper two refers to this as 
‘Mobilisation of multiple collectives for a single collective’s purpose’ as one way of 
communicatively constituting a collective identity for creating unity through outcome-orientation. In 
such instances, the stable collectives spur changes by mobilising commitment from one another to 
address issues/challenges faced by a single collective and instigate change. This may also resemble a 
form of stability leading to change in IOC mechanisms.  

In relation to stability enabling change in IOC processes, the practices of ‘mobilising 
contextual meaning of concepts’, ‘de-contextualising concepts for specific purposes’, and ‘re-
contextualising concepts for solving problems’ identified in paper three may constitute such a form 
of IOC dynamic. When facing a new problem or challenge in their service provisions, collaborators 
draw on the currently-established CVT concepts through these sets of practices to tackle new issues 
and affect change (such as fixing a singer’s vocal problems). In this way, the co-evolved state of CVT 
practices seen as at least relatively stable in-between updates as collaborators engage in them, are 
mobilised to affect change in another context. Learning from these affected changes are then used as 
a basis for change at update meetings where practices of sharing are enacted as part of ‘performing 
colleague in the CVT community’ in order to affect changes to how CVT practices are enacted in the 
future.  
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Q4: Exploration. Trace evidence from all there papers in the dissertation can be linked with 
the identified three conceptualised types of IOC dynamics proposed in terms of change enabling 
change.  In relation to exploration of IOC conditions, the practices identified in paper one related to 
the accomplishment of effective IOC may constitute such a type of dynamic. In cases of practice-
alignment and the enactment of a collaborative directionality, the explicit addressing of problems, 
such as the exemplified ones with Curbing practices, leads to innovation through practices of 
‘sharing’ and ‘collective decision making’. These are practices related to ‘performing colleague in 
the CVT community’, which in this empirical example, instigated changes in how practising Curbing 
should be done as well as how Curbing should be conceptualised in relation to practices of Overdrive 
and Edge. As such, the two conditions of practice alignment and collective directionality can be seen 
as related to changes that enable changes as a form of IOC dynamic.  

In relation to changes enabling changes in IOC mechanisms, some of the findings from paper 
two may resemble such dynamics. Communicative constitution of ‘we’ to ‘explicate heterogeneity’ 
discussed in paper two in relation to communicative constitution of collective identity creates unity 
through coordination of differences, which can be seen as related to a form of change enabling 
change. This is empirically visible for instance when collaborators take pride in their divergences and 
use these to identify opportunities for changes in practices, such as was the example of aligning 
business models where competition was present but collaborators instead of competition with one 
another aligned their business models with the IOC to foster ‘healthy collaboration’. Here, the 
changes occurring when identifying new opportunities for changes in practices relate to changes in 
business models, and as such constitute a form of change enabling change in IOC mechanisms.  

Finally, in relation to changes enabling changes in IOC processes, some of the findings from 
paper three may resemble such dynamics. During some update sessions, collaborators engage in 
practices of co-evolving, where they shared ideas, proposed and discussed suggestions, evaluated 
ideas, and tried out and tested new propositions. These are all practices that stimulate discovery and 
change in the IOC where exploration of possibilities is driving innovation in practices. These are 
discussed in the paper in terms of co-ontogenetic effects where changes in practices in the IOC may 
result in systemic changes to how innovation or collaboration is done, and as such, changes enable 
changes of IOC processes.  

While the empirical traces presented in the paragraphs above may serve as examples of the 
dualistic relationship between change and stability as a foundation for discussing new forms or 
nuances of IOC dynamics, they should be treated with caution. The papers and the empirical materials 
in this dissertation were not coded and analysed with this specific purpose in mind, and thus, a more 
thorough reading of the material is pertinent in order to investigate whether or not there is sufficient 
empirical evidence to suggest an expansion of dynamics in IOC to encompass the proposed twelve 
rather than the 3 types put forward conceptually in extant literature (Majchrzak et al., 2014; Van de 
Ven & Poole, 1995). However, the empirical traces presented may constitute a first empirical 
demonstration of the four dynamics conceptualised in general by Farjoun (2010), and the twelve IOC 
dynamics proposed in this discussion chapter. This proposition of a new conceptualisation of IOC 
dynamics offers the potential for new insights into how IOCs accomplish successful collaboration 
leading to innovative solutions. Moreover, the proposition offers a different, or complementary, 
dimension on IOC dynamics than temporality by focusing on the duality of stability and change.  
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8.2.3 Re-thinking governance from a practice perspective as self-organising 

In contrast, and somewhat opposition, to traditional IOC scholarship highlighting governance 
as a critical management perspective in IOC contexts (Thomson & Perry, 2006), the findings from 
paper one detailing practices of ‘maintaining unisonous CVT practising’ through constructing ‘the 
other’ as a non-collective as well as ‘eliminating copycats’ argues for a self-governing system in 
which understandings and procedures (know what to say, know what to do, and principles), 
communicative self-constitution, and the teleo-affective dimension of practice enable self-governing 
and self-correction between IOC collectives. In the studied case, there is a dedication to a democratic 
organising, in which all collaborators are equal (e.g. voting practices), demonstrated in how there are 
no contractual obligations between the members of the CVT IOC. This is detailed in paper one which 
demonstrates how collaborators construct themselves as ‘one company’, as ‘Authorised CVT 
Teachers .. that is what we have in common’, and as ‘colleagues’, contrasted by constructing ‘others’ 
as foreign and unwanted due to engagements in misaligning practising. Paper one also details how 
the collaborators explicitly construct separations between right and wrong practices, that is, an 
explication of the teleo-affectivity of practice. They do so in order to ensure unisonous practising of 
CVT and, in effect, avoid non-congruent practising (e.g. the practice of explicating non-congruent 
practices) – which can be seen as a form of self-organising in leu of contractual obligations and 
constraints.  

Moreover, a form of self-organising rooted in self-governance is dependent upon 
collaborators’ ability to constantly re-orient their practising as changes are made to CVT practices. 
This was discussed in the process proposed in paper three, which detailed how CVT practices changed 
as practices of co-evolving where engaged in. The collaborators need to always know what is 
congruent and non-congruent practice in order to be able to self-organise, which requires constant 
participation in the process described in paper three. In a discussion of typical IOC processes, Cropper 
et al. (2009) argue that IOCs typically cover some sort of set-up phase and one or more ongoing 
relationships of sense-making, understanding, committing, and enacting. The findings from paper 
three similarly demonstrate that two sets of practices go into the set-up phase of the CV IOC, namely 
conceptual co-mapping (sense-making) and co-transforming (meaning-making). However, in 
contrast to Cropper et al. (2009) who designate sense-making solely to the ongoing relationship and 
not the set-up phase, paper three argues that sense-making practices are part of the set-up of a 
collaborative system as well as the practices that are enacted as the collaboration is ongoing. 
Moreover, paper three demonstrates how the ongoing relationships can be seen as consisting of 
practices of co-evolving, in which both sense- and meaning-making practices play a part in order to 
change the current set of practices.  

As noted in paper three, this ongoing enactment of sense- and meaning-making is relevant in 
relation to how collaborators in the CVT IOC bring ideas to updates for co-evolving CVT practices 
and how newly developed CVT practices are enacted by collaborators in their respective 
organisations. These enactment resembles outside-in and inside-out notions touched upon in open 
innovation scholarship. Specifically, the process detailed in paper three resonates with the dynamic 
affordances of an open innovation perspective, which posits that IOC is needed for R&D activities as 
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they facilitate ‘the synergistic blending of external and internal ideas into new products, processes, 
and systems’ (Belderbos et al., 2014). Additionally, paper two, specifically, details how the 
communicative constitution of collective identity may create unity through coordination of 
dissimilarities in order to establish resources for outside-in and inside-out boundary spanning.  

Much alike IOC scholarship which conceptualises collaboration as relying on neither market 
nor hierarchical mechanisms of control (Hardy et al., 2005) and highlight the need for dynamic 
perspectives (Majchrzak et al., 2014), open innovation reviews point out that “new ‘dynamic’ theories 
are needed to study how open governance can affect the way, how multiple actors evolve throughout 
the innovation process in a self-organising way where mechanisms of hierarchical control are 
absent” (Bogers et al., 2016, p. 9). The process outlined in paper three and the practices detailed in 
paper one (briefly summarised above) empirically demonstrates such an innovation process, where 
self-organising replaces governance through explicitly addressed practices of maintaining unisonous 
practising. The bi-annual meetings between collaborators in which current practices are discussed 
and evaluated, and innovated if need be, are practised in democratic ways where collaborators co-
evolve as changes to practices are voted on and implemented. The collaboration detailed in the three 
papers does not rely on hierarchical structures, contractual obligations, or market regulations. Rather, 
the collaboration is dependent on the mutual interdependency between collaborators facing a 
development challenge that they are not capable of solving on their own. However, as noted above, 
collaborators do not view themselves as part of the collaboration by necessity, but rather because they 
view themselves as a ‘community’ that extends beyond their respective organisational boundaries.  

 The process-perspective on self-organising offered in this cross-paper discussion stands in 
contrast to extant IOC literature which highlights contractual obligations as a key governing 
mechanism. As Blumberg (2001) notes: “Successful inter-firm cooperations require that the 
participating partners mitigate potential opportunistic behaviour. Contractual commitments are one 
management mechanism to achieve stable mutual cooperation.” (p. 825). In a similar vein, Ness & 
Haugland (2005) find that contracts govern the initial set-up phase as a mechanism for IOC success. 
Ness & Haugland (2005) propose that phase three (the ongoing relationships as denoted by Cropper 
et al., 2009) is governed by trust and relational norms. Contrastingly, the process detailed in paper 
three and in paper one does not rely on such contractual commitments as mitigators nor on trust solely 
in the third phase of interactions. Instead, the social relationship, the mutual interdependency, and the 
greater realised value from a trusting, rather than fearing, collaboration are aspects that enable 
successful collaboration. This self-organising is especially related to the practices discussed in paper 
three and how collaborators in the CVT IOC engage in practices of ‘doing organisational multi-
membership’, ‘doing ‘one organisation, and ‘reconcile divergent knowings towards collaborative 
ends’. Moreover, the dissertation argues that trust and relational norms are explicitly addressed in the 
case contexts during the set-up phase where the nexus of practices are discussed in terms of ‘how to 
be an authorised CVT teacher’ – in other words, how to be a collaborator in the IOC. This ‘how to’ 
perspective which details norms are part of the first interaction between collaborators during the 3-
year education at CVI, where such documents as the ’10 Commandments’, ‘How to Teach – guides’, 
and ‘How to be a CVT teacher’ are discussed. These initial entries into practice for newcomers can  
be seen as interactions that guide subsequent self-organising.  
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The proposed perspective on self-organising is in line with conceptual work by Grandori & 
Soda (1995) suggesting that high inter-firm interdependence may be a mechanism for successful 
collaboration. Grandori and Soda posit two types of interdependence, horizontal and vertical – that is 
integration of the supply chain at a horizontal or vertical axis. The organisations in the CVT IOC are 
mostly competitors across markets or simply organisations from different fields and industries they 
are not part of each other’s supply chains. Therefore, the findings from this case study may 
empirically detail horizontal interdependence constituted in continuous engagements in developing 
practices which the collaborators rely on for value appropriation.  

 
 
8.2.4 Addressing the four blind-spots in the IOR literature 

The literature review noted how Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) find four ‘blind-spots’ in current 
IOR and IOC scholarship, namely that “researchers often focus on a single party (blind spot #1), 
view relationships through a single valence (blind spot #2), study a single level without analysing the 
micro and/or macro contexts (blind spot #3), and follow a single conceptualization of time (blind spot 
#4)” (p. 442). This section reflects on how the dissertation responds to or proposes perspectives that 
mitigate these blind-spots. In relation to blind-spot #1 on neglecting the multiplicity of IORs, the 
methodological framework demonstrates how a field-event approach to organisational case-study 
ethnography mitigates this blind-spot by allowing the research to draw conclusions not from data 
constructed within one case-context party, but in field-events where multiple parties interact. This 
shifts the focus away from individual organisations towards the interactions between organisations in 
spaces in-between (Yström, 2013). The dedication to the co-existence of multiple and heterogenous 
entities in IOCs is particularly reflected in paper two which specifically addresses the communicative 
constitution of multiple identities in IOC contexts as the basis for multiplicity collective actions. By 
responding to this blind-spot, paper two not only contributes to IOC scholarship as detailed in the 
sections above, but also to IOR research by situating communication as an appropriate way to 
investigate the constitution of multiplicity in IOR contexts and avoid inferences which lead to viewing 
a single organisation as focal or equal to the IOR as a whole.  

Lumineau & Oliveira (2018) note how “many studies proceed without reference to their 
single-party assumption. We cannot precisely indicate how conclusions would differ if the 
researchers had distinguished between both sides of dyads, but this type of single-party approach 
invites caution concerning any conclusions drawn at the IOR level” (p. 446). The second paper 
enables conclusions at the IOC collective by investigating communicatively the constitution of 
multiplicity and collective actions that are enabled by such multiplicity and thereby advance our 
understanding of IORs by closing logical leaps beyond single actors in dyads taken by other scholars 
(e.g. Kale, Singh, and Perlmutter, 2000 focusing on mutual trust between alliance partners based on 
single-party data collection or Poppo & Zenger, 2002 focused on contractual and relational 
governance assuming symmetry between parties).  

In relation to blind spot number 2 related to studying only a single valence, Lumineau & 
Oliveira (2018) note how “the emergence of positive and negative valences posit interesting research 
questions about the development of constructive but also negative dynamics of value creation” (p. 
449). The dissertation addresses both positive and negative valences. This is for instance seen in the 
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discussions related to IOC failure and co-destruction in paper one, defined as an engagement in 
misaligning practices and enacted an actor-centric directionality. Failure in this sense can both be a 
positive and negative valence, depending on the accomplishment. The negative dynamics perspective 
can also be seen in paper two in relation to the communicative constitution of collective identities for 
collective inaction for collective benefit. Here, the notion of inaction which is often understood as a 
negative valence is related to positive outcome if understood in a long-term perspective. Similarly, 
Lumineau & Oliveira notes how “a pluralistic perspective points toward the importance of examining 
how the distribution of resources produced by an IOR affects its longevity or performance” (p. 447). 
The longitudinal perspective also resonates well with how paper three details co-ontogenetic effects, 
i.e. changes in how innovation is practiced throughout the continuous and cyclical accomplishment 
of successful collaboration. The model shows the socialisation of newcomers to the collaboration as 
a way of sustaining and continuously building the nexus of practising, and as such demonstrates how 
collaboration longevity and performance is maintained in the examined case.  

In relation to blind spot number 3, which critiques how much of IOR research stays attentive 
solely to a single level of analysis, the practice perspective employed in this dissertation departs from 
the concrete separation of levels in favour of viewing them all as interrelated and inter-constitutive. 
In that respect, the dissertation aligns with Lomi, Negro, and Fonti (2008) that you cannot understand 
one level without reference to others, or what Nicolini (2009) details in his conceptualisation of 
zooming-in and zooming-out  in relation to switching theoretical lenses and re-positioning in the field 
in order to foreground certain aspects of practice and bracket others, but never in an attempt to view 
them as isolate and separate. Such a practice approach might mitigate, or at least, address blind spot 
number 3 in IOR and IOC contexts, however, from a different point of view than the traditional one 
proposed by Lumineau and Oliveira. This is reflected in paper three which details sense- and 
meaning-making practices as a collective endeavour in their relation to establishing practices of co-
evolving between collaborators. In paper three, specific sets of practices are foregrounded and others 
bracketed at different stages in the proposed process model, but, all three sets of practices are 
continuously engaged in, sometimes in parallel, when multiple different collectives at various stages 
in the 3-year education interact conceptual co-mapping and co-transforming practices at the same 
time as Authorised CVT Teachers in some of the cross-organisational work groups engage in co-
evolving practices.  

 In relation to blind spot number four, criticising the idea of following singular 
conceptualisations of time, paper three, rather than relying solely on a date-based perspective on time, 
relates the findings to the enactment of practices in situ to a cyclical perspective of continuous co-
evolvement of collaborators in the CVT IOC. While clock-time is definitively also an aspect of the 
proposed process model (bi-annual meetings of collaborators at updates), the main processual 
perspective of time relates to the practising as cyclical, that is, recurrent in situ. Because the cycle is 
dictated by the biannual update meetings, the paper can be seen as propagating an event-time defined 
by the interval with which collaborators convene, which aligns with the chosen field-event 
methodology. In this respect, the proposed perspective on inter-organisational ethnographic work 
building on field-event approaches may mitigate blind-spot 4. This is touched upon in more detail in 
Section 8.3 reflecting on the methodological implications.  
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8.3 Methodological implications: A field-event approach to organisational ethnography – towards a 
methodology for inter-organisational ethnography 

As discussed in the literature review in Section 2.2.2, the traditional approaches to IOR and 
IOC may lead to an instrumentalist, functionalist, and utilitarian understanding of collaboration, and 
may often in effect lead to organisation-centric conceptualisations of IOC. This is reflected in 
definitions of IOCs where focal organisations (i.e. a central organisation) are highlighted. An example 
of such a definition of IOCs is found in a recent review noting IOC as ‘cooperative relationships 
between a focal organization and one or more other organizations to share or exchange resources 
with the goal of improved performance’ (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2011, p. 1109). Such 
perspectives on and definitions of IOC perpetuate the blind-spot discussed above in relation to 
studying IOC from the perspective of a single-party (Lumineau & Oliveira, 2018), which limits the 
potential of IOC and IOR research and practice.  

This dissertation proposes a research approach based on a field-event understanding of 
organisational ethnographic case-study that mitigates this blind-spot. This is because the chosen field 
event approach entails a dedicated focus on inter-organisational interaction in so far that field-events 
‘bring together field constituencies and may serve as a window for field-level cognitive, social, and 
political dynamics’ (Anand & Watson, 2004). Rather than conducting an ethnography in a single 
organisation, the empirical materials of this dissertation have been constructed mainly during field-
events in which representatives from multiple different organisations balanced interests in order to 
reach common goals. As demonstrated in the empirical findings, a field-event approach enabled the 
investigation of pluralistic collective contexts in which multiple collective identities and collective 
actions and inactions where enacted in practice. No single organisation is focal to these observed 
interactions. While some organisations are more prevalent than others, in that they engage in more 
collectives and interactions than others, this does not translate into organisational focality or 
centrality. This perspective perpetuates an understanding of IOCs as defined in participating 
organisations interdependency and reliance on one another in accomplishing IOC that benefits all.  

As noted, ethnographic studies of IOCs and IOC dynamics are quite rare (Zilber, 2014). This 
may in part be due to the problem with traditional organisational ethnographic methods being overly 
dedicated to a single organisation, i.e. one spatiality in a defined temporality, making inter-
organisational spaces difficult to address with traditional organisational ethnographic methods. This 
dissertation proposes to solve this problem by founding the methodological framework on a field-
event approach to organisational ethnography. In doing so, the dissertation demonstrates how a 
qualitative case study of IOC can be conducted in a way which informs findings that are not related 
to a single organisation by to the collective and the interactions by which the collaboration is 
constituted. This re-interpretation of organisational ethnography towards inter-organisational 
ethnography responds to and may partially solve the blind spot related to studying collaboration from 
a single actor’s perspective, as discussed in Section 8.2.6 and offer a new perspective on the 
methodological underpinnings involved in the study of inter-organisational spaces.   
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8.4 Practical/Practitioner implications: Managing for dynamic collaborative organising 
Some practical insights for practitioners can be found across the three papers in this 

dissertation. First, the paper offers practical insight by demonstrating how collaborations not only fail 
or succeed but how collaborations can be understood as unrealised or stalemate, thus, the findings 
from paper one allows a more nuanced perspective on how to approach and understand IOC 
interactions. First, in order to avoid conflicts and failed collaborations, managers in organisations can 
ensure a focus on practice alignment as well as on the constitution of a collective directionality as 
conditions that can enable successful accomplishment. Moreover, in situations where stalemates have 
been reached, managers can engage in processes of practice realigning in order to rectify the 
engagement towards enabling collaborative success. Finally, the discussions of directionality in 
combination with practice alignment allows managers in organisations to identify potential 
collaborative partners in interactions where practices are aligned but a collective directionality is 
missing in order to realise collaborative success. How managers may go about engaging in aligning 
practices and communicatively constituting collective directionalities is discussed in detail in paper 
two and three.  

The practices detailed in paper two in terms of what collective actions can be connected with 
the communicative constitution of collective identity can serve as an inspirational starting point for 
managers in how to go about engaging in IOCs or changing existing IOCs. For instance, one practical 
insight is the communicative constitution of a collective identity in order to create a sense of 
community, which promotes unity through similarity. This type of interaction is something managers 
in organisations engaging in IOCs can bring forward to the IOC agenda in order to help realise 
collaborative success. In the same way, the definition of goals and standards, the enablement of 
collective decision making, and the generation of cross-organisational work groups and projects may 
be relevant for managers to bring to the IOC agenda in order to promote cohesion and collaborative 
success. The findings from the papers promote a way of thinking about organising in IOCs that does 
not focus on individual-behaviour, but rather collectivist and synergistic interaction accomplishable 
in situ.  

A key learning for practitioners from paper three is that innovation can be engaged in as 
continuous and cyclical if the right antecedent sets of practising have been enacted. These can be seen 
as ways of initially enabling the alignment of practices between collaborators. However, since the 
case study relates specifically to a context where an educational component is present as an entrance-
requirement, such an alignment process may not be easily instigated in other contexts. However, 
organisations may be inspired in relation to how to set up processes where they act as a gatekeeper 
for the open innovation collaborations by taking part in shaping the entrance-requirements or the field 
events. This is what CVI has done in relation to CVT and the 3-year course, which is an entrance 
requirement for most collaborators in the CVT IOC. By having developed and offered the 3-year 
course, CVI created a situation where they enacted gatekeeper and organiser of field-events, which 
allowed access and insight. However, this position did not necessarily afford them power in relation 
to the interactions in the IOC themselves, since the ways in which practising is organised in the CVT 
IOC is ever-changing and collectively negotiated during updates. Therefore, while the position of 
CVI in relation to the CVT IOC affords CVI some value-appropriation possibilities in terms of 
charging a fee for organising updates, it also places a high constrain on CVI resources, since the 
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involvement in any and all updates requires personnel, logistical, and financial resources to plan, 
prepare, and execute the events. These are practical matters that managers engaging in IOCs need to 
be aware of and plan for if they seek such a position of prevalence in collaborations.  
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Conclusions, contributions, limitations, and future research directions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

“… in this use we are not and cannot be faithful to the original intentions of these several streams 
… our purpose here is not exegetical, nor even synthesis for the sake of synthesis. We are fully 

aware that, in various places, we do violence to certain thinkers by integrating their thought into a 
theoretical formation that some of them might have found quite alien … our purpose, indeed, is to 

engage in ‘systematic theoretical reasoning’.” 
 

(Berger & Luckmann, 1966, p. 29) 
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9. Conclusions, contributions, limitations and future research directions 
The overall research question guiding this dissertation was: how is inter-organisational 

collaboration accomplished in practice? The following sections summarise the dissertation research 
in terms of conclusions reached and contributions made across the three papers towards answering 
this question. Moreover, the sections also reflect on limitations of the research and research design 
as well as discuss prospective future research directions. Specifically, Section 9.1 draws general 
conclusions in relation to the overall research agenda and the three sub-research questions posed. 
Section 9.2 briefly summarises how the dissertation as a whole, and how each individual paper, 
contributes to the established literature. Section 9.3 discusses limitations of the conducted research 
and reflects on how to address these in future research studies, with Section 9.4 proposing future 
research directions.  

 
 

9.1 Conclusion 
This dissertation answers the overall research question of how inter-organisational 

collaboration is accomplished in practice. It does so in response to the identified problem that while 
organisations increasingly participate in and rely on collaborative problem solving in IOCs (Gray, 
1985; Hardy et al., 2005), 50-70% of collaborations fail and do not meet the expectations of 
participants (Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Park & Ungson, 1997). Correspondingly, recent calls for 
research highlight the need for further qualitative research of IOC dynamics (Greve et al., 2010; Park 
& Ungson, 2001; Walker & Stohl, 2012) because dynamic perspectives have been shown useful for 
explaining ‘why IOCs with the same characteristics thrive and others underperform’ (Majchrzak et 
al., 2014). Despite this potential, there is a lack of empirical evidence regarding the fundamental 
characteristics of dynamics of collaboration (Walker & Stohl, 2012). 

Therefore, the research question of this dissertation was operationalised in a research 
objective of exploring dynamics in IOC contexts by drawing on a practice perspective in order to 
provide a better understanding of how IOC is accomplished in practice and thereby address the 
research question. A practice perspective was argued as especially relevant for such investigation 
given the convergence between:  

(1) Recent propositions to see environments, organisations and IORs as dynamic in opposition to 
treating IOCs and IORs as single functions or characteristics (e.g. simply contractual frames 
or structure) (Majchrzak et al., 2014, p. 1357)  

(2) The affordance of a practice perspective for exploring dynamics, relations, and enactment 
(Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011) 

and 
(3) The identified necessity for qualitative research in IO organising that draws on practice 

orientations (Swärd, 2016) in order to (a) enhance the possibility of achieving collaborative 
success (Hibbert & Huxham, 2010; Huxham & Vangen, 2005) and, in effect (b) develop a 
practice-oriented theory of IOC (Vangen & Huxham, 2003).  

 
Thus, taking as a point of departure the definition of IOC dynamics as changes in IOC 

conditions, changes in IOC mechanisms, and changes in IOC processes (Majchrzak et al., 2014), a 
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research framework was proposed (Chapter I, Section 1.2) which broke down the research objective 
into three sub-research questions, one related to each form of IOC dynamic: 

 
1. How does practice alignment constitute a condition of accomplishing inter-organisational 

collaboration? 
1. How and for what purpose(s) are multiple collective identities communicatively constituted 

in inter-organisational collaborations? 
2. What are practices of collaborative service innovation and how are they procesually 

organised?  
 
Thus, this dissertation consists of three independent, yet interrelated, papers that each 

correspond to a sub-section of the overall research framework, which as a whole responds to the 
research objective and thereby answers the overall research question. To address the overall research 
framework, the dissertation provides a meta-theoretical foundation guiding the framing of the three 
papers (see the literature review in Chapter II). Specifically, Chapter II, Section 2.1, discusses 
practices as ‘open-ended spatial-temporal manifolds of actions’ (Schatzki et al., 2001) and as molar 
units (Nicolini, 2012) consisting of configurations of actions in arrays that carry specific, contextual, 
and embedded meaning. Chapter II Section 2.1.3 proposes to investigate practices, seen as molar 
units, by unpacking them into doings, sayings, tasks, and projects that ‘hang together according to a 
characteristic and meaningful organisation’ and constitute integral and meaningful blocks (Nicolini, 
2012, pp. 164-165). Subsequently, Chapter II, Section 2.1.5 situates practice theory as an appropriate 
qualitative approach to the study of IOC and especially IOC dynamics.  

Moreover, Chapter II reviews broader extant IOC literature in order to situate the three papers 
in a meta-theoretical discussion of larger streams of research related to IO organising. As argued in 
Chapter II, Section 2.2, traditional approaches and understandings of IOC can be seen as functionalist, 
instrumentalist, and structuralist, overly fixated on the economic gain of each of the individual 
participating organisations. Specifically, Section 2.2 problematised the traditional approaches in 
relation to how such perspectives may drive a focus on management control mechanisms of the 
structures and systems in which interactions take place and, in effect reduce, IOCs to make-buy-
decisions or a single-party logic of cost optimisation. Moreover, Section 2.2 also critiqued traditional 
approaches for advocating utilitarian modes of thinking and promoting organisation-centric foci, 
contradicting the interdependence an IOC frame allows for investigations of. Finally, Section 2.2 
criticised traditional approaches for running the risk of treating IOC as an opaque and single mode of 
organising by not being resonant with the social actions that make up collaboration and thereby 
making theoretical consolidation difficult. Chapter II linked these problems to the identified lack of 
qualitative studies examining the detailed factors that enable or inhibit IOC.  

Accordingly, the literature review, in line with previous IOC reviews, revealed only limited 
qualitative inquiries into IOC besides the emerging literature on IOC dynamics. And even within the 
particular sub-stream of IOC dynamics (see Section 2.2.3), qualitative studies were highly 
underrepresented (with only 23 published papers identified by Majchrzak et al (2014)). Similarly, 
scholars have pointed out that only a ‘few studies provide rigorous, qualitative examinations’ (Hardy 
et al., 2003, p. 322), that there are still virtually no discussion of the processes that characterize 
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interpersonal relations between organizations (Ellis & Ybema, 2010, p. 298), and that most IOC 
research perplexingly neglects the heterogeneity and plurality between collaborators resulting in 
under-socialised analyses (Lumineau & Oliveira, 2018). 

As an alternative approach, this dissertation proposes a praxeological perspective drawing on 
a social ontology and relational epistemology. This is reflected in the dissertation’s outset in a social 
constructionist paradigm (see Chapter I, Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2), the choice of a longitudinal 
qualitative case-study methodology (Chapter III, Section 3.1 and 3.2), and an ethnographic approach 
to the research (Chapter III, Section 3.4). In recognition of the limitations of organisational 
ethnography for the study of inter-organisational organising, the methodology proposed an IO 
ethnographic approach taking field-events as a point of departure.  

To answer the proposed sub-research questions, the conducted research followed Nicolini 
(2012)’s proposition to zoom-in and zoom-out on practices by switching theoretical lenses and re-
positioning in the field in order to foreground certain aspects of practice and bracket others. 
Accordingly, each paper in the dissertation addresses one of the three noted IOC dynamics, and does 
so from theoretically different perspectives so as to uncover nuances and provide thick descriptions 
of how IOC is accomplished in practice and thereby contribute to answering the proposed overall 
research framework. 

Specifically, paper one (Chapter V) zooms in on the conditions necessary for specific IOC 
interactions to emerge by answering the question ‘how does practice alignment constitute a condition 
of accomplishing inter-organisational collaboration?. The paper finds that practice alignment 
constitutes a condition of accomplishing IOC only when collective directionality, as a specific 
collaborative form of teleo-affective orientation of practice, is enacted. According to these two 
conditions, the paper identifies four accomplishments in a two-by-two model delineating successful 
IOC, failed IOC, Stalemate IOC, and unrealised IOC. The paper also identifies strategies for 
realigning practices and thereby rectify stalemate collaboration, as well as strategies related to 
strategic IOC failure enabling co-destruction. Thereby, the paper contributes by re-conceptualising 
IOC as dynamic accomplishment in situ and by empirically demonstrating how IOC outcomes are 
not static but dynamic accomplishments that change over time within the same IOC. 

Next, paper two (Chapter VI) zooms in on communicative practices and focuses on IOC 
mechanisms, specifically the communicative constitution of collective identity as a mechanism for 
collective actions. In response to the lack of studies focusing on multiplicity in IOC identities, the 
paper answers the sub-RQ of ‘how and for what purpose multiple collective identities are 
communicatively constituted in inter-organisational collaborations’. The paper identifies 12 different 
collective identities that are co-ordinated in the case study in relation to four mechanisms and related 
collective actions. The paper contributes by demonstrating that IOCs are best characterised as 
constituted by multiple collective identities oriented towards realising a variety of different collective 
actions.  

Finally, paper three (Chapter VII) zooms out in a focus on changes in processes. Paper three 
specifically addresses processes related to successfully accomplishing IOC outcomes, which previous 
scholarship identifies as innovative solutions (Hardy et al., 2005). The paper frames CVT practising 
as a service, due to the intangible nature of singing tuition and voice coaching, and thus, the 
innovation process as a service innovation process. Accordingly, in recognition of the overlap 
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between successful IOC and innovation studies, paper three responds to the sub-RQ of what are 
practices of collaborative service innovation and how are they procesually organised?’. The paper 
outlines how CVT practices evolve over time in an innovation processes that is both cyclical and 
continuous. Specifically, the paper identifies sense-making and meaning-making practices as well as 
co-evolving practices procesually organised for the accomplishment of IOC. The paper contributes 
to OI scholarship by situating practice theory as uniquely relevant for the study of service innovation. 
The paper contributes to IOC scholarship by demonstrating a process-perspective on accomplishing 
successful collaboration that links the ‘here-and-now’ local accomplishments to the ‘elsewhere-and-
then’ of other practices and their organising in relation to one another.  

Seen together, the three interrelated papers address three facets of IOC dynamics and can be 
understood as forming a coherent depiction of accomplishing IOC in practice. Correspondingly, the 
discussion in Chapter VIII demonstrates how the findings of the three papers are interrelated and how 
they can be interpreted as a whole in order to re-address some of the main topics discussed in the IOC 
literature review, namely, IOC success and failure, IOC dynamics, and IOC governance. Conclusions 
reached for the overall research question in relation to each of these perspectives will be addressed in 
the coming paragraphs.  

The findings from this dissertation can be seen as proposing a re-interpretation of IOC success 
and failure, which depart from typical cost/benefit analysis of how activities generate value for any 
single participating organisation. Instead, as suggested in paper one, collaborative success and failure 
are not static and dichotomous opposites, but two out of four possible dynamic outcomes of engaging 
in IOC over time, with outcomes determined by in situ by practice alignment and directionality. This  
nuanced perspective allows for the investigation of not only effective and failed collaboration, but 
also the dynamics of how stalemate collaborations can become successful or fail, and how unrealised 
collaborations can be identified and realised as successful. Paper one also details the strategic value 
of accomplishing IOC failure for co-destruction. Moreover, the findings from paper three indicates 
that collaborative success is not necessarily a one-time end-goal, but that it can rather be interpreted 
as a continuous accomplishment that is constantly negotiated in situ. By re-interpreting success and 
failure not as a static and dichotomous opposites but as two out of four outcomes of the conditions of 
practice alignment and directionality that are continuously accomplished in practice over time, the 
findings from this dissertation proposes new and nuanced perspectives on both IOC success and 
failure, both empirically and theoretically. 

Moreover, the dissertation, in its dedication to a thick description of IOC as dynamic 
accomplishment, posits that IOC dynamics should not only be seen as changes in conditions, 
mechanisms, and processes, which reifies a dualism between change and stability, but rather adopt 
an emerging conceptualisation of change and stability as a duality of mutual constitution. In line with 
the conceptual proposition made by Farjoun (2010), this dissertation offers a re-conceptualisation of 
IOC dynamics not as three, but twelve forms of interactions between stability/change in relation to 
conditions, mechanisms, and processes. While not the primary focus in the papers, the dissertation 
presents trace evidence for the twelve notions of IOC dynamic, which can direct future research into 
new directions and conceptualisations.  

Finally, the dissertation in its social constructionist paradigmatic stance offers a re-
interpretation of governance in IOC contexts. Whereas traditional perspectives on IOCs conceptualise 
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governance as control exerted by one or several collaboration partners and/or contracts, this 
dissertation empirically suggests that governance in IOCs can be seen as a socially constituted process 
of self-organising. Self-organising in this sense is accomplished as the democratic negotiation of 
teleo-affective dimensions of practice in situ, which subsequently guides future actions, as all three 
papers attest to. Governance, in this sense, if self-mandated through practices of identifying and trying 
to avoid non-congruent practising. This is a perspective on IOC governance that has not been given 
attention in IOC scholarship, yet may serve as a new avenue for understanding how governance is 
socially constructed and accomplished, and in extension, provide new insight into IOC organising 
and management practices.  

In conclusion, this dissertation responds to the overall research question of how inter-
organisational collaboration is accomplished in practice. The dissertation proposes that inter-
organisational collaboration is accomplished in practice only when collaborators (1) engage in 
practices that align, i.e. engage in congruent practising, and (2) enact collective directionalities as 
teleo-affective structures orienting practices towards collaborative outcomes. Practice alignment was 
observed in the empirical contexts as the alignment of practical understandings, explicit rules, and 
general understandings accomplished over time through engagement in conceptual co-mapping and 
co-transforming, which subsequently allowed collaborators to co-evolve practices. Collective 
directionality was unpacked through an investigation of the communicative constitution of multiple 
collective identities in relation to four overall mechanisms: unity through similarity, unity through 
dissimilarity, unity through meta-organising, and unity through outcome orientation. These four 
mechanisms related to multiple different collective actions and inaction orienting towards 
collaborative outcomes.  

The following section, briefly summarises the contributions made and how these 
contributions can be understood in the contexts of unanswered questions in the research field.  
 
 
9.2 Contributions  

The PhD dissertation contributes to the emerging qualitative and detailed investigations of 
IOC contexts by exploring IOC dynamics. In doing so, it responds to multiple of the calls for research 
identified in the IOR and IOC field.  

First and foremost, the dissertation as a whole responds to calls for qualitative and detailed 
and thick descriptions of the factors at work in IOCs (Ellis & Ybema, 2010; Hibbert & Huxham, 
2010; Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Oliver et al., 2015) from dynamic perspectives (Majchrzak et al., 
2014; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) by means of a practice approach (Smith, 2012; Swärd, 2016). 
Accordingly, by employing a practice approach, the dissertation as a whole contributes to the 
development of a practice-oriented theory of IOC, which has previously been called for (Vangen & 
Huxham, 2003). Specifically, the dissertation makes a meta-theoretical contribution in its re-
conceptualising of IOC as dynamic accomplishment in situ, which in contrast to the traditional IOC 
and IOR scholarship, does not result in functionalist, structuralist, or utilitarian perspectives. This 
perspective is supported in the empirical analyses, which demonstrate the value of such an approach 
in their independent contributions (see below).  
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Moreover, the dissertation makes a methodological contribution by empirically demonstrating 
the value of a field-event approach to organisational ethnographic case studies for the study of inter-
organisational organising. Ethnographic studies of IOCs and IOC dynamics are quite rare (Zilber, 
2014). By re-focusing organisational ethnographic research designs towards the spaces in between 
organisations, the dissertation proposes an empirical contribution to this gap as well as an approach 
that responds to the discussed problem of IOC research being overly organisation centric (Lumineau 
& Oliveira, 2018). Additionally, the dissertation responds to calls for inter-sectoral IOC research 
(Keyton et al., 2008) by investigating a large system of interdependent collaborative actors from a 
variety of industries, markets, backgrounds, and nationalities organised in what was framed as an 
alliance, or the specific form of alliance, called consortia. Likewise, the dissertation responds to calls 
for longitudinal studies across multiple organisational contexts (Chaput et al., 2011) by drawing on a 
7-year long empirical case study. 

Next, the dissertation responds to calls for investigating IOC as dynamic and processual 
(Majchrzak et al., 2014; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) by dedicating a paper to each of three of the 
three identified types of dynamics. These are overall contributions of the dissertation. However, each 
paper contributes specifically in its own way.  

The first paper offers an investigation of conditions in IOCs from a practice-theoretical 
perspective. The paper draws on practice theory to position practice alignment and directionality as 
two conditions for accomplishing four different IOC outcomes. The paper demonstrates how 
dimensions of the organising of practices enables a re-thinking of IOC not as a thing organisations 
have, but as arrays of actions that are aligned and teleo-affectively oriented towards reaching common 
and collaborative goals. Moreover, the paper re-interprets IOC failure as something of potential 
strategic value in relation to collaborative advantages. In doing so, it situates practice theory as 
relevant for the study of IOC dynamics and shows the value of qualitative investigations for re-
interpreting IOC success and IOC failure.   

The second paper specifically addresses open questions in the emerging literature on IOCs in 
relation to the mechanism of collective identity, and specifically, calls for research of the 
communicative constitution of collective identity and thereby collective action (Barbour & James, 
2015; Chaput et al., 2011). It does so by investigating the communicative constitution of multiple 
collective identities in IOC contexts and how such constitutions relate to multiple different collective 
actions as well as collective inaction. In doing so, the paper responds to calls for uncovering the link 
between identity construction and IOC success (Koschmann, 2016), and participates in advancing a 
communicative line of research on IOC, as called for by multiple scholars (Keyton et al., 2008; 
Koschmann, 2012, 2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016; Koschmann et al., 2012; Lewis, 2006). 

The third paper specifically addresses the innovative outcomes of successful IOCs (Hardy et 
al., 2005) by studying collaborative service innovation processes. It does so by detailing collaborative 
practices in a cyclical and continuous process. This responds to IOC calls for process research as a 
form of IOC dynamics (Majchrzak et al., 2014). In doing so, the third paper concurrently responds to 
specific calls for research in the field of innovation. Firstly, the paper addresses the problem that 
service innovation is the least understood topic in the management literature (Menor & Roth, 2007) 
leaving service innovation widely unaddressed and under-explored (Droege et al., 2009; Gallouj & 
Windrum, 2008; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2015; Menor & Roth, 2007) by situating practice theory as 
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uniquely relevant for the study of service innovation and demonstrating such value in its empirical 
analysis. In proposing a practice perspective on service innovation, the third paper responds to 
converging calls for research of collaborative service innovation (West & Bogers, 2016), the micro-
foundations of collaborative innovation (Bogers et al., 2016) and the turn to practice (Barley & 
Kunda, 2001; Eikeland et al., 2011; Nicolini, 2009) for the study of services (McColl-Kennedy et al., 
2015; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012; Russo-Spena et al., 2012).  

Seen together these three papers cover practices of IOC dynamics from inception and 
emergence through practices of doing collaboration to successful outcomes, and offer a longitudinal 
and qualitative perspective on accomplishing collaboration as a continuous process.  
 
 
9.3 Limitations 

The conducted research has limitations worth mentioning and critically reflecting upon. First 
of all, the case context in which the data has been constructed is very specific and in many ways 
resemble a kind of extreme case (Eisenhardt, 1989) in so far as it critically demonstrates the dynamics 
which the dissertation is dedicated to investigating. Additionally, the case is very complex due to the 
population of participating organisations, their diversity, and the constant changes of composition in 
the system caused by some 40-50 newcomers entering the collaboration every year with very few 
collaborators exiting. This is, for instance, reflected in the dataset which in the beginning of the 
project counted some 139 participating representatives from different organisations (2011) whereas 
the data at the conclusion of the field work reflected some 450 participating representations from 
different organisations (2018). Moreover, not only did the collaboration grow in size, but also in 
variance, since more speech-level therapists and medically trained representatives entered in to the 
collaboration, which were somewhat different from the average population consisting mainly of 
singing teacher. This meant that more divergence had to be accommodated by collaborators, reflected 
for instance in the identification of practices related to communicatively constructing multi-
memberships, cross-organisational work groups, and cross-organisational projects. These 
developments of the field are reflected in the data, and impacts the findings of the study.  

Another critical reflection on the theorising in the dissertation papers is connected with the 
IOC dynamic of mechanism. While in the broadest of senses, mechanisms are the way in which 
something takes place or is brought about, there is a somewhat implicit assumption built into a 
‘mechanism’ that resonates with a functionalist or causal understanding of a dynamic. Engaging with 
the established perspective of IOC dynamics as conditions, mechanisms, and processes, as defined 
by Majchrzak et al. (2014), entails engaging in an understanding that the establishing of x may/can 
lead to y or z outcomes. While this is in some way the case, and is specifically identifiable in paper 
two, the interest into and coding of communicative constitution of collective identity does not 
necessarily translate into collective actions, as a mechanic or functional understanding of the notion 
would prescribe. Rather, a communicative constitutive perspective allows for seeing how collective 
identity is constituted and when it leads to collective actions, but it does not necessarily assume a 
one-to-one relationship between the two. Such a critical perspective on ‘mechanisms’ reflects the 
anti-essentialist dimension of the social constructionist position of the dissertation, and it also reflects 
the critical engaging in taken-for-granted assumptions, e.g. in what a mechanisms is.  
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A further limitation of the conducted research relates to the lack of explicit inclusion of the 
notion of ‘trust’, which remains a central and well-established characteristic of - or antecedent for - 
collaboration (Bachman, 2001; Bachmann & Inkpen, 2011; Blumberg, 2001; Connelly, Crook, 
Combs, Ketchen, & Aguinis, 2015; Delbufalo & Wilding, 2012; Ekici, 2013; Janowicz-Panjaitan & 
Noorderhaven, 2009; Lui, 2009; Lyon, 2016; MacDuffie, 2010). While trust is not explicitly 
addressed in the dissertation conceptually, the interdependency empirically observed in the case can 
be seen as tied to a large degree of willingness to pool resources and place R&D activities within the 
collaboration rather than in individual organisations. That is, the collaborators separate the activities 
related to development and the activities related to appropriation and value realisation, such as has 
been studied in open innovation types of organising (Belderbos et al., 2014; Freel & Robson, 2016; 
Yoon, Shin, & Lee, 2016), as was demonstrated in paper three. These empirical observations are in 
line with definitions of ‘real trust’ as linked with notions of friendship, empathy, ethics, and routines 
(Nooteboom, 2005). This is for instance reflected in how the collaborators in the case context refer 
to each other as ’colleagues’ across organisational boundaries through the collaboration, or how they 
view themselves as a ‘community’ or ‘one organisation’ rather than a formal collaboration (see paper 
one and two for more details). These findings may in some ways resemble ‘high-trust collaborations’, 
which are characterised by greater information and knowledge sharing and superior performance 
(Janowicz-Panjaitan & Noorderhaven, 2009). The explicit practice of ‘sharing’ discussed in both 
paper one and three may be related to the forming of such trust, as well as the continued reliance on 
it during interactions both in field-event meetings, such as updates, as well as in the smaller cross-
organisational work groups, such as the research work group detailed in paper two. No conclusions 
can be drawn from these empirical reflections. However, they may serve as the grounds for further 
empirical analyses of the data for future studies that can unpack how the notion of trust relates to the 
other findings and discussions in the dissertation.  

An additional limitation of the conducted research is the primacy afforded communicative 
practices and discursive practices in the analyses. While practice approaches consider both sayings 
and doings as actions that make up practices in the social world (Schatzki, 2002; Schatzki et al., 
2001), the chosen methods of study foreground sayings beyond doings. While, there are inclusions 
of doings in the conducted research, such as the noting of ‘raising a hand’ when collaborators voted, 
these are largely under-theorised as compared to sayings. This is reflected in the conducted research 
in relation to the ad verbatim transcriptions of audio/video recordings, as well as in the use of template 
analysis, a method which is highly useful for studying large bodies of textualized data (King, 2004, 
2012). And while a strong practice programme, as outlined by Nicolini (2012), does argue that 
communicative practices are afforded special attention, this does not necessarily mean at the expense 
of embodiment. Therefore, an under-addressed opportunity for further analyses can be identified in 
the constructed data if the data is approached by means of methods that resonate more favourably 
with embodiment and embodied action. Such approaches could draw on methods such as 
ethnomethodological and conversation analysis traditions (Have, 1999; Heritage, 2005; Miettinen et 
al., 2009; Samra-Fredericks, 2004), the merging perspectives of body routines (Feldman, Pentland, 
D'Adderio, & Lazaric, 2016) or embodiment as social materiality (Dale, 2016). 

Finally, a well-known critique of ethnographic work is the implications arising in relation to 
‘going native’ (Brewer, 2004; Fetterman, 2010; Watson, 2011; Yanow, 2012; Ybema et al., 2009). 
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While going native, i.e. adopting implicit assumptions and world-views of that which is to be studied, 
can limit the potential critical reflection of an organisational ethnography, going native and 
explicating what it is that is tacit and implicit in a certain context is also one of the strengths of 
organisational ethnography. This tension between foregrounding and backgrounding, that is 
foregrounding and bracketing in a practice sense by zooming-in and zooming-out (Nicolini, 2009), 
is a skill of performing organisational ethnography. During field work, I tried to remain critical 
towards the interactions I observed. This is for instance reflected in my observational notes, where I 
remained critical towards the case context by questioning whether a specific decision or notion was 
ethical (e.g. in the meeting between CVI management and two representatives from two universities 
around good academic practice, see appendices related to Section 13.5). In this journal entry I noted 
questions and concerns as to whether or not the actions discussed by one of the organisations was 
appropriate and whether it was even for that one part to question the two others. These critical 
reflections are, for example, reflected in the theorising of failed collaborations in paper one, which 
specifically demonstrates a negative valence in the empirical setting and shines a light on why this 
collaborative failure came about. This negative valence is also touched upon in relation to the 
realignment strategy referred to in paper one as ‘abandon and adopt’ which specifically details how 
collaborators felt obliged to abandon their established practices in favour of the IOC. These are 
examples where a critical stance to the data mitigates problems related to going native as well as 
allows for further reflection during data analysis to mitigate bias.  
 
 
9.4 Future research directions 

The conducted research offers opportunities for further investigation across several theoretical 
perspectives beyond those identified in the limitation section. These theoretical perspectives, 
motivated by some of the traditional perspectives as well as emerging perspectives in IOC 
scholarship, include notions of e.g. institutional fields specifically inter-organisational evolution and 
inter-organisational ecology, collaborative or open innovation, coopetition, and communication as 
constitutive of organising. The first perspectives (i.e. institutional approaches such as IO evolution 
and IO ecology) relate to somewhat more traditional approaches to IOC and IOR as a contrast to 
staying purely attentive to IOC dynamics, whereas some of the latter perspectives (i.e. collaborative 
or open innovation, coopetition and CCO) unfold concepts and ideas already briefly touched upon, 
but not completely exhausted, in some of the dissertation papers. Each of these theoretical 
perspectives is discussed in turn in the coming paragraphs.  

First, one extension of the dissertation lies within the area of institutional theory. Institutional 
approaches make up two out of the four primary identified traditional perspectives on IOC. Such a 
perspectives is congruent with this dissertation’s dedication to IOC dynamics.  Accordingly, Philips 
et al. (2000), in a recent conceptual article, propose that a focus on IOC dynamism is to be found in 
the congruence between IOC and institutional field theory. As the authors argue: “collaboration need 
not, however, simply reproduce institutionalized rules and resources. Indeed, one of the primary 
arguments for encouraging inter-organizational collaboration is the potential for creative, innovative 
solutions to complex problems” (p. 35). Two perspectives from institutional theory resonate 
particularly well with the findings from this dissertation, namely those of inter-organizational 
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evolution (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006) and inter-organisational ecology (Rao, 2002), which are two well-
established theoretical perspectives in the IOC literature (Baum & Rowley, 2002). Whereas the notion 
of inter-organizational evolution draws mainly on theories of inter-organisational institutional fields 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and thereby falls within a more traditional approach to IOC, the notion 
of inter-organisational ecology approaches  a more dynamic perspective in its dedication to 
‘commensalism’, that is ‘the co-action of like forms’ (Rao, 2002). Each perspective is unfolded in 
the coming paragraphs.  

On the notion of institutional fields, the studied case could in many ways reflect or align with 
what some scholars would define an institutional field. An institutional field, according to the widely 
cited work of DiMaggio and Powell (1983), is “those organisations that, in aggregate, constitute a 
recognised area of institutional life: key suppliers, resource, and product consumers, regulatory 
agencies, and other organisations that produce similar services or products.” (p. 148). In a later 
work, Scott and Bruce (1994) expand on this idea by stating that “the notion of a field connotes the 
existence of a community of organisations that partakes of a common meaning system and whose 
participants interact more frequently and fatefully with one another than with actors outside of the 
field”. Seen together, these two perspectives in many ways map onto the idea of the ‘CVT 
community’ that participants call the agglomerated CVT IOC organisations. This community has a 
distinct approach to the field of voice as compared to other organisations outside of the IOC dealing 
with voice. Moreover, organisations in the CVT IOC rely on shared and/or congruent sense- and 
meaning-making in continuous engagements with one another. Therefore, in some ways, the CVT 
IOC could constitute an institutional field.  

One approach to investigating the CVT IOC as an institutional field could be to study the 
commensalist relations between the organisations engaging in the CVT IOC. Rao (2002) argues that 
symbiotic relations in institutional fields, comprised of one or several communities of organisations, 
can interact in one of six states of commensalism: (1) full competition, (2) partial competition, (3) 
predatory competition), (4) partial mutualism, (5) full mutualism, (6) neutrality. The CVT IOC, 
according to this scale, may resemble a symbiotic relation of full mutualism, where ‘organisations 
are in overlapping niches and benefit from one another’ (Rao, 2002, p. 545). Investigating the case 
from this perspective would provide empirical grounding for the conceptual work proposed by Rao, 
and so advance IOC scholarship in relation to institutional fields.  

Another approach to investigating the CVT IOC as an institutional field could be the study of 
inter-organizational evolution, which takes place at the institutional field level (Barnett, Greve, & 
Park, 1994) and can be seen as ‘‘the process of cumulative change in social structures composed of 
or affecting multiple organisations” (Greve, 2002). Evolution, according to Greve, is focused on 
procedures and structure and happens as a consequence of three processes: (1) variation, (2) selection, 
and (3) retention, where “[v]ariation generates practices that are differentially selected and retained 
in the social system” (p. 558). A variation in interorganizational structure comes about either as (a) 
new organisational forms are formed) or (b) when existing organisational forms innovate in ways that 
rearrange relations between existing organisations. Such innovations come about either by 
rearranging existing structures or by importing existing structures into new contexts, i.e. variation 
comes about either through the transfer of practices or by generation of radically new ones (Greve, 
2002, p. 558). If contrasting this perspective on interorganizational evolution with the findings from 
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paper three, a different nuance may potentially arise. Considering service innovation as the creation 
of new, changing of existing, or removal of redundant practices, it may be possible to speak of inter-
organisational evolution not only as a change in structure by transfer of practices or creation of new 
ones, but also as the changing of existing or removal of redundant ones. In that way, paper three, and 
its notion of co-evolving, may resemble a form of interorganizational evolution.  

This supposition is supported by the notions of the second and third process of evolution, 
namely selection and retention. According to Greve (2002), interorganizational selection happens by 
inter- and intraorganizational imitation, organisational founding and failure, and coercion by 
powerful actors. Contrastingly, paper three offers a different perspective on selection, namely a 
democratic process of proposing, evaluating and selecting based on the creation of new, change of 
existing, or removal of redundant practices. This democratic process could add depth and nuance to 
the theoretical bundling of selection and retention. In detailing a process perspective on the studied 
practices, paper three may also shows the dynamics of retention. As Greve (2002) notes,  
interorganizational retention is tenuous because it “relies on the continued contributions of multiple 
autonomous organisations engaged in exchange or governance. Retention thus requires collective 
action over time (Moe, 1995), which means that either the individual interests that support a give 
interorganizational structure must remain or that actors must fail to exploit opportunities to change” 
(pp. 558-559). This perspective aligns well with the propositions of paper one, which details how 
mutual engagement among interdependent actors dedicated towards a collaborative end - that is a 
collective directionality - can result in successful collaboration. However, paper one also nuances that 
failure to collaborate does not only result from opportunistic behaviour by one or more organisations, 
it may also stem from the failure to establish collectivity as a basis for collective action. This is further 
demonstrated in paper two, which shows how the construction of collective identity may act as a 
mechanism for different forms of collective actions and inactions. Accordingly, there may be fruitful 
investigations possible in the data set if investigated from a theoretical perspective of 
interorganizational evolution.  

A different avenue of exploration stemming also from the theoretical perspective of 
interorganizational evolution is that of spatial proximity as equalling collaborative relations. Findings 
from Saxenian (1996) show how spatial agglomeration in a specific geographic area leads to 
homogeneity in organisational cultures and interorganizational interaction patterns. Greve (2002) 
notes how, in such areas, organisations may engage in co-evolution, that is, that two or more 
organisational forms influence the fitness of each other (p. 571). Kauffman (1993) notes two 
important outcomes of such co-evolutions, namely ‘Red Queen Races’ or ‘Frozen Equilibria’ (see 
Kauffman, 1993, Chapter 6). A red queen race is one where competing organisational forms increase 
at similar rates which yields no net fitness advantages which sometimes leads to hyper-competitive 
states (Barnett & Hansen, 1996). The frozen equilibria idea relates to how organisational forms 
developing mutual adaptations create selection pressures against any variations that disrupt the 
mutualistic relation (Kauffman, 1993). While, such frozen equilibria have been demonstrated to lead 
to organisational inertia, Lewin, Long, and Carroll (1999) note how co-evolution evidence is 
generally scarce in the inter-organizational field. This dissertation, and specifically paper three, 
empirically demonstrates how co-evolving takes place in practice in ways to allow for continuous 
innovation for participating organisations, and thus, negating inertia. Investigating the practices of 
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the case context with an inter-organisational evolution perspective may yield insight into practices 
that negate inertia and so respond to challenges in both theory and practice.  

However, a key limitation to an institutional theory approach in relation to the conducted 
research is that institutionalism insists on a separation of micro-meso- and macro levels, where the 
institutional field (macro-level) constrains activity at a the organisational level (micro-level). Such a 
separation of levels stands in stark contrast to the employed practice perspective, which sees macro 
and micro as inherently the same – ‘one constituting the other’ (Nicolini, 2009, 2012). Such a 
difference would have to be addressed for research findings to be comparable and contrastable. 
Additionally, another problematic notion is the idea of governance, which is inherent in 
institutionalism. As Greve (2002) notes “many actors, organisations and individuals, seek to govern 
interorganizational fields” (p. 561). From a practice perspective this is problematic, since governance 
in itself is a practice constructed and negotiated as social action between individuals. Such a 
construction cannot be directly governed by another individual or organisational actor. Both these 
tensions, i.e. the notions of agglomeration of levels and governance of practices, are tensions that 
would be interesting to investigate further empirically in the data material available from the CVT 
case context. 
 Another theoretical perspective touched upon in the dissertation worth further attention is that 
of collaborative innovation (Ojanen & Hallikas, 2009; Ollila & Yström, 2016; Tucci et al., 2016) or 
open innovation (Bogers, Foss, & Lyngsie, 2018; Bogers et al., 2016; Chesbrough, 2003; 
Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, & West, 2006b) – particularly open service innovation (Aas & Pedersen, 
2012; Battisti, Gallego, Rubalcaba, & Windrum, 2015; Chesbrough, 2011a, 2011b; Mina, 
Bascavusoglu-Moreau, & Hughes, 2014b). As eluded to in paper three, service innovation research 
is relatively scarce, and a practice approach opens up a new avenue of research that offers new and 
different perspectives on this phenomena that is increasingly pervasive across global markets. 
Accordingly, paper three proposes the adoption of a practice perspective in order to turn the attention 
of future research towards the fundamental unit of value creation in service innovation (Korkman, 
2006), namely the human action. Further development of a practice perspective on open service 
innovation and, in extension open innovation in general, could potentially offer new insights by 
offering detailed and thick descriptions of the sayings and doings that go into open innovation and 
open service innovation in situ. Such approaches would respond to calls for research in the innovation 
literature for research of the micro-foundations of open innovation (Bogers et al., 2016) In doing so, 
a practice perspective could participate in developing open innovation into a field and full-fledged 
theoretical perspective, as some scholars have argued the need for (Elmquist, Fredberg, & Ollila, 
2009; Gassmann et al., 2010).  

A different line of investigation, which highlights tensions within collaboration, is that of 
coopetition (Bouncken et al., 2015; Fernandez & Chiambaretto, 2016; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016; 
Walley, 2007). Coopetition, understood as the tension and/or state arising from interactions between 
actors that are simultaneously collaborators and competitors, offers a different and potentially more 
balanced or critical perspective that than offered by an IOC theory-base.  This is because coopetition 
research is dedicated to not only study collaboration but also study tensions arising from competition. 
Coopetition offers a frame in which the paradox of the competing forces of competition and 
collaboration can be investigated (Le Roy & Czakon, 2016; Le Roy & Fernandez, 2015). Such 
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paradoxes may be identifiable in the studied case, where many of the participating organisations are 
offering similar service offerings (i.e. singing teaching). The tension is exacerbated by that fact that 
many of the organisations offer these similar services in the same markets, which means that some 
form of competition is inevitable. However, as participants are interdependent upon each other as 
collaborators in the IOC to sustain the very practices by which their services are designed and 
innovated, collaboration is a necessity. Therefore, it is arguable that participants in the CVT IOC are 
in states of constant co-opetition, and since conflict is seldom in the observed case (and swiftly dealt 
with once identified), the way in which practices are organised in the case may represent somewhat 
successful ones for managing the specific coopetition tension. How this is done by participants during 
their interactions would be an interesting avenue of research as an extreme case (Eisenhardt, 1989), 
since much literature on coopetition highlight the ambiguity and problematics of engaging in 
competitive relations (Bengtsson, Raza-Ullah, & Vanyushyn, 2016; Stadtler & Van Wassenhove, 
2016; Tidström, 2014).  

Another interesting perspective that may be useful for uncovering further detail in the case 
setting is that of ecology. As noted earlier, inter-organisational ecologies detail the study of ‘how 
similar and dissimilar populations that comprise communities interact with each other and how they 
collectively adapt to the environment’ (Rao, 2002, p. 541) or what Moore (1993) called the 
interdependency between different actors and the co-evolution that binds them together (Ritala & 
Almpanopoulou, 2017). According to Rao, the organisational community is one that coevolves and 
is bound by ecological ties of commensalism and symbiosis. Symbiosis can here be defined as 
‘mutual inter-dependence of unlike forms’ and commensalism as ‘co-action of like forms’ (Hawley, 
1950, p. 209). Many different theoretical notions have been compounded with an ecological 
perspective, such as: 

 
• ‘Innovation’ ecosystem (Aal, Di Pietro, Edvardsson, Renzi, & Mugion, 2016; Adner, 

2006; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Carayannis & Campbell, 2009; Gomes, Facin, Salerno, 
& Ikenami, 2016; Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016; Oh, Phillips, Park, & Lee, 2016; Ritala 
& Almpanopoulou, 2017; Shaw & Allen, 2016; Walrave, Talmar, Podoynitsyna, 
Romme, & Verbong, 2017; Xu, Wu, Minshall, & Zhou, 2017) 

• ‘Business’ ecosystems (Adner, Oxley, & Silverman, 2013; Baldwin, 2012; Battistella, 
2012; Clarysse, Wright, Bruneel, & Mahajan, 2014; Tsvetkova & Gustafsson, 2012) 

• ‘Knowledge’ ecosystems (Bray, 2007; Clarysse et al., 2014; Noennig, Scheler, 
Piskorek, & Barski, 2014; Shrivastava, In Review; von Krogh & Geilinger, 2014),  

• ‘Entrepreneurship’ ecosystems (Bhagavatula, Mudambi, & Murmann, 2017; Carl, 
2004; De Jager, Mthembu, Ngowi, & Chipunza, 2017; Fernández Fernández, Blanco 
Jiménez, & Cuadrado Roura, 2015; Fuerlinger, Fandl, & Funke, 2015; Isenberg, 2016; 
Mars, Bronstein, & Lusch, 2012; Olsen, 2016; Rahatullah Khan, 2013; Salunke et al., 
2013; Wijen & Ansari, 2006) 

• ’Service’ ecosystems (Aal et al., 2016; Akaka, Vargo, & Schau, 2015; Chandler & 
Chen, 2016; Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016; Tsvetkova & Gustafsson, 2012) 
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Seen together, these may form the basis of what could be referred to as a ‘turn to ecology’ in 
organization studies. These compounded notions of ecosystems converge in their interest in 
engagement with other unlike and like forms in mutual inter-dependency and co-action across 
respective organizational boundaries. These ecosystems can be defined as ‘the alignment structure of 
the multilateral set of partners that need to interact in order for a focal value proposition to 
materialize” (Adner, 2017, p. 40). Adner’s work operationalises the ecosystem metaphor into two 
types of perspectives: ecosystems-as-affiliation, which focus primarily on the breakdown of 
traditional boundaries, the rise of interdependence, and the potential for symbiotic relations in 
productive ecosystems. Such a perspective leads to a focus on openness, access; i.e. number of 
partners, network density, and actor centrality (p. 41). Contrastingly, ecosystems-as-structure defines 
an ecology by the value proposition that arises and tries to analyse the set of actors and the interactions 
they engage in in order for that value to arise.  

The practice alignment perspective offered in paper one may expand the ecosystem frame 
proposed by Adner from structure and structuralism, towards a more dynamic perspective focused on 
the practice itself and structure as embedded in such practising. In that way, the theoretical and 
methodological approach proposed in this dissertation may bring a contribution to the ‘ecosystem 
turn’, from which new insights into ecosystems could be generated. This contribution would draw on 
conceptualisations of organisation not as static entities or as theoretical discourses, but rather as 
organising as social processes of constitution (Clegg et al., 1996; Nicolini, 2012; Nicolini & 
Monteiro, 2017).  

A final direction in which the research can be brought to contribute is within the field of 
communication as constitutive of organising (CCO). As briefly touched upon in paper two, the notion 
of communicative constitution of organizations has been receiving increasing attention in 
organizational communication studies (Putnam, Nicotera, & McPhee, 2009; Schoeneborn et al., 
2014). A CCO perspective has already been utilised for the study of IOC (Koschmann, 2008, 2012, 
2016; Koschmann & Burk, 2016). Koschmann (2012) conceptualises collective identity as an 
authoritative text emerging from processes of co-orientation, abstraction, and reification (p. 63). 
Koschmann draws on co-orientation as the ‘process whereby people align their actions in relation to 
common objectives’ (p. 65). The basic unit of co-orientation, according to Taylor (2011b) is what can 
be called an A-B-X system, that is, the maintenance of two relationships: subject-to-subject 
(intersubjective) and subject-to-object (p. 269). Taylor theoretically proposes that such agency-
instrumentality can be imbricated (Taylor, 2011a, 2011b) or ‘tiled’, that is, arranged in a regular way 
where each tile – or co-orientation – builds on the next by overlapping with adjacent tiles to construct 
a whole.  

There may be possibilities in the case context and data material for empirically demonstrating 
what has been theoretically denoted as ‘co-orientation in the large’ (Cooren et al., 2006) through 
imbrication (Taylor, 2011a, 2011b). The case data presented in paper two shows how multiple 
collectives constitute themselves and their work, in effect enacting respective co-orientations during 
their interactions, in order to participate in collaboration. What connected each of these collectives in 
was an over-arching goal of helping voice professionals in a variety of ways, depending on the 
specific collective. Investigating how actors orient towards such over-arching goals during 
interactions may shed light on co-orientation in the large as an empirical demonstration of the 
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connection between communicative constituted co-orientations in each collective and communicative 
constitutions of over-arching goal as the co-orientation of co-orientations in the IOC. Since the 
collectives were constituted in their collective identity, co-orientation of co-orientations may be 
investigable through collective identity imbrications across temporal and spatial interactions.  

The above-proposed theoretical trajectories are some of the future directions toward which 
the research offers potential for further contributions and insights. As each perspective is unfolded in 
more detail, I wish that more dimensions and ideas may become apparent for the understanding of 
the ways in which organisations are becoming increasingly dependent upon on another to accomplish, 
not only economic goals, but also meta-strategies that tackle social and larger problems that lie 
beyond those of the individual organisation.  
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10. Summaries 
 

10.1 English summary 
This PhD dissertation contributes to the emerging research on dynamics in inter-

organisational contexts by exploring how inter-organisational collaboration (IOC) is accomplished in 
practice. IOC, as a specific type of inter-organisational relationship, is increasingly recognised as a 
necessity for organisations navigating in global economies in order to gain access to and secure 
continuous supply of resources critical for organisational success. While successful IOCs leverage 
knowledge, skills, and resources from within and across organisational boundaries, 50-70% of 
collaborations fail and do not meet the expectations of participating organisations. Recent trends in 
organisational scholarship have highlighted how a detailed understanding of the factors that go into 
realising effective collaboration are necessary, and that especially dynamic perspectives may be able 
to explore and explain why some IOCs sharing similar characteristics fail while others are successful. 
Practice approaches have been suggested as a particular way of going about the study of IOC 
dynamics, since practice approaches afford a focus on dynamics, relationships, and enactment.  

Accordingly the dissertation responds to the research question of how inter-organisational 
collaboration is accomplished in practice with a research objective of exploring IOC dynamics from 
a practice perspective to explore the conditions, mechanisms and processes by which IOC is 
accomplished. Accordingly, the dissertation consists of three independent paper contributions, each 
addressing a specific IOC dynamic, respectively. Paper one addresses changes in IOC conditions by 
responding to the question: ‘how does practice alignment constitute a condition of accomplishing 
IOC?’. Paper two addresses changes in IOC mechanisms by responding to the question: ‘how and for 
what purpose(s) are multiple collective identities communicatively constituted in IOC?’, in 
recognition that collective identities can be seen as a mechanism for collective action. Paper three 
addresses changes in IOC processes by responding to the question: ‘What are practices of 
collaborative service innovation and how are they procesually organised?’ in recognition that 
successful IOC results in innovative and synergistic solutions.  

The main research question, sub-research questions, and overall research objective are 
approached by means of a qualitative case study methodology drawing on organisational ethnography 
and field-event perspectives on the study of inter-organisational spaces. The ethnographic case study 
is conducted in the global collaboration formed around Complete Vocal Technique. The constructed 
longitudinal ethnographic data is addressed by means of two different analytical strategies: template 
analysis and nexus analysis. Template analysis, as a form of iterative thematic analysis useful for 
exploring complex and rich qualitative data, is used in paper one and three to explore a priori and 
crystallising themes related to collaboration, whereas nexus analysis, as an approach useful for 
studying social groups through actions and practices, is used in paper two for the detailed study the 
communicative constitution of collective identities. Combined these two analytical strategies provide 
an in-depth understanding of the practices and communicative constitutions needed for 
accomplishing IOC success or failure.  

Paper one specifically addresses the IOC dynamic related to changes in IOC conditions. The 
paper identifies an emerging perspective of practice alignment as a condition of successful 
collaboration and explores this condition empirically. Findings from the paper suggest that practice 
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alignment constitute a condition of accomplishing IOC only when a collective directionality, as a 
specific collaborative form of teleo-affective orientation of practice, is enacted. The study theorises 
two forms of teleo-affective orientations of practice in IOCs as well as two forms of alignment of 
practice in a conditional model related to four IOC outcomes. The paper concludes that successful 
IOC is not a static object that organisations can have, but rather a dynamic accomplishment that 
multiple organisations collectively engage in to realise common goals and interests. Moreover, the 
paper concludes that IOC failure may offer strategic value in relation to collaborative advantage and 
the protection of markets, products, services, and intellectual property.  

Paper two addresses the IOC dynamic related to mechanisms. The paper contributes to the 
emerging perspective that the communicative constitution of a collective identity in IOC contexts 
acts as a mechanisms for collective action. The study finds multiple collective identities relate to 
multiple and different collective actions and inaction organised according to four mechanisms. The 
study contributes to IOC scholarship by reconceptualising IOCs as best characterised as consisting 
of multiple communicatively constituted collective identities mobilised to realise multiple purposes 
and collective actions.  

Paper three addresses the IOC dynamic related to changes in processes. The paper contributes 
to the collaborative innovation scholarship by situating practice theory as uniquely relevant for the 
study of service innovation. The findings from paper three also contributes to IOC scholarship by 
demonstrating how collaboration is not a linear process of accomplishment, but rather a cyclical and 
continuous enactment of three sets of inter-related practices, namely conceptual co-mapping, co-
transforming, and co-evolving. The paper demonstrates how such a cyclical process has both co-
ontogenetic and co-phylogenetic effects affecting both individual organisations and the collaboration 
as a whole. The paper concludes that both sense-making and meaning-making practices are relevant 
for realising IOC innovative outcomes and how such outcomes can be established as a source for 
continuous collaborative advantage.  

The dissertation as a whole participates in building a practice-theory of IOC, and thereby 
contributes to IOC scholarship in a number of ways. Firstly, the dissertation offers a re-interpretation 
of IOC success and failure not as dichotomous but as two out of four potential outcomes that 
collaborators can accomplish. The dissertation demonstrates how these outcomes are not static but 
dynamic and can change from one to the other by means of altering the alignment of practice or the 
constructed directionality. Secondly, the dissertation contributes to IOC scholarship by offering a 
potential for re-conceptualising IOC dynamics from three main types to 12, and in doing so, offering 
more nuanced perspectives on the dynamism that constitutes IOC interactions. Thirdly, the 
dissertation proposes self-organising guided by social practice as a new perspective on IOC 
governance, which opens up new opportunities and challenges for managerial practices in IOC 
contexts. Fourthly, the dissertation promotes a methodological perspective resonating with inter-
organisational ethnography, which allows for the qualitative inquiry into the spaces in between 
organisations by extending organisational ethnographic case study methodology towards field-
events. Seen together, the dissertation provides a practice perspective on how IOC is accomplished 
through the engagement by collaborators in aligning practices and in construction of collective 
directionalities.  
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10.2 Danish summary 
Denne Ph.d. afhandling bidrager til den fremspirende forskning vedrørende dynamikker i 

inter-organisatoriske kontekster ved at udforske hvordan inter-organisatorisk samarbejde (IOS) er 
udrettet i praksis. IOS, som en specifik type af inter-organisatoriske relationer, er i stigende grad 
anerkendt som en nødvendighed for organisationer der navigerer i globale økonomier for at opnå 
adgang til og sikre sig kontinuerlig forsyning af de ressourcer som er kritiske for organisationssucces. 
Hvor succesfulde IOSer udnytter viden, færdigheder, og ressourcer fra både indenfor og på tværs af 
organisationsgrænser, fejler 50-70% af samarbejder og møder ikke de deltagende organisationers 
forventninger. Nylige tendenser i organisationslitteraturen påpeger, hvordan en detaljeret forståelse 
af de til-grundlæggende faktorer, der sikrer realisering af effektive samarbejder, er nødvendig og at 
specielt dynamiske perspektiver muligvis kan udforske og forklare hvorfor nogle IOSer med samme 
karakteristika fejler mens andre er succesfulde. Praksistilgange er blevet foreslået som en særligt 
egnet tilgang til IOC dynamikker, da praksistilgange tillader et fokus på dynamikker, relationer, og 
udførelse.  
 Derfor responderer denne afhandling på forskningsspørgsmålet om hvordan inter-
organisatorisk samarbejde er udrettet i praksis med et forskningsformål om at udforske IOS 
dynamikker fra et praksis perspektiv for at udforske de betingelser, mekanismer og processer hvorved 
IOS er udført. Følgeligt består afhandlingen af tre uafhængige artikelbidrag, hvor hver artikel 
adresserer én IOS dynamik hver. Artikelbidrag et adresserer forandringer i IOS betingelser ved at 
svare på spørgsmålet: ’hvordan udgør praksissamstemning en betingelse for at udrette IOS?’. 
Artikelbidrag to adresserer forandringer i IOS mekanismer ved at besvare spørgsmålet: ’hvordan og 
med hvilke(t) formål er multiple kollektive identiteter kommunikativt konstitueret i IOS?’, i en 
anerkendelse af at kollektive identiteter kan ses som en mekanisme for kollektiv handling. 
Artikelbidrag tre adresserer forandringer i IOS processer ved at besvare spørgsmålet: ’hvad er 
praksisser for kollaborativ service innovation og hvordan er de processuelt organiseret?’, i 
anerkendelse af at succesfuld IOS resulterer i innovative og synergetiske løsninger.  

Det overordnede forskningsspørgsmål, under-spørgsmålene og det overordnede 
forskningsformål er tilgået med en kvalitativ casestudie metodologi der drager på 
organisationsetnografi og felt-event perspektiver for studiet af inter-organisatoriske rum. Det 
etnografiske casestudie er udført i det globale samarbejde formet omkring Complete Vocal 
Technique. Det konstruerede longitudinelle etnografiske datamateriale er tilgået ved hjælp af to 
forskellige analytiske strategier: skabelonanalyse og neksusanalyse. Skabelonanalyse, som en form 
af iterativ tematisk analyse brugbar til at udforske kompleks og rig kvalitativ data, er brugt i artikel 
et og tre til at udforske a priori og krystalliserede temaer relateret til samarbejde, hvorimod 
neksusanalyse, som en tilgang brugbar til at studere sociale grupper igennem sociale aktioner og 
praksisser, er benyttet i artikel to for et detaljeret studie af den kommunikative konstituering af 
kollektive identiteter. Tilsammen giver disse to analytiske tilgange en tilbundsgående forståelse af de 
praksisser og kommunikative konstitueringer der er nødvendige for at udføre IOS succes eller 
fejlslagenhed.  

Artikelbidrag et adresserer specifikt IOS dynamikken relateret til forandringer i IOS 
betingelser. Artiklen identificerer det spirende perspektiv relateret til praksissamstemning som en 
betingelse for succesfuld samarbejde og udforsker denne betingelse empirisk. Resultater fra artiklen 
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foreslår at praksissamstemning udgør en betingelse for udførslen af IOS kun når en kollektiv 
direktionalitet, som en specifik kollaborativ form af teleo-affektiv orientering af praksis, er udført. 
Studiet teoretiserer to former af teleo-affektiv orientering af IOS praksisser, såvel som to former af 
praksissamstemning i en betingelsesmodel relateret til fire IOS udfald. Artikelbidraget konkluderer 
at succesfuld IOS ikke er et statisk objekt som organisationer kan have, men derimod en dynamisk 
udførsel som multiple organisationer kollektivt engagerer sig i for at realisere fælles mål og interesser 
i relation til kollaborative fordele og beskyttelse af markeder, produkter, services og intellektuelle 
rettigheder. 

Artikelbidrag to adresserer IOS dynamikken relateret til forandringer i mekanismer. Artiklen 
bidrager til det spirende perspektiv om at den kommunikative konstituering af en kollektiv identitet i 
IOS kontekster agerer som en mekanisme for kollektive handlinger. Studiet finder multiple kollektive 
identiteter relateret til multiple og forskellige kollektive aktioner og inaktion organiseret ud fra fire 
mekanismer. Studiet bidrager til IOS litteraturen ved at rekonceptualisere IOSer som bedst 
karakteriseret som bestående af multiple kommunikativt konstituerede kollektive identiteter 
mobiliseret for at realisere multiple formål og kollektive aktioner.  

Artikelbidrag tre adresserer IOS dynamikken relateret til forandringer i processer. Artiklen 
bidrager til forskningen om kollaborativ innovation ved at foreslå praksisteori som særlig relevant for 
studiet af service innovation. Resultaterne fra artiklen bidrager yderligere til IOS litteraturen ved at 
demonstrere hvordan samarbejde ikke er en lineær proces af udførsel, men derimod en cyklisk og 
kontinuerlig udførsel af tre sæt af indbyrdes-relaterede praksisser, navnlig konceptuel sam-
kortlægning, sam-transformation, og sam-evolution. Artiklen demonstrerer hvorledes en sådan 
cyklisk proces har både fælles-ontogenetiske og fælles-fylogenetiske effekter der påvirker både 
individuelle organisationer og samarbejdet som et hele. Artiklen konkluderer at praksisser både for 
meningsskabelse og betydningsskabelse er relevante for realiseringen af IOS innovative udfald og 
hvordan sådanne udfald kan etableres som en kilde til kontinuerlig kollaborativ fordel.  

Afhandlingen som hele deltager i at opbygge en praksisteori af IOS og bidrager derved til IOS 
litteraturen på flere måder. Først tilbyder afhandlingen en omfortolkning af IOS succes og 
fejlslagenhed, ikke som dikotomier, men som to ud af fire udfald som samarbejdspartnere kan udrette. 
Afhandlingen demonstrerer hvordan disse udfald ikke er statiske men dynamiske og at forandring fra 
et til et andet sker ved ændring af praksissamstemning eller ved direktionalitetskonstruktion. Dernæst 
bidrager afhandlingen til IOS litteraturen ved at tilbyde en potentiel rekonceptualisering af IOS 
dynamikker fra de nuværende tre typer til 12, og tilbyder dermed et mere nuanceret perspektiv på de 
dynamikker der konstituerer IOS interaktioner. Dernæst foreslår afhandlingen selv-organisering ledet 
af socialpraksis som et nyt perspektiv på IOS styreform, hvilket åbner nye muligheder og 
udfordringer for ledelsespraksisser i IOS kontekster. Dernæst fremmer afhandlingen et metodologisk 
perspektiv der resonerer med inter-organisatorisk etnografi, hvilket tillader kvalitativ undersøgelse af 
rummene imellem organisationer ved at forlænge organisationsetnografisk casestudie-metodologi i 
retningen af felt-begivenheder. Som hele, tilvejebringer afhandlingen et praksisperspektiv på hvordan 
IOS er udrettet igennem samarbejdspartneres engagement i praksissamstemning og i konstruktionen 
af kollektive direktionaliteter. 
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“Appendix usually means ‘small outgrowth from large intestine’, 
 but in this case it means ‘additional information accompanying main text’.  

Or are those really the same things?” 
 
 

(Pseudonymous Bosch, 2011, The Name of this Book is Secret, p. 203) 
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13. Appendices  

 
13.1 - Appendix 1 – Overview of data related to 1-Year singer course (August 2011 to May 2012) 

 
Participant observation notes on: 

Topic Length   Explanation 

Neutral – 25th November 2011 1 page How to sing and practice Neutral 

Curbing – 26th November 2011 1 page How to sing and practice Curbing 

Overdrive – 23rd September 2011 1 page How to sing and practice Overdrive 

Edge – 2th September 2011 1 page How to sing and practice Edge 

Effects in general – 16th March 2011 1 page Overview of CVT vocal Effects 

Distortion – 17th March 2011 1 page Tricks for finding Distortion 

Vibrato/Ornamentation – 18th March 
2011 

1 page Definitions of and practise methods for Vibrato 
and ornamentation 

Interpretation – 27th November 2011 5 pages Definition of and method for interpretation 

Improvisation – 18th March 2011 2 pages Tricks for improvising 

Creak, Grunt, Vocal Breaks – May 4th 
2012 

2 pages Tricks for finding Creak, Grunt, Vocal Breaks 

SWP notes – 25th November 2011 1 page Participant notes from SWP session 

Ambitions – 3rd February 2012 3 pages Ethical coaching notes for personal development 

 
 
Participant observation recordings of: 

Singing With Pianist Length (hour/minute) Topic 

3 SWP: August 12th, 13th., 
and 14th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Support and how to practice 

3 SWP September 23rd, 
24th, and 25th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Overdrive, Edge, and Rhythm 

3 SWP November 25th, 
26th, and 27th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Interpretation, performance, Curbing, 
and Neutral with and without Air 

3 SWP February 3rd, 4th, 
and 5th 2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Ambitions, Microphone technique, 
studio technique, and Sound Colour 

3 SWP March 16th, 17th, 
and 18th 2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Vocal Effects; Distortion and Growl, 
Vibrato, and Ornamentation, 
Improvisation 
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3 SWP May 4th, 5th, and 6th 
2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Vocal breaks, Grunt, and Creak, 
Intonation, Tone Deafness, Speech, 
Hoarseness and Emergency Aid 

Topic Session presented 
by CVI teacher 

Length (hour/minute) Topic 

3 sessions August 12th, 
13th., and 14th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Welcome, Technical overview, Support 
and how to practice 

3 Sessions September 23rd, 
24th, and 25th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Footage of Overdrive, Footage of Edge, 
and Rhythm 

3 Sessions November 25th, 
26th, and 27th 2011 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Interpretation, performance, Footage of 
Curbing, and Footage of Neutral with 
and without Air 

3 Sessions February 3rd, 
4th, and 5th 2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Ambitions, Personal ambition coaching, 
Microphone technique, studio technique, 
and Sound Colour 

3 Sessions March 16th, 
17th, and 18th 2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Footage of Vocal Effects; Footage of 
Distortion and Footage of Growl, 
Footage of Vibrato, and Footage of 
Ornamentation, Improvisation 

3 Sessions May 4th, 5th, 
and 6th 2012 

3 hours pr. session = 9 hours Footage of Vocal breaks, Footage of 
Grunt, and Footage of Creak, Intonation, 
Tone Deafness, Speech, Hoarseness and 
Emergency Aid, Concert performance 

Total: 108 hours 
 
13.2 - Appendix 2 – Overview of data related to 3-Year Course (August 2012 to June 2015) 

 
Participant notes from observations on: 

Topic Length pages Topic detail 

 1-hour session manual 6 Notes from 1-hour workshop topic 
presentation 

 Expectations to a teacher 2 
Group discussion of what to expect from a 
singing teacher 

 Muscle Memory 1 how to practice with muscle memory  

 Octave Session 1 Anatomy and octaves in singing 

 pedagogical session 3 Notes from pedagogical introduction 

 Support 1 5 Support 

 3 overall principles 2 3 overall principles, participant notes 
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 Accompanying the singer 1 How to assist singers in SWP 

 Larynx 2 Anatomy and physiology of the larynx  

 Myths in singing 1 Myths from singing lessons 

 Overview of practice phrases 2 Participant practice phrases   

 Organising a singing lesson 1 Participant notes on organising a singing 
lesson 

 Pronunciation 1 Participant notes on pronunciation 

 Taking care of the singer and singing teacher 2 Participant notes on how to take care of 
individuals in a singing lesson 

 How to teach curbing 4 Participant notes on how to teach curbing 

 Evaluation of singer 2 Participant notes on CVI feedback on 
participant progress year 1 

 Footage of the larynx 2 Participant notes from larynx footage session 

 Learning types 3 Participant notes on using learning types for 
teaching CVT 

 How to teach Overdrive 5 Participant Notes on how to teach Overdrive 

 TEO notes 11 Participant notes on supervision of TEO for 
two full days 

 Interpretation 4 Participant notes on teaching interpretation 

 Scanning/Decoding 10 participant notes on using the 
scanning/decoding tool for teaching CVT 

 How to teach Edge 3 Participant notes on teaching Edge 

 10 steps to a song 1 Overview of 10 steps to interpreting a song 

 Emergency Aid 12 Participant notes on conducting emergency 
aid 

 Health 2 participant notes on vocal problems and their 
anatomy 

 Supervision 3 Participant notes on supervision model 

 How to teach Neutral 5 Participant notes on how to teach Neutral 

 Written Summary A 10 Participant answers to Summary A (Exam) 

 Rhythm 1 Participant notes from rhythm session 

 Sound Colour model 1 
Participant development of Sound Colour 
model with learning types 

 Sound Colour 4 Participant notes on teaching sound colour 
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 Flageolet and register breaks 7 Participant notes on Flageolet 

 Teaching Improvisation and Rhythm 6 Participant notes on teaching improvisation 

 Teaching things we can't sing 1 Participant notes on teaching sounds we 
cannot sing ourselves 

 Authority and energy 1 Participant notes on energy in teaching 

 Classical Singing 4 participant notes on teaching classical 
singing 

 Microphone technique 1 Participant notes on teaching microphone 
technique 

 Taking the lead 1 participant notes on when to take the lead 

 Tips and tricks for presentations 1 Participant notes on presentation tricks 

 Intonation and tone deafness 1 participant notes on tone deafness 

 Teaching distortion and rattle 3 
Participant notes on teaching distortion and 
rattle 

 Transitions 2 Participant model of doing transitions 

 Tricks for teaching classical singing 4 
Participant notes of group tricks and tips for 
teaching classical singing 

 Summary B 19 Summary B with feedback from teachers 
(Exam) 

 Support 2 1 Participant notes on support 2 

 Ambition Session prep. 1 Participant notes on preparing for seminar on 
ambitions 

 Ambition class 3 Participant notes on ambition session 

 Improvisation model 1 Participant developed model of 
Improvisation 

 Teaching air, screams, breaks, 6 Participant notes on teaching air added, 
screams, and breaks 

 Teaching Speech 4 participant notes on teaching speech 

 intuition 3 Participant notes on using intuition for 
teaching singing 

 Summary C 8 Participant feedback on summary C (Exam) 

 Sentences for effects 1 Participant list of phrases for singing effects 

 How to teach growl, grunt, creak, and 
creaking 8 Participant notes on teaching growl, grunt, 

creak, and creaking 

 Handling hostility 1 Participant notes on handling hostility 
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 Handling nerves 3 Participant notes on handling nerves 

 handling Self-confidence 2 Participant notes on self-confidence in 
teaching 

 How to teach ornamentation 2 
Participant notes on teaching ornamentation 
techniques 

 Footage of flageolet and effects 2 Participant notes on footage of larynxes 
doing flageolet and effects 

 Handling groups 2 Participant notes on teaching groups 

 Status D 9 Summary D with CVI notes 

 Roy Hart Session 2 
Participant notes on guest teacher from Roy 
Hart Technique 

 Choir Work in CVT 1 Participant notes on using CVT for choir 
work 

 Auditory Analysis on effects 2 Participant notes on examples of AA effects 

 EVTS presentation 8 Participant notes from presentation of EVTS 
method 

 Teaching swing and energy 2 Participant notes on teaching swing and 
energy 

 Teaching vibrato 11 Participant notes on teaching vibrato 

 Update with CVI Owner at last seminar 4 Participant notes from Update session with 
CVI Owner 

 Working as an authorised CVT Teacher 1 
Participant notes on working as a CVT 
Teacher 

 
 

Participant Observation recordings of  

Audio/video recording of: Length (h/m) Transcribed Topic 

Authorised CVT Teacher 
performing examples of CVT 
sounds – 10 November 2013 

2 min No 
Classical singer and Authorised CVT 
Teacher performing all modes from 
CVT in a classical sound ideal 

Feedback on Workshop 
Presentation – 02 May 2014 1 hour 8 min No 

Feedback by CVI teacher to group of 
teachers in training 

Participant SWP – 02 May 2014 25 min No SWP with CVI Teacher 

Ambition Discussion with peers 
and CVI teacher – 02 May 2014 1 hour 2 min No 

Discussing about ambitions as teachers, 
singers, and researchers within CVT 
ethics 
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Blues improvisation – 02 May 
2014 6 min No Improvisation exercise with peers 

Participant observation SWP on 
improvisation – 02 May 2014 25 min No SWP with CVI teacher 

Participant teaching TEO – 03 
May 2014 23 min No 

Participant teaching TEO under 
supervision by CVI teacher and group 
of peers 

Participant being taught TEO – 07 
May 2014 23 min No 

Peer teaching participant TEO under 
supervision by group of peers and CVI 
teacher 

Participant SWP – 12 May 2014 5 min No SWP with CVI Teacher 

Participant midway evaluation – 
04 May 2014 25 min No 

CVI teacher evaluating and assessing 
participant progress halfway through 
3year education 

Participant SWP – 06 May 014 43 min No SWP with CVI teacher 

Participant teaching TEO – 08 
May 2014 36 min No 

Participant teaching TEO to peer under 
supervision by CVI teacher and group 
of peers 

Rehearsal and Concert 
information – 17 July 2014 26 min No 

CVI Teacher informing about concert 
schedule, concert rehearsal, and concert 
administration 

Participant SWP  17 July 2014 20 min No SWP with CVI teacher 

Participant teaching workshop – 
16 July 2014 21 min No 

Participant teaching CVT Workshop 
according to CVT Workshop 
manuscript and CVT Workshop 
Manual under supervision by CVI 
employee and group of peers 

Feedback on Workshop teaching – 
17 July 2014 22 min No CVI teacher providing feedback on 

participant workshop teaching 

Peer SWP – 16 July 2014 5 min No Supervision on Peer SWP by CVI 
teacher and group of peers 

Workshop Feedback for peer 17 
July 2014 7 min No 

CVI teacher providing feedback on peer 
workshop teaching 

Peer SWP – 5 October 2014 15 min No Peer SWP by CVI teacher 

Participant SWP on performance – 
05 October 2014 17 min No SWP by CVI teacher 

Peer SWP on performance – 05 
October 2014 28 min No Peer SWP by CVI Teacher 
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Choir work topic session 1 – 13 
Feb 2015 1 hour 19 min No 

Topic session Choir Work and CVT by 
CVI Teacher 

Choir work topic session 2 – 13 
Feb 2015 1 hour 34 min No Topic session Choir Work and CVT by 

CVI Teacher 

Participant SWP – 13 Feb 2015 24 min No SWP by CVI teacher 

Study group training 1 – 14 Feb 
2015 51 min No Peers discussing, practising, and 

teaching likes/medium volumes 

Study group training 2 – 14 Feb 
2015 57 min No Peers discussing, practising, and 

teaching likes/medium volumes 

Topic presentation by external 
teacher on Roy Hart Technique – 
3 March 2015 

33 min No 
Non-CVT teacher presenting Roy Hart 
Technique to group of peers and CVI 
teacher 

Roy Hart teaching by external 
teacher – 3 March 2015 35 min No 

External teacher teaching Roy Hart 
Technique to peer in front of CVI 
teacher and group of peers 

Participant Evaluation last 
seminar – 18 April 2015 22 min No 

Evaluation and assessment of 
participant from CVI teachers on last 
seminar 

Participant SWP – 19 April 2015 22 min No SWP with CVI Teacher 

Being an Authorised CVT 
Teacher – 06 June 2015 1 hour 27 min Yes 

CVI owner presenting ethics of being 
an Authorised CVT Teacher to the 
graduating class of 2015 

Participant being taught TEO – 03 
June 2015 21 min No 

Peer teaching participant TEO under 
supervision of CVI teacher and peer 
group 

 Explication of CVT Practices at 
3y education at CVI for newly 
started course – 02 Sep 2012 

1h 41 min Yes CVI teacher teaching a topic session in 
the 3y education at CVI 

 CVI teacher teaching enrolled 
singer in 3y education – 01 
December 2012 

15min Yes CVT practices of teaching Neutral with 
air 

 CVI teacher discussing CVT 
Pedagogics with Authorised CVT 
Teachers – 02 Sep 2012 

1h 15min Yes Theoretical perspectives on CVT 
Pedagogics - Pedagogical topic session 

 Clients in 3y education teaching 
each other under CVI supervision 20min Yes 

CVT teacher in training teaching 
Overdrive 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 49min No CVI teacher teaching full metallic 

singing at 3y course 
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 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 49 min No 

CVI teacher teaching curbing at 3y 
course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 40min No CVI teacher teaching Edge at 3y course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 48min No CVI teacher teaching classical singing 

at 3y course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 49min No 

CVI Teacher teaching Edge at 3y 
course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 49min No CVI teacher teaching Overdrive at 3y 

course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 49min No CVI Teacher teaching ornamentation at 

3y course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 26min No CVI Teacher teaching classical singing 

at 3y course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 51min No 

CVI Teacher teaching Edge at 3y 
course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 52min No CVI Teacher teaching distortion at 3y 

course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 51min No CVI Teacher teaching heavy metal 

singing at 3y course 

 CVI teacher teaching a SWP at 
3y education May 2016 31min No 

CVI Teacher teaching heavy metal 
singing at 3y course 

 SWP at 3y education Oct 2010 15min Yes Singer being taught by CVI staff as part 
of their education 

 SWP at 3y education Oct 2010 24min No Singer being taught by CVI staff as part 
of their education 

 TEO at 3y education Oct 2010 17 min No 
Singers teaching each other under 
supervision as part of their education 

 TEO at 3y education Oct 2010 22 min No Singers teaching each other under 
supervision as part of their education 

 TEO at 3y education Oct 2010 20min Yes Singers teaching each other under 
supervision as part of their education 

 TEO at 3y education Oct 2010 16 min No 
Singers teaching each other under 
supervision as part of their education 

 TEO at 3y education Oct 2010 28 min No Singers teaching each other under 
supervision as part of their education 
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TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 17 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 24 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 28 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 15 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 21 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

TEO at 3y education Nov 2012 25 No  
Singers teaching each other, with group 
of peers supervising with focus on 
learning types 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 34 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 27 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 24 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 32 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 26 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 21 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

SWP at 3y education Jan 2014 19 No 
Singers being taught by CVI employee 
with focus on open-brain for the peer-
group 

Total: 38 hours and 7 minutes 
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Documents from 3-year Singer/Singing Teacher Diploma Course and related meetings 

Documents from the case setting 
Length 
(in 
pages) 

Topic 

 - CVI Communication model for teaching 
singing 3 

The organising of a singing lesson according to 
CVT practices 

- 3y education Curriculum pr. semester 5 The topics/classes that make up the 3y education 
at CVI 

- 10 Commandments of CVT teaching 3 10 extended bullets for code of conduct as CVT 
Teacher 

- CVI Management Keynote file for Apr 2015 
Annual Meeting post management meeting 16 

CVI management's keynote for Annual Meeting 
April 2015 

- CVI Management notes on 3 knowledge 
levels in CVT organising 1 levels of knowledge with Curbing as an example 

- Sketches for new CVT models Apr 2015 1 overview of CVT with new concepts from 
Annual meeting plotted in 

- Outline of new CVT Model prior to CVI 
management meeting Apr 2015 1 

The outline of the new CVT model prior to CVI 
management meeting 

- Personal transcript of Skype session between 
CVI Management and Authorised CVT 
Teacher 

3 Conflict outline and discussion summaries from 
skype meeting 

- CVI Web Graphics Manual 7 Outline of online graphics SOP 

- Master of educations at CVI 3 Outline of classes and courses offered by CVI 
with topics and readings for each day 

- Email correspondence between CVI 
Community Manager and External partner on 
social media use of CVI logo 

1 Confidential 

- Overview of CVI conference attendances 
2015 2 

A bulleted list of the conferences CVI attended 
in 2015 

- Overview of potential new research articles 
from CVT researchers May 2015 2 List of coming/developing CVT research 

articles 

- CVI owner's explanation of CVI's 6 degrees 
of knowledge in 3 parallel levels 2 Description of process from idea to concept in 

CVI 

- CVI owner's explanation of all innovation 
practices at CVI 7 

CVI Owner explicating all innovation processes 
and steps from idea, to proof of concept, to 
implementation 
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- Annual Meeting Feb 2016 Update Library 3 Overview of changes to sound library at CVI 

- Annual Meeting Feb 2016 Update teaching 
materials 3 Overview of newly developed teaching 

materials from 2014-2015 

- Annual Meeting Feb 2016 Update Research 
materials 3 

Overview of recent research materials 2015-
2016 

- Email to Annual Meeting 2016 attendees 
about programme 2 CVI Communication with Authorised teachers 

about annual meeting 

- Annual Meeting Feb 2016 Schedule 1 Overview of Annual Meeting programme 

- Annual Meeting Sep 2016 Schedule 1 Overview of Annual Meeting programme 

- Annual Meeting Feb 2017 Schedule 1 Overview of Annual Meeting programme 

- Annual Meeting Sep 2015 Schedule 1 Overview of Annual Meeting programme 

- Email correspondence between CVI 
management and Authorised CVT Teacher 2 Conflict between non-CVT and CVT Teacher 

on use of CVT research 

- CVT Workshop Manual 1-hour Apr 2015 7 - 

- Research Site Presentation guide 1 Guide for CVT teachers on how to present using 
the CVT Research Site 

- Presentation introduction 1 Guide for Authorised CVT Teachers in 
presentation a topic 

- 10 steps to Overdrive 2 Explication of how to practice 

- list of Active Verbs 2 List of Active Verbs used in Interpretation 
Teaching 

- high and low status 1 Explication of how to use status as a 
pedagogical trick in teaching singing 

- 1/2 neutral 1 Presentation of the mode Half-Neutral 

- 1/2 Overdrive and 1/2 Edge 1 Presentation of the mode half-O/E 

- Acoustic Chart 1 Presentation of Acoustical Rules of sound 

- Canyon 1 Guide for teaching Canyon Singing 

- Classical Singing 3 Guide for teaching classical singing 

- Decoding Curbing 18 CVI Management's keynote for Annual Meeting 
Jun 2015 

- Effects in general 1 Guide for teaching effects Sep 2011 

- Emergency Aid Programme 2 Guide for teaching emergency aid 

- Flageolet 1 Guide for dealing with Flageolet in singing 
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- Flageolet research 3 
Guide for presenting the flageolet research of 
CVT 

- How to practice 1 A step-by-step guide of practising singing 

- Learning types 1 
Overview of CVT use of Learning types in 
singing 

- Overview of mucosal vibration 1 Guide to vibratory patterns in singing 

- Parameters for detecting the mode 4 Guide for detecting the mode of singing 

- Scanning and Decoding 1 Guide for structuring a singing lesson 

- Feedback Manual 1 Guide for giving constructive feedback 

. Supervision Parameters 2 Guide for conducting supervision on colleagues 

- SWP/TEO template 1 Handout for structuring a singing lesson 

- teaching male singers 2 Guide for teaching male singers 

- Teaching tools 2 Guide for teaching CVT 

- Terminology Issue 2 Explanation for CVT Terminology 

- troubleshooting manual 2 Guide for troubleshooting singing teaching 

- Types of voices in classical singing 2 Guide to teaching classical singing in CVT 
terms 

- Updates to Manuscript 1 Change log of CVT Manuscript 2014 

- Visual Recognition of Sound Waves 1 Laryngeal gestures in singing and their matching 
sound waves 

CVT Workshop Manuscript, February 2016 43 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

CVT Workshop Manual, December 2011 14 Manuscript for 1-hour or 3-hour presentation 

CVT Workshop Manual, August 2014  14 Manuscript for 1-hour or 3-hour presentation 

CVT Workshop Manuscript, September 2012 45 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

CVT 1-hour manual August, 2014  7 Manuscript for 1-hour or 3-hour presentation 

CVT Workshop Manual, February 2016 15 Manuscript for 1-hour or 3-hour presentation 

CVT workshop Manual, January 2015 14 Manuscript for 1-hour or 3-hour presentation 

CVT workshop Manuscript updates, October 
2015  1 Overview of changes before October 2015 

CVT workshop Manuscript, August 2014  46 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

CVT Workshop Manuscript, February 2016 43 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

CVT Workshop Manuscript, January 2015  47 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

CVT Workshop Manuscript, September 2014  47 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 
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CVT workshop manuscript, September 2012  45 Manuscript for 3-hour presentation of CVT 

- 3Year Education Diploma 1 Issued Diploma on completing 3y CVI course 

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts S2018 163 
Teaching materials representing the newest 
version of CVT in digital charts and graphical 
illustrations  

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
Foundation Level S2018 63 

Short version of teaching materials representing 
the newest version of CVT in digital charts and 
graphical illustrations 

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
A2017 161 

Teaching materials representing the newest 
version of CVT in digital charts and graphical 
illustrations  

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
Foundation Level A2017 72 

Short version of teaching materials representing 
the newest version of CVT in digital charts and 
graphical illustrations 

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts S2015 132 
Teaching materials representing the newest 
version of CVT in digital charts and graphical 
illustrations  

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
Danish S2015 131 

Short version of teaching materials representing 
the newest version of CVT in digital charts and 
graphical illustrations 

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
A2015 129 

Teaching materials representing the newest 
version of CVT in digital charts and graphical 
illustrations  

Authorised CVT Teacher Digital Charts 
A2015-2 105 

Teaching materials representing the newest 
version of CVT in digital charts and graphical 
illustrations 

 
 

13.3 - Appendix 3 – Overview of data related to observations during PhD (February 2015 to July 
2018) 
 
Participant Observation recordings of  

Audio/video recording of: Length (h/m) Transcribed Topic 

- Annual Meeting of Authorised 
CVT Teachers Sep 2015 1h 26 min Yes Being a CVT Teacher (explication of 

rules and guidelines by participants) 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI research team Apr 2015 1h 19min No Re-definition of Curbing practices in 

CVT model 
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- Discussion of CVT model at 
Annual meeting of Authorised 
Teachers Sep 2015 

28min Yes Discussion of terminology in CVT model 

- Presentation of Research 
Findings from CVI research team 
at Annual Meeting of Authorised 
teachers Feb 2016 

2h 39min Yes CVI Research team presenting Curbing 
model 

- Online discussion of new CVT 
terminology at CVI Forum N/A Yes Discussion of terminology in CVT model 

- Topic session at Annual 
Meeting of Authorised CVT 
Teachers Feb 2016 

2h 55min No SWP - Open Brain session 

- Topic session at Annual 
Meeting of Authorised CVT 
Teachers Feb 2016 

2h 26min No Pedagogical session no3 

- Topic session at Annual 
Meeting of Authorised CVT 
Teachers Feb 2016 

2h 30min No Pedagogical session no2 

- Topic session at Annual 
Meeting of Authorised CVT 
Teachers Feb 2016 

2h 53min No Pedagogical session no1 

- Annual Meeting of Authorised 
CVT Teachers post-evaluation 
Feb 2016 

18min No Discussion of new CVT model 

- Meeting of CVI Research team 
Feb 2017 1h 21min No Discussing onset in CVT model 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Aug 2016 3h 36min No Introduction of new term 'density' 

- Annual Meeting of Authorised 
CVT Teachers post-evaluation 
Sep 2015 

30min No Feedback from authorised CVT teachers 
at Annual meeting 

- Meeting of CVI Management 
team about research policies Dec 
2016 

44min No Introduction of 3-levels of parallel 
knowledge in CVT ecosystem 

- Auditory Analysis session at 
Sep 2016 Annual Meeting of 
Authorised CVT Teachers 

57 min No 
Group discussion of auditory examples at 
the annual meeting 

- CVI Marketing Strategy team 
meeting Oct 2016 5h 19min No Developing marketing strategies for the 

CVT Ecosystem 



 247 

- 10th Anniversary and Annual 
Meeting of Authorised Teachers 2h 35min No 

Introductory remarks by CVI 
Management Team 

- Community Management Board 
Meeting Jun 2016 6h 36min No Constitution of community management 

board 

- CVI Research Management 
meeting 2h 15min No Constitution of Research Management 

Group 

- Research Study at Annual 
Meeting of Authorised CVT 
Teachers Jun 2016 

37min No Study of Sound Colour with 52 
participants 

- Annual Meeting of Authorised 
CVT Teachers Jun 2015 26 min Yes 

Update on new conceptualisation in the 
CVT System 

- CVI Management team 
conference presentation at XXIII 
PVC 

13 min Yes What to expect from a singing lesson 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI research team June 2016 3h 54 min Yes Teaching the new Curbing model in CVT 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI research team May 2016 2h 54min partially New byway model of half modes 

- Presentation of Acoustic 
Research by External CVI 
Research Partner 

1h 5min No EBB presenting acoustics for singing 

- Presentation of Formants and 
LTAS Research by External CVI 
Research Partner - Sep 2015 

56min No JM presenting research on CVT 

- CVI teacher discussing CVT 
Pedagogics with Authorised CVT 
Teachers at update – Feb 2016 

1h 15min Yes Theoretical perspectives on CVT 
Pedagogics  

- Authorised CVT Teacher 
presenting CVT Research at 
Annual Meeting of Authorised 
Teachers Sep 2015 

27min No Video kymography study of CVT modes 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Feb 2015 38min No Vol 0-2 in CVT 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Feb 2011 13 min No Odd CVT conceptualisations with no 

terminology 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Jan 2015 55min No Development of Sound Colour models 

- Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Feb 2015 1h 43min No Development of half-modes 
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Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team July 2016 3h 51 min No Overtones in metal and halfs 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI management Feb 2016 3h 42 min No Pension schemes 

Meeting between three CVI 
teachers and CVI researcher May 
2016 

2h 40 min No Curbing  

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Sept 2016 2h 36 min Yes The resurrection of Curbing 

Update session for graduating 
class of 2016 2h 14 min No Decoding Curbing part two 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team June 2016 3h 52 min No 

Graduation evaluation, Pension, 
separation of CVI management, update 
on contents from meeting on 2nd June 

Update preparation meeting 
September 2016 1 hour 49 min No Contents for September update 

Update presentation September 
2016 2h 36 min Yes 

Update presentation by CVI research 
team at Authorised Update in September 
2016 

Update September 2016 
evaluation 30 min No Evaluation of the update session at CVI 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Jan 2017 3h 29 min No New CVT book and app 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team May 2017 3h 14 min No Update on foundation charts 

Meeting of CVI Teachers with 
CVI Research team Sept 2017 2h 49 min No New CVT book with reduced density 

Update preparation meeting Sept 
2017 2h 45 min No Update contents for the September 

update – CVT pedagogics 

Research team working on 
density October 2017 6h 15 min No The CVT research work group 

conducting endoscopy study of ‘density’ 

Conference presentation at 
PEVOC Aug 2017 3h 54 min No 

Conference presentations by CVT 
research group 

CVT Update meeting Feb 2017 2h 28 min No The launch of the CVT applications as 
alternatives to the CVT book 

CVT Update session on Being an 
authorised CVT Teacher 
February 2017 

1h 46 min No 
Discussion of how to be an authorised 
CVT teacher between collaborators 
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Graduation of class 2017 at CVI 6h 20 min No 
Newly Authorised CVT Teachers 
reflecting on 3-year course and final 
examination 

CVI management meeting, 13 
July 2017 3h 32 min No Discussions of CVT values 

Off-site CVI employee meeting, 
8th August 2017 1h 17min No Discussions of the future direction of 

CVI courses and course content 

Research presentation at 7th 
World Voice Consortium 
Conferences, Dec 2017 

3h 31min No 
Presentations by CVT research work 
group on Curbing, Sound Colour, Vocal 
Effects, and CVT Pedagogics 

CVI Teaching, 10th Jan 2018 4h 58 min No Discussion of new e-learning platform 
for CVI teaching 

CVI management meeting, 10th 
Dec 2016 1h 16 min No  App development and launch meeting 

CVT presentation at Hamburg 
Stimm Symposium, 16th April 
2016 

6h 6 min No CVT introduction presentation by CS at 
the conference 

CVI management team meeting, 
3rd May 2016 6h 29 min No 

The first meeting of the CVI legal group 
with CVI management team on copyright 
issues 

CVI management team meeting 
16th June 2016 6h 36 min No 

Development of Copyright guidelines for 
‘how to be an authorised CVT teacher’ 

CVT Community Work Group 
meeting, 25 January 2016  1h 51 min No Discussion of recent copyright cases and 

how to best address them 

CVI strategy meeting, 13 July 
2017 4h 53 min No Debating of app launch strategy 

CVI marketing group meeting, 
2nd October 2016 5h 20 min No Debating of launch marketing materials 

CVT Research work group 
meeting, 25th January 2h 15 min No 

Constitution of the CVT research work 
group 

Sound Colour Research study at 
CVI, June 2015 38min No Conduction of research study at CVI by 

CVT Research work group 

Update for graduating class of 
2016, December 2016 44 min No Sound Colour update for graduating class 

of 2016 

AA session from 3-year October 
2016 58 min No 

Auditory Analysis class for a 3-year 
group 

AA example of sound glide 24 min N/A Research study footage of sound glides 

AA example of half Overdrive 9 min N/A Research study footage of half-note 
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AA example of half Overdrive 5 min N/A Research study footage of half-note 

AA example of half vs full 
Overdrive 12 min N/A Research study footage of half vs full 

note in Overdrive 

AA example between Overdrive 
and half Overdrive, alternation 20 min N/A 

Research study footage of alternation 
between half and full note in Overdrive 

AA example of half Overdrive 21 min N/A Research study footage of half Overdrive 

AA example of half Overdrive 
with Distortion 45 min N/A 

Research study footage of Overdrive 
with Distortion 

AA example of old Curbing 12 min N/A Research study footage of old Curbing 

AA example of Curbing vs. half 
Curbing 3 min N/A 

Research study footage of singer 
alternating between Curbing and half 
Curbing 

AA example of Gerda vs Neutral 21 min N/A 
Research study footage of singer 
alternating between Gerda and Neutral 

AA example of Gerda to single 
note 7 min N/A Research study footage of singer 

transitioning from Gerda to Neutral 

AA example of Gerda to Curbing 15 min N/A 
Research study footage of singer 
transitioning from Gerda to Curbing in 
ascending pitch 

AA example of Gerda to half 
Overdrive 14 min N/A 

Research study footage of singer 
transitioning from Gerda to half 
Overdrive 

AA example of Overdrive to 
Gerda 15 min N/A 

Research study footage of singer 
transitioning from Overdrive to Gerda in 
ascending pitch 

AA example of Gerda vs 
Overdrive 17 min N/A  

Research study footage of singer 
alternating between Gerda and half 
Overdrive 

AA example of Overdrive and 
Canyon 25 min N/A 

Research study footage of singer 
alternating between Overdrive and 
Canyon 

AA example of Canyon 20 N/A 
Research study footage of singer 
performing canyon 

AA example of reduced density 10 min N/A 
Research study footage of singer 
performing Overdrive in reduced and full 
density 

AA example of Curbing 3 min N/A Research study footage of singer 
performing Curbing 
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AA example of Full density 
Overdrive 4 min N/A 

Research study footage of singer 
performing Overdrive 

AA example of reduced full 
density full metallic Overdrive 5 min N/A Research study footage of singer 

performing Full metallic Overdrive 

Sound colour research study at 
CVI, July 2017 1h 48 min No Conduction of research study at CVI by 

CVT research work group 

Conflict with TCM, February 
2016 28 min No 

Conflict between singing teachers 
working with CVT 

Management meeting discussing 
TCM conflict, February 2016 3h 11 min No 

Meeting of CVI management team to 
discuss how to deal with TCM copyright 
issues 

CVT Research group discussing 
research copyright issues, Oct 
2017 

6h 34 min No 
Meeting of CVT Research work group to 
discuss dealing with research paper 
copyright 

CVT research group skype 
meeting, Dec 2017 2h 5 min No Settling copyright issue from October 

Management meeting with CVI 
teachers, June 2016 4h 17 min No Year-end meeting for employees at CVI 

Q&A session at CVT update, 
June 2017 47 min No Questions and discussions of recent CVT 

developments at update meeting 

Total: 188 hours and 39 minutes of recording 
 
 
Documents from CVI-meetings (CVI teaching, updates, etc.) 

Documents from the case 
setting 

Length (in 
pages) Topic 

CVI Teaching Keynote 9th May, 
2016 386 Re-assessing Curbing towards density 

CVI Teaching Keynote 7th June 
2016 406 Decoding Curbing – part 2 

CVI Update Keynote Sep 2015 139 10-year anniversary presentation on 
Curbing/halfs 

 
 

 
Participant observation notes on: 

Topic Length Date 
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Research Team meeting 1 page 19 Sept 2015 

CVI presenting at COST 2103 International Symposium 
5 pages 11 November 

2015 

CVT Update - Annual Meeting 1 page 19 Feb 2016 

SWP teaching in 3-year 2 pages 20 May 2016 

CVI Executive Board Strategy Meeting 2 pages 15 Jan 2015 

CVT Researchers meeting external research partners 1 page 21 Mar 2016 

CVT Researchers meeting external research partners 
1 page 

22 March 2016 

Meeting between CVI Management and representatives from two 
universities 

1 page 
20 Sep 2015 

Skype session between research communities 2 pages 14 Apr 2016 

Update session for graduation class 2015 
2 pages 

3 Jun 2015 

Research group planning publications 
1 page 

07 Aug 2015 

 
 
 

13.4 - Appendix 4 – Overview of data related to Internship at CVI (September 2014 to February 
2015) 
 
 
Interviews recordings with: 
 
Interviews with CVI Personnel Length (min Transcribed (Y/N) Topic 

Interview with main administration 24 min Y CVI communication materials 

Interview with Course responsible 28 min Y CVI communication with 
singers 

Interview with Managing Director 21 Min Y 
CVI strategic considerations 
on communication platforms 

Interviews with Community 
Manager 18 min Y CVI's use of digital media 

Total: 1 hour and 31 minutes 
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CVI Communication materials: 
Welcome Folder 1-Year 13 pages 

Welcome Folder 3-Year 25 pages 

Study Group Manual 3-Year 2 pages 

High/low Status in teaching 1 page 

Mixing EQ Guide 1 page 

Guides for Classical Singing 3 pages 

SWP-TEO-Test-Singer evaluation guide 1 page 

Terminology overview 1 page 

Types of voices: terminology for classical singing 1 page 

Presentation Intro 1 page 

Study-Group Feedback Guide 1 page 

Supervision manual: How to, what to notice 2 pages 

Constrictor Muscles: Anatomy 1 page 

3-Year course curriculum 3 pages 

3-Year course schedule 23 pages 

Facility Policies 1 page 

Newsletter Emails 14 pages and 3 pages 

Internal emails Several (1 page, 2 pages, 3 pages) 

Emails to external stakeholders Several (1 page, 2 pages, 3 pages) 

Social Media posts Small screenshots (4 examples) 

Discussions from internal social media Discontinued web-forum screenshot 
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Overview of CVI-digital communication platforms: 

 

Email

CVI Personnel 
(amongst)

CVI Singers

External 
singers (test & 
solo singers)

Spam

Schools and 
other 

educational 
institutions

Tele phone

CVI personnel 
(amongst)

CVI singers

External 
singers

Vendors

Skype

CVI Personnel 
(amongst)

CVI Teachers & 
Singers

CVI.My

CVI singers

CVI teachers

Google. 
Docs

CVI teachers 
(amongst)

CVI teachers 
and CVI 

administration

Administration

CVI-singers

Course 
administration 

(CVI 
educations)

Wunder list

CVI 
management – 
planning tool

Forum

CVI teachers 
(amongst) – 

evaluation tool

Website

General Public

Face Book

CVI personnel 
(Sebastian, 
Cathrine & 

Henrik)

CVI teachers

Singers from all 
over the world

Other CVT/CVI 
stake holders
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13.5 – Appendix 5 – Data for paper one 
The data detailed in Table XIII-I is available for the PhD Assessment Committee only.  
 
 

Transcribed recording Documents Participant observation 
notes 

Authorised CVT teacher teaching 
a client, 10th December 2012 (15 
minutes, 12 seconds) 

3-Year Curriculum and Schedule, 
June 2016 (3 pages)  

Participant notes on 1-hour 
presentation manual, April 2015 
(8 pages) 

Topic session from update 
session at 18th Seminar 
graduating class of 2015 ‘Being a 
CVT Authorised Teacher’, 16th 
June 2015 (1 hour and 26 
minutes)  

CVT Presentation Introduction 
(what, why, how), Jan 2014 (1 
page) 

Participant notes on how to 
handle groups, November 2014 
(3 pages) 

CVT update on Highway/Gravel 
Road, 3rd June 2015 (26 minutes, 
26 seconds) 

Scanning & Decoding guidelines, 
February 2013 (1 page) 

Participant notes on how to 
practice, September 2012 (2 
pages) 

TEO: Client teaching client, 
supervised by an authorised CVT 
Teacher in front of the rest of the 
class, 14th October, 2012 (20 
minutes and 12 seconds) 

Supervision Parameters, May 
2013 (2 pages)  

Participant notes on how to teach 
Curbing, November 2012 (4 
pages) 

CVT Update discussion of 
Gravel road based on community 
responses, 20th September 2015 
(28 minutes) 

10 steps to interpreting a song, 
February 2013 (1 page) 

Participant notes on how to teach 
Edge, March 2013 (3 pages) 

 How to practice – 21 steps to 
Overdrive, October 2012 (1 page) 

Participant notes on how to teach 
Neutral, April 2013 (4 pages) 

 CVT Communication Model, 
March 2013 (2 pages)  

Participant notes on how to teach 
Overdrive, November 2012 (4 
pages) 

 MICC schedule, March 2013 (5 
pages)  

Participant notes on intuition 
from pedagogical session, July 
2014 (3 pages) 

 3-Year Course contents, March 
2013 (5 pages) 

Participant observation journal, 
Sunday 20th September 2015 (1 
page) 

  Participant observation journal, 
3rd June 2015, 1 page) 
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  Participant notes on how to use 
learning types, November 2012 
(4 pages) 

  Participant notes on how to 
organise a CVT lesson from 
pedagogical session, October 
2012 (1 page) 

  Participant notes on pedagogical 
session, February 2012 (3 pages) 

  Participant notes on 
scanning/Decoding, January 2013 
(2 pages) 

  Participant notes on how to 
supervise/do CVT supervision, 
November 2013 (3 pages) 

  Participant notes on how to take 
care of the singer, November 
2012 (2 pages) 

  Participant notes from update 
seminar with 3-year graduation 
class 2015, June 2015 (4 pages) 

  Participant observation journal on 
CS explanation of levels of 
knowledge on CVI teaching, May 
2015 (5 pages) 

  Participant observation notes 
from ‘How to be an Authorised 
CVT Teacher’ session, June 2015 
(1 page) 

Table XIII-I - Overview of data for paper one 
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13.6 – Appendix 6 – Data for paper two 
The data detailed in Table XIII-II is available for the PhD Assessment Committee only.  
 
 

Transcribed recording 

CVT Update discussion of 
Gravel road based on community 
responses, 20th September 2015 
(28 minutes) 

Update meeting, Introduction, 19 
February 2016 (2 hours, 39 
minutes) 

CVI Teaching, 9th May 2016 (2 
hours 53 minutes) 

CVI Authorised CVT Teacher 
teaching a class topic session, 2nd 
September 2012 (1 hour, 41 
minutes) 

What to expect from a singing 
lesson, XXIII Pacific Voice 
Conference West, October 2015 
(13 minutes, 32 seconds) 

Topic session from update 
session at 18th Seminar 
graduating class of 2015 ‘Being a 
CVT Authorised Teacher’, 16th 
June 2015 (1 hour and 26 
minutes) 

Table XIII-II - Overview of data for paper two 
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13.7 – Appendix 7 – Data for paper three 
The data detailed in Table XIII-III is available for the PhD Assessment Committee only.  
 

Transcribed recording Documents Participant observation 
notes 

SWP, 12th December 2012 (16 
minutes) 

‘The resurrection of Curbing’ – 
April 2015 (16 pages) 

Notes from Update topic 
presentation of Gravel Road, 3rd 
June, 2015  

Topic session from update 
session at 18th Seminar 
graduating class of 2015 ‘Being a 
CVT Authorised Teacher’, 16th 
June 2015 (1 hour and 26 
minutes) 

Curbing sketch model – Gravel 
road, April 2015 (1 page) 

Notes from the pedagogical topic 
session, 2nd September, 2012 

CVT Update discussion of 
Gravel road based on community 
responses, 20th September 2015 
(28 minutes) 

Parameters for detecting the 
mode, September 2013 (2 pages) 

Participant Observation journal 
for update presentation 3rd June 
2015 (1 page) 

CVT update on Highway/Gravel 
Road, 3rd June 2015 (26 minutes, 
26 seconds) 

Update Library 2015-2016 – June 
2016 (7 pages) 

 

CVI Authorised CVT Teacher 
teaching a class topic session, 2nd 
September 2012 (1 hour and 41 
minutes) 

Update Library 2014-2013, June 
2017 (15 pages) 

 

TEO: Client teaching client, 
supervised by an authorised CVT 
Teacher in front of the rest of the 
class, 14th October, 2012 (20 
minutes and 12 seconds) 

Update Library 2013-2014, Feb 
2016 (3 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manuscript, 
February 2016 (43 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manual, 
December 2011 (14 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manual, August 
2014 (14 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manuscript, 
September 2012 (45 pages) 
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 CVT 1-hour manual August, 
2014 – (7 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manual, 
February 2016 (15 pages) 

 

 CVT workshop Manual, January 
2015 (14 pages) 

 

 CVT workshop Manuscript 
updates, October 2015 (1 pages) 

 

 CVT workshop Manuscript, 
August 2014 (46 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manuscript, 
February 2016 (43 Pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manuscript, 
January 2015 (47 pages) 

 

 CVT Workshop Manuscript, 
September 2014 (47 pages) 

 

 CVT workshop manuscript, 
September 2012 (45 pages) 

 

 Parameters for detecting the 
mode, September 2013 (2 pages) 

 

Table XIII-III - Overview of data for paper three 
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13.8 – Appendix 8 – Annex for paper three 
 
 

Case Description 

CVT is the largest singing technique in the world (Complete Vocal Institute, 2018) and is the 
method in which the most terminologically aligning singing teachers and voice professionals have 
gathered globally. Complete Vocal Institute (CVI) is the market leader in the industry of singing 
tuition educations and is the only institute in the world that educates ‘Authorised CVT Teachers’. At 
present, CVT is the foundation of singing tuition, speech tuition, clinical voice work, and speech 
pathology work, and is being used across more than 42 countries across the globe in a variety of 
private and public organisations, institutions, and communities. All of these multilateral collaborators 
converge in the ‘CVT Community’, which is the collective body of collaborators that are involved in 
the innovation of the CVT method. The following paragraphs describe activities, actors, positions, 
and links of the CVT collaboration in more detail.  

Activities. The CVT collaboration activities are focused upon the introduction to, use, 
development, and spread of the CVT method as a set of practices useful for various types of voice-
related work.  

Introductions to the CVT method consist of formal CVT educations, in which participants 
spend three years earning the title ‘Authorised CVT Teacher’. The ‘3-Year Singer/singing Teacher 
Diploma Course’, which grants this title, consists of six four-days seminars pr. year at CVI. These 
seminars are made up of different types of sessions, such as SWP (Singing with Pianist), SDA 
(Singing with Digital Accompaniment), TEO (teaching each other), pedagogical classes such as 
‘Working with Status’ or ‘Taking care of the singer and yourself’, and technical subjects such as 
‘Auditory Analysis’, ‘Emergency Aid’, or ‘Teaching Overdrive’. Each year approximately 50 
newcomers are let into the community, so, at any given time, there are around 150 actors engaged in 
becoming members of the CVT collaboration.   

Activities related to the use of CVT in service provisions range from actors offering singing 
tuition to singers at a variety of private and public organisations and institutions such as 
conservatories, universities, music schools, and privately-owned companies, through to clinical and 
medical voice work at Ear-, Nose-, and Throat departments in hospitals and speech- and language 
clinics. While not all activities related to the use of CVT directly involve teaching singing, they all 
draw on the practices of CVT for service provisions. For example, while speech therapists generally 
do not teach singing, they do engage in activities of training vocal health, which is a large facet of 
CVT practising.  

Activities related to the development of CVT are often closely-tied to the bi-annual gathering 
of the CVT community. Upon having completed the training and certification as an Authorised CVT 
Teacher, collaborators gain access to the CVT Community, which meets up bi-annually at CVI for 
‘Updates’ to exchange experiences, discuss ideas and recent developments in the voice field, share 
research, develop projects, and to engage in ‘updating’ each other as ‘colleagues’ of the community.  
While not all collaborators participate in every single update, it is a requirement that collaborators 
attend at least one update every third year to maintain CVT authorisation and membership in the CVT 
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community. Many collaborators choose to attend at least one update annually, with more attending 
all.   

Finally, activities related to the spread of CVT revolve around the collaboration’s collective 
branding. While the collaborators in the collaboration come from a variety of industries and markets, 
they still engage in collective branding – co-marketing – as a way to establish ‘Authorised CVT 
Teacher’ as a label that designates value to members and distinguishes collaborators from non-
collaboration actors. They do so by not branding their individual service offering but the quality of 
services based in CVT practices.  

Actors. The CVT collaboration consists of many diverse actors from a variety of 
organisations, institutions, and communities globally dispersed in many different geographical 
positions, including Europe, the US, and Asia. Some of the actors are conservatory teachers from 
higher education institutions, some are university faculty, some are researchers at various private and 
public research facilities, some are SME business owners or employees, some are music school 
employees, some are part of larger singing tuition institutions as either faculty or managers, some are 
speech and language therapists, some are producers at record labels, and finally, some are full-time 
musicians/vocalists.  

Positions. Two positions are especially noteworthy in the CVT IOC; the role of collaboration 
facilitator enacted by CVI and the participating positions of all other collaborators. While it is a 
mannerism in the CVT community that all participants are equal (have equal rights and equal power), 
CVI maintains some power as the facilitating organisation that organises the education that allows 
entrance into the CVT community and therefore the collaboration, as well as organises and hosts 
update meetings. 

Links. There are various intra- and extra-collaboration links worth mentioning related to the 
CVT IOC. Naturally, all collaborators link to the facilitating organisation CVI through its formal 
gatekeeper and facilitating role. However, many collaborators also aggregate in region-specific 
clusters, called ‘CVT Associations’. There are currently six registered associations affiliated with the 
IOC. These associations act as hubs for local-market know-how for the collaboration as a whole, by 
extra-community linking with local organisations, communities, and individuals. Moreover, the 
Authorised CVT Teachers link to other Authorised CVT Teachers, as well as non-collaboration 
members across markets, industries, and organisational boundaries.  
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Co-Author Statement 
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