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Abstract 

This research expands existing knowledge by building an in-depth understanding of how service-

based organisations can promote sustainable traction towards an environment of continuous 

improvement.  Through the review of literature and empirical exploration, the study identifies and 

critically reviews the key components in the development of a system of continuous improvement (CI) 

and reviews the extent to which an ambition to promote and harness creativity is a necessary quality 

in developing an environment of CI.  The research offers how the encouragement and nurturing of 

collaborative creative practice should become a feature for all organisations, proposing the facilitation 

and actualisation of a creative wave to promote collaborative value generation.  The research 

recommends that CI, nor creative processes will yield actionable improvements or sustainability 

without synergy.  It is therefore vital the processes by which a CI system is developed, are co-

ordinated, controlled and positioned coherently to ensure organisational viability and coherence.  The 

research evidences the importance of recognising and taking account of value generated from within 

the CI system as essential for organisational legitimacy.  

 

This research answers the call for a framework to better guide organisations in their journey 

towards establishing an environment of CI and reaching higher levels of CI maturity.  The research 

presents the contribution of the Continuous Improvement Traction Framework, supporting the 

holistic pursuit of operational and behavioural excellence, designed to guide initial and sustainable 

traction towards a dynamic and creative environment of CI.  The Continuous Improvement Traction 

Framework moves away from the existing, and relatively linear patterns of development to an 

interactive combination of Lemniscates1.  The framework moves beyond the prescription of key CI 

considerations, to a structure that better guides service-based organisations to initiate, develop and 

sustain traction towards an environment of CI.  The Framework deploys a level of coordination, 

execution, and support, through the Actualisation and Realisation Lemniscates, which are positioned 

within the System component, constructed to integrate CI into the organisation’s cultural mind-set. 

  

 

 

1 A Lemniscate is a Figure of Eight Curve, consisting of two loops that meet at a central point, signifying in this 
regard the concept of continued/infinite motion and interaction. 
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1 Introduction  

Organisations continue to face unparalleled challenges in dealing with the increasing complexity 

and turbulence in their operating environments.  Private sector organisations exist within an ever-

changing and challenging economic climate, striving to maintain and improve their position yet facing 

a constant fight for survival.  Much like the Queen of Hearts’ message to Alice in Lewis Carroll’s 

(1865/1984, chap2) ‘Alice in Wonderland’ it is no longer possible for an organisation to stand still and 

remain competitive, ‘we must run as fast as we can, just to stay in place.  And if you wish to go 

anywhere you must run twice as fast as that’.   

 

For some considerable time, the agenda for operations management has centred on efficiency and 

the reduction of waste, for instance, in the Toyota Production System (TPS), developed between 1948 

and 1975 (Ohno, 1978), which highlighted a need to design out overburden (muri) and inconsistency 

(mura) in industrial processes, and identified eight forms of waste (muda) that organisations should 

better recognise and seek to reduce.  The TPS gave rise to the concept of Lean manufacturing (Holweg, 

2007), and the TPS principles of socio-technical systems design were then extended to business 

processes and, over time, moved from manufacturing to the service industries (Bowen & Youngdahl, 

1998).  However, criticisms have been levelled at Lean practice (Wickens, 1993; Arfmann & Barve, 

2015), it has been suggested that an undue focus on waste reduction has occurred, where 

practitioners have become absorbed in the use of tools and techniques to smooth flows and reduce 

wastes to the exclusion of other dimensions.  Thus, users may have lost sight of the original tenets of 

TPS that underlie the rationale of Lean i.e., the needs for a long-term philosophy rather than a focus 

on short-term gains, to respect others and build trust in the workplace and in wider networks, and for 

team-working and continuous learning and development.  The TPS, ‘is a framework for conserving 

resources by eliminating waste’ (Toyota, 1998), within the broader set of guiding principles (Figure 

1.1), that are drivers towards operational excellence and sustainability.  Whilst waste elimination is 

central, organisations that focus unduly on waste reduction are likely to miss the opportunities the 

principles afford, where systemic thinking is required to further recognise the interconnectedness and 

interdependencies between Process, Product and People.  Tools and techniques to promote efficiency 

have an important part to play yet are insufficient in themselves to bring about the required 

transformation where, rather than value streams, it is necessary to think in terms of ecologies of value. 
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To respond to the changing needs of the global economy, producers and service providers need 

not abandon existing approaches to operations management, including Lean, but additionally 

consider the longer-term and the wider network of stakeholders.  By adopting long-term perspectives, 

respecting the interests and perceptions of both internal and external stakeholders, and actively 

promoting learning, development, and collaboration, it is possible for transformation to be achieved.   

 

1.1 Zones of Enquiry  

The body of literature that forms the theoretical framework of this research was gathered during 

an investigation into continuous improvement, creative problem solving, and value generation.  The 

investigation initially involved use of inductive logic and a preliminary literature review to inform the 

design of a pilot study.  Those sources, aligned with the fifth of the seven TPS principles, formed the 

basis for the development of the initial Research Objectives.  Preliminary consideration of the findings 

 

 

Figure 1.1: The Guiding Principles of Toyota 

      Source: Toyota Production Systems (1998) 
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led to the identification of three specific zones of enquiry, central to this study, and worthy of 

discussion cohesively, and in their own right: Continuous Improvement (CI); the Creative Environment 

(CE); and Organisational Learning (OL).  While it may be argued that the three coexist through the 

interconnectedness of a dynamic organisation, the relationships between them can be considered in 

the role they play in value creation.  

 

It is the author’s contention that enhancing the CE through promotion and encouragement of 

creative thinking and problem solving, and facilitating autonomy in innovative practice, can serve as a 

path to harness and capitalise stakeholders’ tacit knowledge.  This can drive collaboration and 

reflection to identify opportunities for ongoing incremental improvement.  Promotion of 

collaboration, reflections upon informed current practice, and knowledge building help to capture 

new understandings for exploitation in enhanced practice (OL), providing an opportunity to develop 

individual capability and organisational competence.  This provides impetus once again towards CE 

and so through a virtuous circle of enhanced practice a drive towards CI traction.   

 

The desire to remain current and competitive has compelled countless organisations to CI 

enthusiastically (Bernett & Nentl, 2010).  CI has long been considered as a key ingredient in achieving 

competitive excellence, its objectives being to keep processes under review, and to identify scope for, 

and implement improvements, thus advancing the level of operational performance.  The on-going 

search for incremental and sustainable small-step improvements (Audretsch et al., 2011) requires the 

active participation and ingenuity of people in all work roles and levels, in making meaningful 

contributions to improved performance.  Enhanced efficiency and effectiveness with the ambition to 

deliver heightened customer satisfaction are thus delivered by the amalgamation of many small wins 

over time across the organisation.  The concept of OL serves as the most evolved level of CI on the 

Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model, which requires ongoing consideration of factors including 

leadership, mentoring, training, and the retention of effective and creative staff, to become 

established and maintained.  OL can be regarded as controversial, since an organisation is not a living 

being and has no brain with which to learn.  However, individuals and groups within organisations can 

learn, and be led to engage in activities and evidence behaviours that result in learning, to the benefit 

of both the individual and organisation (Scott, 2011).  Such efforts can and should be made to harness, 

capitalise, recognise, and preserve.  An organisation within which people are encouraged and 

supported to engage in individual and group learning for specific means is referred to by Senge (2006) 

as a Learning Organisation. 
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A CE, and creative ambition can be the key drivers of innovation.  If an organisation can harness 

creativity, and challenge existing practice through a balanced and receptive combination of 

incremental and more radical change, both internally and in its relations with partners, it can derive 

competitive advantage.  Thus, the related concepts of creativity and innovation are continually cited 

as vital catalysts for competitiveness (Amabile et al., 1996).  However, these two concepts are 

sometimes conflated, with the result that creativity has often received too little specific attention 

(Oksanen & Ståhle, 2013), with its potential role in the development of an environment of CI requiring 

further consideration.  Creativity is natural to human beings but will not be generated or captured for 

the benefit of the organisation without nurture.  A culture of creativity and innovation must be 

established to challenge the status quo in an open and supportive space, yet this can only happen 

where employees feel motivated and empowered, and where OL is encouraged and supported with 

appropriate tools and resources.  This study reviews the extent to which an ambition to promote and 

harness creativity is a necessary quality in developing a CI environment, and how the encouragement 

and nurturing of collaborative creative practice can become a feature for all organisations. 

 

1.2 Research Gap and Justification  

A significant proportion of companies have seen their CI initiatives result in failure (Bessant et al., 

2001; Mendelbaum, 2006; Bhuiyan et al., 2006).  Possible reasons include a lack of systemic thinking, 

insufficient motivation, a lack/poor training for staff to adopt a CI mindset, and where value from CI 

activity has not been measured, recognised, or shared.  While mechanisms provided by Lean and Six 

Sigma are important in the search for efficiency and waste reduction, organisations adopting these 

methodologies need to revisit the original principles of the TPS, in order not to lose sight of the bigger 

picture.  Leaders must learn to embrace uncertainty and change for the new opportunities that can 

arise rather than attempt to manage them away.  In holistic and measured process design, greater 

efficiency can be realised by maximising the effectiveness of both the social and technical dimensions; 

however, it is important not to place an over-emphasis on control and measurement so that managers 

lose sight of longer-term objectives and the need for creative change.  While CI can take the form of 

many short-term gains, an undue focus on the short-term may be detrimental, leading to 

complacency, failure to seize opportunities in the longer-term, and a resultant impediment in 

developing traction towards a sustainable environment of CI. 

 

Kiernan (1996) and Pullin (2005) consider managing CI to be very challenging.  Historically, the 

failure and abandonment rates for CI initiatives, for a variety of reasons, have been high (Bessant et 

al., 2001).  Mendelbaum (2006) reported that just 11% of organisations surveyed considered their CI 
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initiatives to be successful.  Often, initial success is followed by an array of challenges to sustain CI in 

the longer term (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2006), and in evidencing tangible and intangible value.  Bessant et 

al. (2001) identified that much of the literature surrounding CI does not treat the behavioural aspect 

of CI well, suggesting that it is often prescriptive and fails to cover implementation, and when it does 

it tends to assume a correlation between exposure to tools and CI and neglects the other elements of 

behaviour building.   More recently Jurburg et al., (2019, p.359) have noted that ‘companies use 

continuous improvement as a strategy to achieve business excellence and innovation, yet CI initiatives 

fail mostly due to a lack of employee engagement and participation’, making the call, alongside 

Sánchez-Ruiz et al., (2019) for further investigation into how such challenges of CI can be better 

managed, and for development and validation of new theoretical constructs in the field.   

 

This study answers the continued call for a framework to better guide organisations in their journey 

towards an environment of CI.  With the identification and consideration of the key CI system 

components, the proposed construct seeks to aid organisations in defining their CI strategy, to serve 

as a roadmap to improve their abilities to establish CI, to build initial and sustained traction towards 

an environment of CI, and to facilitate evolution to higher levels of CI maturity.  It is suggested that 

excellence in service operations can be achieved by moving the focus of management away from 

quality and control, and by heightening their balance with creative ambition, opportunities for 

collaboration and reflection, individual and organisational learning, and empowerment to generate 

beneficial change that transcends boundaries in the longer-term. Creativity has become a highly prized 

asset in organisations (Jeanes, 2006), widely regarded as ‘critical for success and survival through its 

role as a key input to innovation’ (Litchfield & Gilson, 2012, p.108), which used proactively, can 

‘fundamentally challenge existing ways of doing things within as well as across organisations’ 

(Andersen & Kragh, 2013, p.82).  This research critically reviews and compares the key models of CE 

in consideration of the role of creativity in guiding and promoting initial and sustained traction 

towards an environment of CI, proposing the facilitation and actualisation of a creative wave to 

promote collaborative value generation.  Yet neither CI nor creative processes will yield actionable 

improvements or sustainability without synergy.  It is therefore vital the processes by which a CI 

system is developed are co-ordinated, controlled and positioned coherently to ensure organisational 

viability and coherence.   This research evidences the importance of recognising and taking account of 

value generated from within the CI system as essential for organisational legitimacy, and initial and 

sustained traction in its development and evolution, incorporating the realisation of operational and 

behavioural value as a key component.   
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Through the review of existing literature and theory, and an empirical investigation, the study seeks 

to fulfil the following research objectives: 

 

1.3 Research Objectives  

1. Identify, explore, and critically review the key components for developing a system of 

continuous improvement (CI) in a 21st Century service organisation 

 

2. Analyse and critically evaluate the role of a dynamic Creative Environment (CE) in promoting 

traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations 

 

3. Contribute a novel Framework to guide sustainable traction in realising both behavioural and 

operational value from a dynamic and creative environment of CI 

 

1.4 Thesis Structure  

To accomplish the research objectives, the thesis moves through the following sequence of 

chapters.   

 

The Literature Review (Chapter 2) moves through a ‘what, why and how’ regarding the fields of CI 

and CE.  The CI passage introduces the quality context of, and purpose behind pursuing an 

environment of CI, and reviews the associated benefits and challenges.  There is an examination of 

theory, including CI Failure and Maturity Modelling, from which OL is further examined as CI’s most 

evolved state.  An introduction to creativity and the CE is presented, covering individual, team, and 

organisational perspectives, and a review of benefits and challenges.  In investigating the role of 

creativity in promoting and sustaining traction towards an environment of CI, a synopsis of the 

theoretical models of CE is presented, the comparison of which introduces a conceptual CE 

framework, which provides the structure from which the key CE themes and associated factors of 

interest are further considered.  The chapter concludes with the presentation of a conceptual model 

(Internal Traction – System – Value) upon which the subsequent chapters build.     

 

The Methodology (Chapter 3) explores the motivation behind, justification for, and evidence to 

support the credibility, reliability, and rigour of, the empirical research design.  The format through 

which the research explores the CI and CE phenomena is defended; asking, ‘what is happening; when 

did it happen; why is it happening; and how has it come to happen in this way?’ (Marais, 2012, p.6).  
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The layers of Saunders et al., (2012) Research Onion are adopted as the conceptual platform to review 

the options, and further consider the feasibility and suitability of the choices made to answer the 

research objectives.  The layers move through research philosophy, approach, strategy, choice, 

methods, time-horizon, and the procedure of analysis, which focuses on a six-step thematic analysis 

protocol.  Ethical considerations, research evaluations, and research limitations conclude the chapter.     

 

In completing Steps 1 – 4 of the thematic protocol (TP) (Figures 3.15 & 3.16), and aligned with the 

structure of the literature review, and Steps 5 and 6 of the TP, the empirical Findings and Analysis 

(Chapter 4) are presented in three parts (CI, CE & Inductive).  The findings component utilises a 

combination of excerpt distribution analytics and narrative to clarify and justify the associated CI, CE, 

and inductive codes selected for progression and further analysis.  Following an introduction into the 

Case Organisation (CO) and two Units of Analysis (UoA) (Case Study 1 (CS1) and Case Study 2 (CS2)), 

the analysis element utilises a compilation of empirical excerpts, to present an interpretive narrative 

of the selected codes.  Drawing focus upon the selected Traction Codes (TC) the passage draws from 

three groups (Executive, Management, and Staff), three Data Sets (DS1, DS2 and DS3), and three 

phases of the CS1 and CS2 CI implementation Timeline (CI Launch, CI Evolution, and CI Integration & 

Centralisation) to convey the CO’s CI story. 

 

The Discussion (Chapter 5) draws from the Literature Review (Chapter 2), and empirical Findings 

and Analysis (Chapter 4) to consider answers to the Research Objectives.  Aligned with Step 6 of the 

TP, the chapter is subsequently structured, via the introduction and examination of the three key CI 

components (RO1 - Actualisation, System, & Realisation) of the research study’s central Contribution 

of Knowledge, the Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (RO3 - CITF).    

 

The Conclusions and Contributions to Knowledge (Chapter 6) offer a closing synopsis to the 

research and focusses on the CITF (Figure 1.2).  The CITF steps away from the existing and relatively 

linear patterns of CI development and maturity to an interactive framework that moves beyond the 

prescription of key CI considerations and towards a structure to guide service-based organisations to 

successfully and with purpose develop and sustain traction towards an environment of CI.  The 

Framework deploys a level of coordination, execution, and support, through the Actualisation and 

Realisation Lemniscates, positioned within the System component, to integrate CI into the 

organisation’s ‘business as usual’ mind-set (Milner & Savage, 2016).  The Chapter concludes with a 

review of Future Research, and the Researcher’s Reflections. 
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Figure 1.2: The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) (RO3) 

Source: Author 
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2 Literature Review 

2.1 Overview 

To establish how organisations can promote sustainable traction towards an environment of CI this 

review primarily focusses upon two phenomena: CI and the CE.  The review considers current 

knowledge and theory to identify the key components of a system of CI (RO1) and analyse the role of 

a dynamic CE in promoting traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations (RO2).  Finally, the 

chapter draws together the collective and conceptual findings from the literature, which were used 

through the empirical exploration, and served as an essential initial step in the construction and 

contribution of a novel framework to better guide organisations towards an environment of CI (RO3), 

Figure 2.1. 

 

 

To explore the phenomena of CI, its context within quality management and the pursuit of 

operational excellence is first considered, reflecting upon the quality movement, the lean and six 

sigma quality systems, and its evolution from manufacturing origins into the service sector.  The 

increasing acknowledgement of the importance of people is also considered associated with the 

exploration of the CE.  The review offers a synopsis of CI, and explores its associated aspirations, 

         

Figure 2.1: Literature Review Structure & Research Objective Alignment  

      Source: Author 
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benefits, and challenges (RO1).  Through the consideration of the critical success and failure factors, 

and review of CI modelling, the key components of a system of CI are considered (RO1).  The 

exploration substantiates the call for a framework to better guide organisations in the implementation 

of CI (RO3), and drawing from current knowledge and theory, identifies the CI factors to be empirically 

applied, tested, and explored through the subsequent research.  The review also offers a synopsis of 

CE (RO2), exploring the relationship between creativity and innovative practice, and considering the 

associated aspirations, benefits, and challenges.  In seeking for the organisational, team, and 

individual levels to be considered, there is a comparison of CE orientated models and their associated 

factors, which results in the emergence of a conceptual model of five emergent CE themes, which 

structure the subsequent review of each theme’s associated factors.  These factors are further 

explored through the empirical examination to further evaluate the role of a dynamic CE in promoting 

traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations (RO2).  Finally, a conceptual model is proposed 

which considers how organisations can promote traction towards an environment of CI, which is an 

initial point in the construction of a novel framework to better guide organisations in the journey 

towards an environment of CI (RO3).     

 

2.2 Quality Context  

To credibly explore the phenomena of CI, its context within quality management and the pursuit 

of operational excellence should first be considered.  According to Aristotle excellence is not an act 

but a habit (Durant, 1926), which Oakland (2007) recommends is best integrated into the strategy of 

an organisation through the understanding of the core business processes, the involvement of the 

people, and the identification of improvement opportunities.  Excellence is inextricably bound to the 

concept of quality.  Deming (1986) presents quality as something that is both uniform and dependable, 

however, it is also considered to be a multi-dimensional phenomenon (Markovic, 2006) that reflects 

a compromise between consistent fulfilment of customer requirements (Crosby, 1979) and price.  

Pirsig (1974, p.252) discusses quality as something which possesses an ‘innate excellence’ which is ‘so 

simple, immediate and direct, it defies definition’, while Crosby (1979) reflects that it is a mistake to 

think of quality in tangible terms, such as shininess or weight where the concept is, on the one hand, 

universally recognisable and, on the other, very difficult to articulate (Takeuchi & Quelch, 1983; 

Garvin, 1988).  

 

This lack of precision detracts from the usefulness of the quality concept for those seeking to 

pursue excellence in the delivery of goods and services.  Wilkinson & Wilmott (1995) proposed that 

the apparent conflict arises through failure to appreciate context, whereby the concept of quality 
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suggests something that is exceptional or superior, but the perception of quality relates to 

expectation.  The fulfilment of customer expectation therefore underpins the judgment of quality, 

Juran (1974) identifying two aligned considerations; the quality of design to meet customer 

requirements, and the quality of conformance to that design specification.  However, consideration 

of quality as related to customer perceptions presents several inherent challenges, since it requires 

organisations in their role of producer or service provider to know their market and the customers’ 

requirements with great precision.  Quality as value is, after all, highly subjective, relative, and 

dynamic, as customer requirements and judgments can vary dramatically over time.  While quality 

reflects fitness for purpose judged from the customer’s point of view, Milliken and Colohan (2004) 

reflect that quality is never an accident; it is always the result of intelligent effort.  The SERVQUAL 

analysis (Parasuraman et al., 1988) exemplifies a service-orientated tool that can be utilised to audit, 

determine deficiencies, and take action to close the gaps between customer expectation and 

perception in service quality.   

 

The adoption of the concept of quality in operations management evolved, initially thinking was 

reactive, focussing on inspection and control (Weckenmann et al., 2015), then came a shift towards 

assurance and later Total Quality Management (TQM), which includes the adoption of practices 

through all functions of an organisation (Wilkinson & Brown, 2007), which via its widespread 

endorsement drove further awareness and recognition of quality thinking.  More recently, its 

adaptation has highlighted long-term success by implementing CI in all aspects of an organisation 

(Mehralian et al., 2017), the CI phenomena s increasing attention on the human and behavioural 

factors (Weckenmann, et al., 2015) of quality and improvement.  Through the quality movement, the 

evolution has seen widened application from the private to public sectors, from manufacturing to the 

service sector, and heightened importance in the role of the employees’ knowledge, commitment, 

and creativity (Carnerud & Backstrom 2019).   

 

The move away from machine focus, and emergent importance of people continued, within the 

European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model and Balanced Business 

Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 2007), which further emphasised the role of CI, creativity, and learning, 

drawing together the concepts of operational and behavioural value generation.  By 2012, Anupindi 

et al., (2012) had identified six principles of TQM: a customer focus; integrated design; waste 

prevention; supplier and employee involvement; long-term investment; and CI with, eight years later, 

Sutrisno and Ardyan (2020, p.177) proposing that in the current economic environement ‘the practice 

of TQM positively influences organisational performance with significant value for leadership and 
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continuous improvement’.  It can therefore be argued that TQM promotes the creation of 

environments to support innovation, creativity and risk taking in meeting customer demands, 

embracing participative problem solving, inclusive of managers, employees, customers, and other 

partners in the value web. During this time, the Lean and Six Sigma quality systems emerged from the 

quality movement.   

2.2.1 Lean 

Lean, which originated from within Toyota, is characterised by several principles: specifying value 

from the customer’s perspective; identifying steps across the whole value stream; making those 

actions that create smooth flow; making what is pulled by the customer via just-in-time production 

methods; and striving for perfection by continually removing successive layers of waste (Burton & 

Broeder, 2003; Hines, 2004).  Womack & Jones (2003) and Harrison (1994) identified the key CI 

components to be the elimination of waste, the involvement of people, and CI.  However, despite the 

identification of people as a key consideration, a common criticism of Lean is that it does not consider 

the employee perspective well (Petterson, 2009; Wong et al., 2009).  Akamavi (2002) expresses the 

harmful effect unsatisfied and unmotivated employees can have on the production of quality in a 

product or service, highlighting the need to further consider what impacts the work environment 

through the lens of the workforce.  Therefore, this research considers the CE and the associated 

factors of creativity in promoting traction towards CI and innovative practice in organisations.  For 

employees to feel valued and to grasp Lean principles, managers and leaders must promote an 

organisational culture that is blame-free, and where employees can feel supported to take ownership 

of their roles and operations.  Within such a culture, employee creativity can be encouraged by 

supportive management teams (Alavi, 2003) and mistakes regarded as opportunities for learning.   

 

While Lean initiatives have been seen to be effective in bringing about organisational change for 

enhanced business performance, using tools such as the Plan – Do – Check -Act (PDCA) improvement 

cycle, many supposed Lean projects have been seen to be just crude cost-cutting exercises (source).  

To ensure that initiatives can bring about synergies and high performance, leading to growth and 

prosperity, those engaged need to recognise the difference between wastefulness and necessary 

redundancy and implement mechanisms to capture and share value generation.  An untrained or 

crude examination of a business process may at first suggest that activities are being carried out which 

duplicate effort, or for which no resourcing has been identified, however, when conducting considered 

mapping, professionals must exercise care in identifying different types of activity and value added.  

Activities may not be contributing directly to production of goods and services but may be important 
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to other parts of the value web in generating customer satisfaction, or enhanced capacity to cope with 

variation and change.  The need to review from an end-to-end portrayal and through the lens of front-

line staff and the customer becomes essential in recognising current state limitations and future state 

ambitions, where measures of value and performance are key considerations. 

2.2.2 Six Sigma 

Six Sigma, which originated from within Motorola, is a system like Lean management which 

incorporates a high degree of data analysis and statistical process control in efforts to minimise 

variation in process and reduce error sources and waste through the application of quality control 

tools (DelliFraine et al., 2010).  Success is achieved through use of project champions or specialists (Zu 

et al., 2008) and the structured DMAIC (Define – Measure – Analyse – Improve – Control) 

improvement cycle.  While the emphasis on quantitative metrics and statistical methodologies can 

enable the required improvements, the people employed in operations can disappear in such an 

analysis and the application of DMAIC can lead to an undue focus on short-term gains.  Therefore, 

Novak and Potkalitzky (2017) suggest that the cycle should begin with ‘recognition’ of a need for 

improvement, which is aligned to the strategic imperative, and involve a collaborative lens.  Thus, a 

new acronym of RDMAIC may be more appropriate, emphasising a need for communication of plans 

and feedback of status.  TQM, and the Lean and Six Sigma quality systems all incorporate CI as a central 

pillar.  

 

2.3 Continuous Improvement (CI) 

2.3.1 Overview 

Deriving from the Japanese ‘Kaizen’ movement, CI is a platform of initiatives intended to increase 

successes and reduce failures (Deming, 1986; Imai, 2012).  Applied in both the manufacturing and 

service sectors, it utilises a particular bundle of routines (Bessant et al., 2001) to help organisations to 

apply new ways of working (Anand et al., 2009).  Calls have been made by Sahin (2000) and Bhuiyan 

& Baghel (2005) for greater urgency in promoting CI across organisational structures.  Madrigal et al., 

(2020, p.237) state that, while ‘the service industry is responsible for 63% of the gross domestic product 

and 45.5% of labour occupation worldwide’ and its role in modern economies is clearly essential, the 

sector receives too little research attention.  They call for more attention to the role of CI in driving 

levels of organisational performance in the service sector.  McChrystal (2015) having previously stated 

that, while efficiency remains important, the ability to adapt to the increasing complexity in operations 

and the business environment, and respond to continual change, are of growing importance.  The 
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COVID 19 pandemic (2020) has further highlighted how unexpected factors can alter the internal 

organisational setting and economic landscape alike.   

 

CI is a comprehensive and systematic methodology, described by Swinehart et al., (2000) as the 

ultimate test of a world-class organisation, and advocated by Khan et al., (2019) as essential to 

improving organisational performance.  Ohno (1998) pointed out that progress cannot be generated 

by being satisfied with existing solutions or unwilling to admit mistakes.  While significant, 

breakthrough improvements are clearly desirable, CI is intended to deliver constant, incremental 

developments through a willingness to challenge the status quo.  Organisations must be willing to 

think differently, and to make the efforts necessary to facilitate collaborative improvement.  Shingo 

(2007, p.170) suggested that there is a need to be ‘doing something that we have never done before’, 

and CI seeks to embed a culture of challenge, opportunity to shape new capabilities, and develop 

existing as well as new forms of competitive advantage.  This can lead to organisational renewal and 

prevention of ossification through existing practice (Cole, 2001), whereby organisations evolve to act 

both proactively and reactively: learning from the past; anticipating the future; and responding to 

threats (Roche, 2002), so heightening their capability to adapt in changing environments.  

 

The key elements of CI are Purpose, Process and People (Anand, et al., 2009) enabling a shift from 

a goal- to a process-orientation to gain sustainable short-term improvements.  However, constant 

improvement needs to be associated with review, reflection, and performance measurement to 

ensure that any changes are delivering their intended contribution effectively, without unanticipated 

side effects.  Such measures will also help to reveal further opportunities, transforming a single linear 

path of improvement into a productive cycle.  Further, it is important to ensure that improvements 

are fully embedded, both in processes and in associated staff behaviours, so that beneficial change is 

consolidated, recognised, and shared.  Thus, enhanced customer satisfaction can be delivered by 

amalgamating small gains, leading to major enhancement of results (Gallagher et al., 1997).  Such 

improvement cycles need to become part of everyday life in the organisation, involving all staff at all 

levels.  

 

While significant improvements can arise from innovative practice, they can also emerge from the 

recognition and reduction of waste.  Shingo (2007) suggested that the most dangerous kind of waste 

is that which stakeholders fail to recognise, it is therefore imperative that organisations, and their 

staff, develop an enhanced awareness of waste in all its possible forms.  Figure 2.2 presents the 

different types of waste that must be recognised and eliminated within organisational systems.  To 
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derive maximum benefit from eradication efforts, training is required, as is consideration of the 

development and use of organisationally relevant vocabulary.  Thus, an important aspect of CI is an 

on-going drive to remove successive layers of waste (Burton & Broeder, 2003) across an organisation’s 

web of processes.   

 

 

Furthermore, it is key to understand which CI tools and models are most appropriate for each 

application (Galli, 2019) and organisation in question.  Process management, measurement and 

mapping techniques seek to remove waste, non-value adding activities and bottlenecks (Hellstrom & 

Eriksson, 2008; Damelio, 2011).  These maybe enhanced by adopting traditional or technological based 

visual management (VM), which is becoming a more ‘important practice for continuous improvement 

and is gaining increasing attention from academics and practitioners’ alike Kurpjuweit et al., (2019, 

 

 

Figure 2.2: Types of Waste  

      Source: Melton (2005, p. 666)  
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p.5574).  Visual Mapping techniques can be used to measure performance and identify inefficiencies, 

fault points and waste, allowing solutions to be created and improvements cultivated (Saad & Siha, 

2008).  Walkthrough audits and root cause analysis of process level maps can be used to review 

current state scenarios and seek small incremental improvements to simplify, automate, and redesign 

processes.  While the removal of waste and unnecessary complexity can deliver substantial and 

ongoing benefit, organisations must be open to cutting through complicated and dense processes with 

the mindset of Leonardo da Vinci, who suggested that ‘simplicity can serve as the ultimate 

sophistication’ (Parsloe & Leedham, 2016, p.12).  CI based collaborations need to move through the 

internal boundaries of an organisation, extending the process web throughout the entire supply chain 

recognising that waste exists everywhere.  

 

While traditional process mapping originates from the manufacturing sector, customer journey 

mapping (CJM) can be used to promote a customer-centred perspective (Tax et al., 2013).  CJM, and 

Service Blueprinting (SB) represent the service delivery process as experienced by the customer 

(Halvorsrud et al.,   2016), mapping all the possible organisational touch points customers may 

encounter during the service exchange process (Rosenbaum et al., 2018).  Berman (2020) and 

Makudza (2020) agree that CJM is essential in mapping and evaluating the identified touch and 

interaction points, so that the value characteristics of an effective customer journey (CJ) can be 

understood, to enhance the customer experience.  Wilson-Nash et al., (2020) call for further research 

into the use of technology in such problem-solving exercises, and the use of social bots as automated 

touch points to improve customer journeys.  Such tools help service providers to understand the steps 

required to perform a given task from the perspective of an internal and external customer, reviewing 

the potential fault points through backstage activity and across the line of interaction to the customer 

facing actions.  By understanding customer needs, preferences, motivations, and behaviours, it 

becomes possible to identify opportunities for improvement (Ovchinnikov, 2018), and feedback loops 

ensure that current and ever-changing customer needs are be kept under continual review. Hollins 

and Shinkins, (2006, p.143) point out that ‘your most unhappy customers are your greatest source of 

learning’, expressing that customer voices should be heard, to ensure CI in customer experiences, and 

so close the gap between expectations and perceptions.   

 

To review process efficiency, effectiveness, and the CJ, the participation of front-line staff must be 

seen as essential.  The challenge is how CI can facilitate staff participation, so that their tacit 

knowledge, and customers understanding can be harnessed, deficiencies determined, and ongoing 

improvements actualised.  Costa et al., (2019) recognise the pivotal role of soft practices, and the part 
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played by the human factor in fostering a sustainable environment of CI, (RO2).  Galli (2019, p.73) 

shares that, while ‘the goal is to achieve the maximum profit by pursuing continuous improvement’, CI 

also serves to heighten employees’ wellbeing, an important consideration in driving levels of creativity 

and participation.  Staff participation and engagement are crucial to successful CI activity, 

collaboration, and intervention and organisations must ensure that they are facilitating staff 

involvement effectively, and that staff voices are receiving genuine attention.  

 

Jurburg et al., (2019, p.359) state that ‘companies use continuous improvement as a strategy to 

achieve business excellence and innovation, yet CI initiatives fail mostly due to a lack of employee 

engagement and participation’.  They further note the urgent need for deeper investigation into the 

cause and development of a solution, a call for which through the combination of RO1, RO2, and RO3, 

this research study seeks to address.  The relationship between employee involvement, commitment 

and the achievement of organisational outcomes is considered by Purcell et al., (2003), who asserted 

that performance is a product of ability and skill, motivation and incentive, and the opportunity to 

participate (known as the AMO Model).  The AMO study explores complex the inter-relationships 

between infrastructure, managerial action, and individual employees.  It explains how discretion to 

make choices about how a job is done can lead to enhanced commitment, motivation, and job 

satisfaction, and consequently raised performance outcomes.  However, training and reinforcement 

through collective learning will be required (Fryer & Ogden, 2014) and Anand, et al. (2009) call for 

further research to explore how leaders might apture tacit knowledge and the creativity possessed by 

staff, to promote the bottom-up generation of improvement ideas and momentum.  Again, this 

research seeks to provide answers.  

 

2.3.2 CI Benefits and Challenges  

Enhanced customer satisfaction (Gallagher et al., 1997; Woods, 1997) and overall performance 

(Goh 2000; Martichenko, 2004), delivered through an amalgamation of small wins collectively leading 

to magnified results, represent the desired goals of CI.  Continual, small changes can result in 

significant savings and performance improvements, including a reduction in waste and cost (Gallagher 

et al., 1997), faster response time, process efficiency (Womack & Jones, 1996), increasing financial 

returns, and organisational stability (Woods, 1997) and resilience (Marwar & Milner, 2013).  In 

encompassing these benefits, the primary objective of CI is to establish an environment of sustained 

improvement (Delgado et al., 2012) that is nurtured to deliver a balance of behavioural (soft) as well 

as operational (hard) value, yet challenges to success are rife, including the developing of CI legitimacy 
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and traction, and difficulty in attributing tangible and intangible measures of value.  In a CI 

environment, personnel continuously analyse the ways in which the organisation conducts its business 

to eliminate waste in all systems and processes and so enhance effectiveness.  This calls for all 

members of the organisation to work collaboratively (Fryer et al., 2007) sharing tacit knowledge, 

diagnosing problems, and designing, testing, and implementing effective solutions, yet establishing an 

CI environment, where all staff are willing and able to participate, is a significant challenge (Bhuiyan 

et al., 2006).  Building on Cole’s (2001) series of CI general benefits (Figure 2.3), which are relevant to 

organisations regardless of size or sector (Fryer et al., 2007), yet whose impact can be amplified across 

larger organisations which are able to draw from and capitalise upon a wider pool of tacit knowledge, 

this research aspires to assemble a more specific and service orientated cluster of operational and 

behavioural orientated benefits which organisations should, via their CI endeavours, seek to cultivate 

(RO3).  

 

 

 

 

 

          

Figure 2.3: Benefits of Continuous Improvement  

      Source: Cole 2001, p.14 
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Establishing a rich CI environment requires the encouragement of participation and inclusivity 

(Bessant et al., 1994) where the combination of formal and organic structures (Lindberg & Berger, 

1997) and cultures that are supportive of ongoing change (Varona & Ravasi, 2003; Fryer et al.,   2007) 

must be embraced.  Achieving such an environment typically requires a shift that must be led by 

changes in management behaviours, and which builds confidence and empowers back office and 

front-line staff to collectively and with purpose engage in improvement activities (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 

2005; Gallagher et al., 1997).  The tendency of people to resist change is well known, as highlighted 

by Juran (1995) who identified two specific facets; firstly, technical change, which is the effect on the 

machines, products, processes, things, and secondly, social change, which is the effect on the people 

associated with these things.  These are linked since any technical change will inevitably have a knock-

on social effect.  Social change can be difficult because it requires people to move away from the 

established culture, which may be uncomfortable and unsettling.  However, successful, and 

sustainable improvement relies on genuine engagement and commitment to the new way.  Success 

of the technical component is dependent on its acceptance and integration within the social 

dimension.  However, not only is it difficult to foster such social and cultural development, but it tends 

to rely heavily on informal mechanisms, and is also hard to measure with any confidence (Savage et 

al., 2009). 

 

Kiernan (1996), and Pullin (2005) considered establishing and managing CI to be extremely 

challenging and it is therefore important, to initiate and sustain traction, for organisations to 

acknowledge, aspire for, and measure and share all forms of generated value.  Historically, the failure 

and abandonment rates for CI initiatives have been high (Bessant et al., 2001), Mendelbaum (2006) 

reporting that just 11% of organisations considered their efforts to develop a CI environment as 

successful.  Initial successes encountered a series of impediments to sustaining CI in the longer term 

(Bhuiyan, et al., 2006), a common feature of which being the demonstration of value added.  Yet, while 

organisations may not have achieved the intended level, or the aspired sustained level of activity, 

denoting the lack of sought after or expected success as failure should be questioned.  What remains 

after the formal closure of an organisational CI endeavour should receive greater consideration in the 

judgement of previous and existing value generation, portrayed from an operational and behavioural 

standpoint.  It is through the simultaneous evolved and devolved states of CI, where evidence of 

process efficiency, improved customer journeys, individual, team and organisational learning and 

competencies may be evidenced.  Acknowledged as unique to each organisation setting, and 

dependent on the level and length of the CI efforts, the DNA of CI may have become embedded as a 

cultural norm, whereby threads may be evidenced through the organisation’s infrastructure.  The 
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question then is how, in the development of a CI environment, is value created and captured? And 

how is that value-creation dissipated?  Shedding light on how organisations can better realise 

operational and behavioural value generation, and further consideration of these and their impact on 

CI, are aspirations of this study (RO1 & RO3).   

 

Considering the challenges that CI endeavours face, and the scale of the reported closure, McLean 

et al., (2017) propose eight factors that may serve as reasons behind CI failure.  Their conceptual 

Failure Factor Model (Figure 2.4) suggests some common foundations.  Missing, miscommunicated or 

inappropriate motives and expectations could be attributed to a lack of creative CI ambition, where 

those with responsibility for the design and implementation of the system expect the workforce to 

carry out set duties but not to go beyond to seek for new and better ways of working.  Effective and 

suitable leadership, ensuring that the right people are selected and empowered to engage in 

improvement practice, may be lacking.  Leaders may have failed to inculcate a CI mindset within the 

organisational culture and/or have given insufficient training and/or support.  Creating and sustaining 

a supportive local and organisation-wide culture of ongoing change (Fryer et al., 2007) is crucial in 

establishing a CI environment, hence, Lima et al., (2016) identified the importance of developing 

environmental intelligence, and the capability to function effectively in culturally diverse 

environments.  Developing a learning culture, in which new ideas are encouraged, can promote 

effective CI.  However, without appropriate training, in a system which has not been designed to 

encourage timely feedback and reflection upon results, opportunities for learning will be limited.  

Organisational learning (OL) serves as the most mature evolution of CI (Bessant et al., 2001), and is 

essential to generating new ideas and feeding the ongoing loops of personal development and process 

improvement.  In its absence, expectations and motivation for CI are likely to be curtailed still further, 

and value attribution of softer factors unrealised.  OL is therefore a supplementary zone of enquiry in 

the research.   
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The eight factors identified by Mclean et al., (2017) also yield further insight into the required CI 

system components, (RO1 & RO3) and reveal actions that may drive, rather than impede CI traction.  

These eight factors are positioned on the final coding template (Step 3 of Figure 3.16) and tested 

through the empirical exploration.   

 

Audretsch et al. (2012, p.1924) report that Western establishments ‘seem to have a harder time 

succeeding in sustaining CI than those in Japan’.  Organisations are challenged to build a conducive 

environment (Bessant et al., 1994) of encouragement, participation, and inclusivity, with a desired 

shift from mechanistic to organic structures (Lindberg & Berger, 1997) and cultures (Burns & Stalker, 

1967) which are sufficiently flexible and adaptable to the needs of the continuously changing 

environment.  To achieve this shift, it is essential to consider the underlying behaviours that need to 

be changed (Gallagher et al., 1997), however, establishing and practicing new behaviours is not easy.  

Organisations may find it difficult to break traditional mind-sets and to encourage employees to adapt 

to new (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005).  Challenges lie in creating a positive environment, where change is 

conventionally implemented top-down rather than bottom-up (Fryer et al., 2007; Morris & Ogden, 

2011).  When seeking to adapt and embed long-term attitudinal and behavioural change CI requires a 

balance of bottom-up execution alongside top management support and direction, the combination 

diffusing the aspired actions across the internal boundaries of the organisation.  Bessant et al., (2001) 

 

 

Figure 2.4: CI Failure Factor Model  

      Source: McLean et al., (2017, p.227) 
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identified that much of the literature and applicable theory surrounding CI does not treat this 

behavioural aspect of CI well, making the still relevant suggestions that: 

 

1. Literature and theory are often prescriptive and fails to cover implementation. 

2. When it does explore implementation, it tends to assume a correlation between exposure 

to tools and CI and neglects the element of behaviour building. 

3. It assumes a binary split between having or not having CI, rather than seeing it as an 

emerging and learning pattern of behaviour which evolves over time. 

 

The proposed theoretic construct aspires to offer a framework to better guide organisations in 

their journey towards an environment of CI (RO3); its design seeking to fill the still current gap in 

supporting implementation and acknowledging the role and value of behaviour.  

 

While CI can bring together collaboratively employees from different functions, roles, and 

hierarchical levels, this dependent on the CI system design and the implementation style adopted, and 

it can increase senior management expectations of middle management and staff level employees.  

With any additional workload strain caused by the implementation of CI practices (Bhuiyan et al., 

2006), a feeling of pressure and overburden can follow, which can be amplified by the confusion and 

unease caused when organisations have not facilitated adequate training mechanisms (Audretsch et 

al., 2012).  Establishing buy-in and engagement of staff can prove to be a major obstacle and be more 

challenging when the workforce has observed and participated in previously unsuccessful initiatives.  

Prior attempts, where results have been slow, and which have resulted in management abandoning 

the effort as a waste of time and money (Bhuiyan et al., 2006) are likely to have a significant impact 

upon engagement and participation in any subsequent initiatives.  It is therefore essential to ensure 

the commitment of managers and to facilitate training in the adopted CI tools and techniques (Rapp 

& Eckland, 2002), to establish appropriate recognition systems (Fryer & Ogden, 2014), and with 

transparency to consider how CI activity can be aligned with employees’ everyday roles. 

 

 Choo et al., (2007), Wruck & Jensen (1998), and Anand et al., (2009) have observed that CI 

deployments require adequate coordination, execution, and support, which include the systematic 

selection and review of CI activity, efforts to preserve lessons learned, and training and 

encouragement to drive employee’s participation, to ensure that traction is not lost after realising 

initial gains.  Failure to communicate the intended long-term-goals of CI initiatives (Bernett & Nentl, 

2010), and lack of information and measurement regarding short-term wins, can result in negative 
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views, reluctance, mistrust, and scepticism (Audretsch et al., 2012) which serve to inhibit staff 

engagement.  It is important therefore that the CI infrastructure incorporates mechanisms for 

selection and performance measurement of CI activity (Linderman et al., 2003), ensuring that they 

add value to the organisation rather than simply targeting improvement for improvements sake 

(Bateman, 2005).  CI thus requires performance measurement and evaluation, so that outcomes lead 

to informed action (Jha et al., 1996).  To be effective, adopted CI initiatives must be based on agreed 

drivers for success (Kanji, 2002), utilising effective measurement mechanisms to ascertain, track and 

share enhanced performance, leading to celebration of short-term wins.  This provides an essential 

motivator and driver in the pursuit of future gains.   

 

 

Figure 2.5: CI Enablers & Critical Success Factors  

Source: Jorgenson et al., (2003); Antony & Douglas (2007); Fryer et al., (2013) Paipa-Galeano et 
al., (2020) 

 

Joergenson et al., (2003) noted problems in initiating, maintaining, and sustaining CI over time are 

not uncommon, and despite the successes of CI initiatives, the majority within the US and Europe 

cease within a few years.  These authors offer a list of key enablers to support the implementation of 



38 
 
 

CI and highlight the importance of going beyond CI rhetoric to ensure functional reality in practice.  

With the aim of counteracting these challenges and attaining the sought-after benefits, Antony & 

Douglas (2007), Fryer et al., (2013), and Paipa-Galeano et al., (2020) present individual listings of CI 

orientated Critical Success Factors (CSF), Figure 2.5.  While these collectively offer valuable insight into 

the key considerations in CI design and implementation across different sectors ‘due to the complexity 

of the implementation process, many companies continue to fail’ (Sánchez-Ruiz et al., 2019, p.51) in 

developing a CI environment.  Although useful, such lists are inadequate, and Sánchez-Ruiz et al., 

(2019) continue the call for the development and validation of new theoretical constructs that offer 

organisations the required guidance for successful CI implementation (RO3). 
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2.3.3 CI Maturity Modelling 

In additional to these CSF clusters, current knowledge offers a series of models that allow for the 

tracking of CI evolution. Figure 2.6 presents a timeline of CI modelling, to identify the key factors of 

progression and evolution across predetermined levels of CI maturity. 

          

Figure 2.6: Timeline of CI Maturity Modelling  

      Source: Author Design – References noted within Figure 
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Bessant and Francis (1999) focus on the relationship between acquisition and integration of key 

behaviours, and corresponding evolutions in practice and subsequent performance.  Their model 

outlines the different stages in the evolution of CI capability, and the positioning of organisations on 

their CI journey.  Successful transition between the levels depends upon an organisation’s 

commitment to employing a range of mechanisms, organic and mechanistic, to enable CI behaviours 

to be developed.  These include training in problem-solving, CI tools and techniques, establishing 

relevant vehicles to enact CI, and the development of appropriate reward and recognition 

programmes.  Key considerations include organisational ability and capacity to adopt a particular CI 

approach, and the constitutive behaviours and routines established by employees that reinforce the 

CI approach and the procedures and techniques adopted to drive the CI efforts.   

 

Notwithstanding some linguistic differences, the associated capabilities and behaviours presented 

via the Bessant & Francis (1999) CI Evolutionary Model are clearly reflected within Caffyn’s (1999) 

CIRCA (Continuous Improvement Research for Competitive Advantage) CI Self-Assessment Tool, with 

six core abilities and ten associated behaviours to diagnose CI maturity across five levels.  Pre-CI (1) 

where interest in the concept has been triggered; Structured CI (2) demonstrating formal commitment 

to building a system which will develop CI across the organisation; Goal Orientated CI (3) linking CI 

behaviour to the wider strategic concerns of the organisation; Proactive CI (4) devolving autonomy 

and empowering individuals and groups; and Full CI Capability (5)  approximating to a model learning 

organisation, where CI is the dominant way of life, enabling organisations to gain strategic advantage 

by extending involvement in innovation to a significant proportion of its members. 

 

Joergenson et al., (2003) identify the need for strategies for revitalising CI systems that have 

faltered and suggest utilising the CISAT (Continuous Improvement Self-Assessment Tool), a 

modification of CIRCA (1999) which depicts the degree to which CI behaviours are evident.  Fryer et 

al., (2013) offer a framework of eight model categories and three levels of maturity, based on their 

CSFs (presented through Figure 2.4) which represent (1) ‘Going through the Motions’, where no real 

change to attitudes or organisational culture is evident; (2) ‘Transforming’ where there is evidence of 

CI, but systems are still bedding down; and Embedding (3) where CI has become the norm.  Yet the 

differential between this and previous versions, and the extent to which the work creates ‘a more 

intuitive framework to understand and test CI maturity’ (Fryer, et al., 2013. p.493) requires further 

justification.  To test the model in practice, Fryer and Ogden (2014), extended their research within 

the public sector, concluding that the model provides a useful framework for identifying the strength 
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and weakness of CI enablers and barriers, and conveying a stronger relationship between CI CSFs and 

the stages of CI evolution.  

 

While providing a powerful basis for evaluating CI maturity (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2006), Oprime et 

al., (2011) argue that the levels need greater clarity, and that in addition to identifying the extent of 

CI maturity, organisations need more explicit guidance in how to progress.  Furthermore, whilst 

normative theory suggests (a) a hierarchical nature of CI maturity, whereby organisations must 

demonstrate all associated behaviours before progression to the next level, and (b) that CI capabilities 

are of equal weighting and importance in relation to the development of CI maturity, Joergensen, et 

al., (2003) challenges the relative linearity of  maturity modelling, suggesting that CI maturation in the 

real world follows a much more random and non-linear pattern, and just as some capabilities may be 

more vital than others, some may be prerequisites for the development of others (Joergenson et al.,   

2006).  Thus, the loss of a seemingly minor capability could unjustly result in a step-down the maturity 

ladder, even where a more important capability or behaviour was present.  Hence, they conclude that 

‘CI development need not – and perhaps should not – progress in a linear fashion’ (p.8), suggesting 

that such theory development remains at an early stage, warranting considerable further empirical 

research. 

 

Bessant et al., (2001) contend that CI can evidence a binary split, an on or off operation, which 

needs to be respected if CI is to become a long-term learning process (Aloini et al., 2011) and 

integrated into the organisation’s business as usual mind-set (Milner & Savage, 2016).  The Bessant et 

al.’s (2001) model where progression from one level to the next is achieved through a process of 

learning, practicing, and mastering the associated behaviours, routines, and abilities (Figure 2.7) 

exhibits this idea.  Moving from Pre-CI interest to Full CI capability (which encapsulates OL) requires a 

shift towards a clear strategic focus, and the development of enabling mechanisms and policies for 

embedding, monitoring, and measuring CI behaviour within the organisation.  
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Figure 2.7: CI Maturity Levels & Behaviour Patterns   

      Source: Bessant et al., (2001) 

 

Similarity to the other maturity-oriented models (Figure 2.6), the Bessant et al., (2001) version has 

a series of eight of core abilities supported by a cluster of constituent behaviours, Figure 2.8.  The 

evolutionary Model of CI Maturity Bessant & Francis (1999) gives a persuasive and comprehensive 

view the use of CI tools, the need for strategic focus, to recognise behavioural competences, and 

recognition of the on-going importance of performance evaluation and review.  Collectively, the levels, 
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abilities, and behaviours offer significant insight in the evolutionary journey of CI, consideration of 

essential CI components, and guidance of how to develop cycles of CI activity, yet Joergensen, et al., 

(2002) call into question the logic of the model, portraying it as a game of snakes and ladders where 

missed opportunities or missing competences could leave managers struggling to re-balance the 

system.  Van Hillegersberg (2019, p.145) supports this notion, suggesting that while the ‘growing 

number of maturity models demonstrates their potential, there seems to be a lack of structure in the 

development of these models and an unclear sense of quality’.  Although the format does appear to 

lay the foundations for a self-sustaining cycle of CI, it does seem rather sedate when considering the 

challenges of 21st century business, and although considering the behavioural proposition strongly, 

does not translate to a guiding roadmap that effectively and with clarity covers the what, why, and 

how of CI implementation.   

 

While later interpretations exist, the widely respected Bessant et al., (2001) Maturity Model, and 

its series of abilities and behaviours evidence a string of key CI components and considerations for the 

development of CI systems and environments, encompassing the components of the timeline of 

Maturity Models (Figure 2.6) and CSFs (Figure 2.5).  The model and its parts are well situated to yield 

further insight into the required components of a CI system (RO1), and reveal which actions may be 

taken to drive, rather than impede CI traction.  This understanding is imperative in the construction 

and proposal of a novel framework to guide sustainable traction in realising both behavioural and 

operational value from a dynamic and CE of CI (RO3).  In this regard, the eight abilities and aligned 35 

constituent behaviours (Figure 2.8) are positioned as themes and codes respectively, on the final 

coding template (Step 3 of Figure 3.16) and tested through the empirical exploration.  In selecting the 

Model for further evaluation, the research answered the call for the testing of the Bessant et al., 

(2001) CI Maturity Model against a real-world service sector situation2.   

 

     

 

 

 

 

2 The associated submission was awarded Best Paper at the 18th ICQSS International Conference in 
Quality and Service Sciences (2015), and subsequently published in the International Journal of Quality 
and Service Sciences.  A series of aligned CI Maturity Vectors are presented in Appendix 8.4.2&3.  
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Figure 2.8: CI Abilities & Constituent Behaviours  

      Source: Bessant et al., (2001) 
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2.3.4 Organisational Learning (OL) 

Although the key characteristic of the most mature level/evolution of CI (Bessant et al., 2001), and 

so arguably not part of CI’s initial implementation and development of early traction, it is important 

to review what is meant by OL.  CI in its evolved state embeds a culture of OL, in which new knowledge 

and capabilities are created, acquired, and applied (Martinez-Costa & Jimenez-Jimenez, 2008) through 

a series of single, double, and triple loop learning (Argyris, 1990; Pemberton & Stonehouse, 2000), 

which collectively promote organisational renewal, and prevent the ossification of practices and 

processes (Cole, 2001).  OL therefore relates to the possibility for organisations to be both proactive 

and reactive in their practices; to learn from the past, anticipate the future, respond to threats (Roche, 

2002) and to adapt to changing environments, thus becoming a learning organisation that can 

facilitate ‘the learning of all its members and continuously transforming itself’ (Peder, 1995, p.21).  In 

achieving such transformation, an organisation will need to adopt a culture that can manage change 

while ‘establishing collective visions of ‘where we are now’ and ‘where we want to be‘ (Borzsony & 

Hunter, 1996, p.26).  As an abstract construct, an organisation cannot itself learn, however, individuals 

and groups within organisations can learn, and may be led to engage in learning activity, leading to 

the development of individual and team competencies, and in time organisational capability.  

Therefore, within a CI endeavour, mechanisms should be employed to preserve, share, and harness 

the results of this learning.  

 

The idea of a Learning Organisation has been used to denote one in which people are encouraged 

and supported to engage in individual and group learning (Senge, 2006) and Scott (2011, p.1) defined 

learning in organisations as ‘a multilevel process whereby members individually and collectively 

acquire knowledge by acting together and reflecting together’.  This definition introduces the 

importance of shared reflection in context, Schön (1994) popularised the concept of the reflective 

practitioner, highlighting the differences between reflection-in- and reflection-on-action.  The former 

is characteristic of busy people who need to think on their feet, whereas the latter requires a greater 

availability of time and space, or what Nonaka and Konno (1998) refer to as ba.  Interaction between 

these two types of reflection can be the foundation for richer learning processes over a longer period, 

Gherardi (2015) referring to this in a professional context as the creative entanglement of knowing 

and doing.  After having solved an immediate work problem, a solver may then reflect over the process 

by which this was achieved, leading to formulation of a heuristic to be adopted in future similar 

situations (Blackman et al., 2004).  It is important to realise that knowledge in its various forms, can 

only be produced through effort by a living presence, and as a phenomenon, has been identified as a 
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field of study for future research.  Bateson (1972) pointed out that it is more useful to consider such 

learning processes as forming productive spirals, since each new application and cycle of reflection 

drives learning onward and upward, Popper (1979) suggesting that learning how to solve a problem 

may well result, not in a solution, but in recognition of more interesting problems.  It is important to 

note, however, as Argyris (1990) stated, that not all learning is positive, particularly in social settings, 

where it is crucial to ensure that organisational culture does not ossify into defensive routines that 

stifle progress and prevent learning.   

 

OL takes place within a unique cultural context.  In any organisation, there will be a range of shared, 

unconscious, beliefs, values, and assumptions that have evolved through previous interaction and that 

help to shape future behaviours, perceptions, and attitudes (Schein, 2010), furthermore Vaast & 

Walsham (2005) have suggested that people make sense of their work practices through narratives 

that create shared social representations.  Disruptions to context can lead to uncomfortable 

dissonance between social representations and perceptions of action, leading to defensive routines, 

e.g., avoiding contentious issues, declining to pass on bad news, continuing with projects already 

known to potentially destroy value rather than rock the boat (Argyris, 1990), thus, circumstances can 

arise in which culture inhibits learning.  Within a CI context, even in its early stages, leaders and 

managers must be mindful of the need to promote a culture of openness generating ‘an atmosphere 

of trust within which individuals feel empowered to experiment with new approaches’ (Pemberton & 

Stonehouse, 2000, p.188). 

 

Where there is a culture of blame, with strong defensive routines, individuals may be discouraged 

from using their contextual understandings in a positive way.  For instance, there may be a certain 

discourse that is acceptable to a group and any suggestions that appear to conflict with norms of the 

workgroup are rejected or even ridiculed.  In such circumstances, where an open and safe platform to 

share is not evidenced, creativity and innovation are inhibited, so missing the opportunity to harness 

the marginal, off-the-wall ideas that can often lead to productive change (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).  

Within any organisation, it is possible to distinguish many differing social groups and communities of 

practice (Wenger, 1998), whose norms can affect an individual’s sense-making processes, a political 

dynamic among these differing groups is therefore also relevant to any agenda promoting innovation, 

collaboration, and CI. 

 

In the context of CI learning may be defined as the act, process, or experience of acquiring 

knowledge or skill.  The tacit knowledge held by employees at all levels of an organisation has been 
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identified as the key to competitive advantage (Hernandez, 2003), and harnessing such intelligence is 

at the heart of the pursuit of sustainable excellence and so valuable through CI activity.  The 

relationship between experiencing, thinking, and knowing is relevant to consider in an organisational 

context.  Organisations and individuals need to find ways to facilitate the exploration of ideas, 

perspectives, and motivations, potentially through the adoption, and better understanding of single, 

double loop, and triple loop learning (Argyris and Schon, 1978).  However, Bednar and Welch (2009) 

suggest it may be difficult for individuals to surface, recognise, and share their own perspectives and 

learning, and it is therefore important that leadership supports individuals and groups to share their 

interpretations through the well-considered facilitation.  Colleagues and partners need opportunities 

to reflect, individually and collectively, to generate new understandings and the potential 

development of productive learning spirals, only in this way can their creativity be unleashed, and 

ideas considered through CI activity.  

 

2.4 The Creative Environment (CE) 

2.4.1 Overview 

The exploration above substantiates that to build the aspired CI environment an organisation must 

adopt mechanisms for individuals and teams from all functions and hierarchal levels to come together, 

share knowledge, and collaboratively challenge the status quo.  This section evaluates the role of a 

dynamic CE in promoting traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations (RO2).  

 

Creativity is widely regarded as ‘critical for success and survival through its role as a key input to 

innovation’ (Litchfield & Gilson, 2012, p.108), which when acknowledged, and used proactively, can 

‘fundamentally challenge existing ways of doing things within as well as across organisations’ 

(Andersen & Kragh, 2013, p.82).  Creativity has become a highly prized asset in organisations (Jeanes, 

2006), viewed as essential in the achievement of competitive advantage (Park et al., 2015), strategic 

success (Litchfield & Gibson, 2012), and organisational agility and resilience (Marwar & Milner, 2013).  

Nonaka (1991) identified the combination of creativity and knowledge creation as critical for 

organisational success, a view supported by Bartram (2005) who considers it as a key managerial 

capability, and Arnold (2010) who suggests that it has become the primary leadership competency.  

For Young (2016, p.413) ‘encouraging creativity in the workplace has become a major concern for the 

survival and success of companies’, and Muñoz-Doyague & Nieto (2012, p.138) recognise its potential 

role in both the internal operational mechanisms of an organisation, and as a ‘strategic requirement’.  
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Creativity and innovation are frequently cited as catalysts for competitiveness (Khalili, 2016), but 

many conflate these two concepts, resulting in creativity receiving too little specific attention from 

academics and practitioners (Soken & Barnes, 2014).  The distinction, according to Levitt (1963), is 

that creativity represents thinking of new things, and innovation doing new things, Amabile, et al., 

(1996, p.1155) coining a definition of innovation as ‘the successful implementation of creative ideas 

within an organisation’.  Lombardo & Roddy (2010) suggest that creativity is the raw material of 

innovation, while Shalley & Gilson (2004) and Khalili (2016) refer to innovation as the translation of 

creative ideas into action.  Creativity can therefore be described as the seed of innovative practice, 

and so a key ingredient in the development of competitive advantage and an CI environment.  

Therefore, it may be argued that to improve on a continuous basis, an organisation must be willing to 

challenge the status quo and engage in innovative practice, but to be innovative, an organisation must 

be creative.  Leaders must consequently promote an environment that facilitates creativity, allowing 

the voice of the organisation to emerge and harvest and capitalise upon the ideas of all internal and 

external stakeholders and partners.  

 

Gao et al., (2020) state that in today’s economic environment creativity and innovation are a key 

source of competitive advantage and have an important role supporting companies in achieving 

sustainable development.  However, while innovation is vital for success of organisations, many 

organisations are ‘not capitalising on the creativity of all workers’ (Taylor et al., 2020, p.453).  Amabile 

(1988) differentiated between creative process, creative personality, and creative product, which 

collectively offer novel opportunities to generate efficiencies and value via the development, 

consideration, and implementation of ideas generated by staff members, partners, and customers.  

However, to derive true and sustained value the amount of work, and ongoing level of facilitation 

required must not be underestimated.  From initial idea generation, determination of resources, 

nurturing of cultural elements required to cultivate those ideas, and ultimately the actualisation of 

new products, services, processes or practices, there is an array of potential obstacles and 

impediments.   

 

De Bono (1970) suggests that creative thinking is not a talent but a skill that can be learnt, that 

empowers people by adding strength to their natural abilities, improving teamwork and productivity, 

and when nurtured can align with overall performance and profitability.   Consequently, organisations 

should not attempt to ‘exploit’ creativity as a vital source of innovation, as suggested by Muñoz-

Doyague & Nieto (2012, p.125), but proffer a platform for all to share their tacit knowledge, challenge 

the perceived status quo, and so harness the organisation’s collective mind.  There are opportunities 
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for creative ideas to be generated across all sectors and within all organisations, not only those usually 

associated with creativity, such as design, advertising, and the arts.  Similarly, opportunities to 

participate and share ideas within an inclusive environment of problem-solving should be open to all 

levels of employees, not just those in typically creative roles (Baer et al., 2003; Çekmecelioğlu & 

Günsel, 2013).  The capability to use creative thinking should not be restricted to those in positions of 

power and influence but should be cross-functional and encouraged through all staff levels, the 

participation of knowledge-bearing front line staff is imperative to understand the service provision, 

and realities associated with the customer journey.  Nor should creative idea generation be seen solely 

as an internal phenomenon, increasingly, customers are regarded as co-creators of value for 

organisations, generating feedback and novel suggestions that may contribute towards the CI process 

(Ernst et al., 2017), through specific attention to encourage and nurture exploitation of novel ideas 

across traditional boundaries (Elias et al., 2018). 

While organisations may make a conscious effort to recruit and retain employees with the right 

personality characteristics, ‘without an environment to support the search and discovery of ideas’ 

(Kanter, 1986, p.12), and embrace a creative stance, this would achieve little.  Dul et al., (2011, p.716) 

advocating that ‘people’s creativity depends not only on their personal characteristics, but also on their 

work environment’.  Facilitation of creativity within an organisation can provide a path to personal 

growth for participants, as they find and share their voices, ideas, knowledge, and experience, and in 

doing so are supported to learn and develop.  This in turn can enhance individual, departmental, 

organisational, supply-chain and value web performance (Reichwald, et al., 2004).  Collaborations 

must be facilitated for ideas to be heard, captured, considered, and blended into practice to fuel 

innovation and derive business value.  This is the foundation of a sustainable CI system.  Collaboration 

among staff members, and interaction with partners in the immediate (Hunter et al., 2007) and 

broader working environments (Dul et al., 2011), must be supported and encouraged (Andriopoulos, 

2001).  It is imperative that these efforts are sustained to allow for collaborative behaviours to become 

embedded as a new and accepted way of working.  

 

Organisational creativity acts as a conduit for individual idea generation (Park et al., 2015), thus, 

an undeveloped CE can have a negative impact on an organisation’s competitive position (Collins & 

Cooke, 2011).  While organisational creativity can deliver an array of benefits, and in its evolved state, 

readies a business to exploit opportunities or ward off challenges (Roffe, 1998), ways must be found 

to achieve this effectively (Zain & Kassim, 2012) in the development of a socio-technical system in 

which the workforce can use their talents to challenge and improve practice on a continuous basis.  

The organisational context encapsulates the cultural norms, assumptions, meanings, and values 
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(Schein, 2010), the concrete and tangible elements, such as physical settings, artefacts, and symbols 

(Isaksen & Ekvall, 2015), and the situational realities (Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1999) of structures, 

relationships, resources, and goals.  These collectively must be conducive to creative working, 

whereby creativity and innovative practice derives from the complex interactions among individuals, 

and between individuals and their surroundings (Young, 2016).  While there is scope for employees to 

exercise a greater degree of creativity through all types of work (Ekvall, 1996; Shalley & Gilson, 2004), 

if this is to be achieved, managers need to develop and encourage a climate that supports and nurtures 

the process of creativity (Zain & Kassim, 2012), and better consider and facilitate the way in which 

‘individuals work together within the complex social system’ (Woodman et al., 1993, p.293) of the 

organisation in question.  Organisations must recognise that ‘creativity doesn't just happen by chance; 

the prepared environment nourishes it’ (Peterson, 2002, p.7), and so ‘influences both the level and the 

frequency of creative behaviour’ (Amabile, et al.,   1996, pp.1154-1155).  Creativity though does not 

occur in a vacuum (Shalley & Gilson, 2004), but requires facilitation and intervention to initially 

develop and embed it.  A nurturing environment is needed for employee creativity to flourish (Foss et 

al., 2013) with the conditions and most suitable setting and atmosphere for creativity to prosper (Baer 

et al.,2003), where employees feel comfortable to participate and express themselves freely 

(Andriopoulos, 2001, p.834).   

 

Creativity and the CE are key considerations for business improvement, and essential to an 

organisation’s ability to adapt in a changing environment (Stokols et al., 2002).  Blomberg’s (2016) 

theory of hegemony clearly shows that creativity is both desirable and necessary in a business 

environment, yet while creativity may be a natural characteristic for all, is not always exercised in 

positive ways for the benefit of organisations, nor to promote excellence.  While researchers from the 

East, especially Japan, have paid much attention to the Creative phenomena, (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; 

Nonaka, Toyama & Konno, 2000; Nonaka & Toyama, 2015), Martens (2011) highlighted a need for 

further research to elaborate the connection between creativity, the working environment, and its 

role in value-generating improvement activity.  The objectives of this research include the evaluation 

of the role that creativity may serve in promoting traction towards an environment of CI (RO2), and 

consideration of its place within the construction of a novel framework to guide sustainable traction 

in realising both behavioural and operational value from a dynamic and CE of CI.  Setting the 

foundations of this research are several CE models that assess organisational creativity.  These 

individually and collectively offer insight into the CE factors that organisations should consider in 

developing the sought after nourishing and creative setting; the models and their associated CE 

themes and individual factors are reviewed through the following sections. 
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2.4.2 CE Modelling 

The models constructed to assess organisational creativity, include the Amabile et al.’s (1996) KEYS 

Model; the Andriopoulos (2001) Five Enhancements Factor Framework (5EF); the Siegel and 

Kammerer’s (1978) Siegel Scale of Support of Innovation (SSSI) Model; the Ekvall’s (1996) modified by 

Moultrie & Young’s (2009) Creative Climate (CCQ); and Anderson and West’s (1998) Team Climate 

Inventory (TCI).  Their individual and collective constructs offer insight regarding the individual factors 

that an organisation should consider in the cultivation of a CE.  The models are introduced below, 

focussing on the evaluation of the purpose, features, and potential implications of the identified CE 

factors.  The review draws to assemble selected CE themes and factors for empirical analysis and 

further evaluation in the role that the CE may have in promoting traction towards an environment of 

CI (RO2).  

 

The Amabile et al., (1996) KEYS framework for assessing the climate for creativity, Figure 2.9, is 

widely respected (Isaksen & Lauer, 2002; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; Oberg, 2013; Rahat & Naqvi, 

2020), and recognised as a seminal, credible, and valid construction (Kaufman & Sternberg, 2010).  

Developed through a quantitative study between 1987 and 1995, the model is designed to assess 

perceived stimulants and obstacles to creativity (Cirella et al., 2014) in the work environment.  The 

model draws out employee perspectives through its psychological and cognitive grounding (Hsu & 

Fan, 2010) via eight key factors in a 78-item questionnaire (Amabile & Conti, 1999).  The application 

of the model facilitates an in-depth assessment of employee perceptions of their work environment 

allowing creativity to be assessed at an individual level, which is the root of a CE (Özbağ, 2014).  

However, Mathisen & Einarsen (2004) comment that the sheer number of items in the questionnaire, 

is excessive and, while acknowledging that the factors serve as a valuable catalyst for thought and 

conversation, suggest its format as difficult to administer.  While the model construction deduces a 

positive (Green) or negative (red) factor connotation, it could be argued that each can have an 

either/or relationship when considered within an organisational context; this perception is adopted 

through the later empirical exploration.  Figure 2.9 summarise the eight KEYS CE factors, drawn from 

the original authors (Amabile et al., 1996), and the researcher’s supporting commentary. 
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Figure 2.9: KEYS Model – CE Factor Summary    

      Source: Adapted from Amabile et al., (1996) p.1162 / Additional References noted within Figure 
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Ekvall (1996) described the creative climate as the attitudes, feelings and behaviours that 

characterise organisational life.  Ekvall (1996) and Ekvall & Isaksen (2007), offer nine factors of 

creativity, which set the foundations of the Creative Climate Questionnaire (CCQ), and the Situational 

Outlook Questionnaire (SOQ), both ‘designed to measure perceptions of the character of life within an 

organisation, with particular emphasis is on how attitudes, feelings and behaviours support creativity 

and change’ (Isaken et al., 2001. p.171).  While exploring the attitudes and behaviours of the 

workforce, there is no guarantee that the nine factors cover all important aspects of the creative 

climate (Ekvall, 1996).  Moultrie and Young (2009) modified the CCQ model by adding an additional 

factor (dynamism/liveliness) and reconstructing the resultant 10 factors into two sets of five, one 

focusing on the employees’ attitude to work, the other on the working atmosphere which employees 

face daily (Porze et al., 2012).  Collectively, the 10 CE factors are potential stimuli and impediments to 

creativity and innovation (Ismail, 2005), which illustrate important contextual (Shalley & Gilson, 2004) 

and attitudinal factors, which can trigger creative action (Ystorm et al., 2015).  Figure 2.10 summarise 

the 10 CCQ factors, drawn from the original authors (Ekvall, 1996; Mountrie & Young, 2009), and the 

researcher’s supporting commentary.  
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Figure 2.10: CCQ Model - CE Factor Review   

      Source: Ekval (1996) and Moultrie and Young (2009) / Additional References noted within Figure   
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2.4.3 CE Model Comparison & Theme Emergence 

In seeking the organisational, team, and individual levels to be considered in this research, Figure 

2.11 identifies and compares the individual factors of the KEYS and CCQ Models, and of three 

additional CE orientated constructs; the Andriopoulos (2001) Five Enhancements Factor Framework 

(5EF); the Woodman et al., (1993) Theory of Organisational Creativity (TOC); and the Anderson & West 

(1998) Team Climate Inventory (TCI).  In comparing the models’ factors, a level of crossover and 

alignment is evidenced.   Through the examination five conceptual CE Themes emerge, Cultural, 

Atmospheric, Resource, System, and Motivation Themes: each with a cluster of CE based factors.   

                                          

   

Figure 2.11: CE Model Comparison and CE Theme Emergence  

      Source: Author Compilation / References noted within Figure  
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Further understanding of the themes and factors is imperative to evaluate their potential role in 

promoting traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations (RO2) and in the construction of a 

novel framework to guide organisations in the journey towards an environment of CI (RO3).  

Commencing with the theme summaries presented in Figure 2.12, each of the five conceptual themes 

is reviewed in turn, appraising the factors of creativity within the context of the CE, and encompassing 

the factor clusters presented in Figure 2.11.  The five themes and 22 factors (drawn from the KEYS, 

CCQ, & 5EF) are positioned on the final coding template (Step 3 of Figure 3.16) and tested through the 

empirical exploration to more specifically evaluate the role that the identified factors of a dynamic CE 

can have in promoting traction to CI and innovative practice (RO2).  Together, Figures 2.11 and 2.12 

make up the CE Conceptual Model (CECM) 

  

    

Figure 2.12: Conceptual CE Themes 

      Source: Author 
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2.4.3.1 CE Theme 1: Cultural 

Organisational and cultural contexts are important influences upon creativity (Rickards et al., 

2009), culture being a set of deeply seated values and beliefs shared by personnel in an organisation 

(Martins & Terblanche, 2003) that consist of thought patterns, feelings, and reactions (Senior & 

Swailes, 2016), and resulting in collective norms which influence behaviour.  These values and norms 

give an organisation its distinct, unique identity.  Cultures which nourish innovative and creative ways 

to solve problems, which support risk-taking, and embrace open flows of communication and 

autonomy, have potential to be invigorating (Andriopoulos, 2001).  Yet for creativity to develop, 

managers need to promote an environment that welcomes employee contributions and supports the 

presence of a positive social climate (Stokols et al., 2002).  Weick & Sutcliffe (2015) suggest that 

employees will open themselves to creative thinking when they are not discouraged by the prospect 

of criticism and/or punishment.  Furthermore, creativity occurs where employees are rewarded for 

their creative thinking in one context and so are likely to exhibit creativity more generally in their work 

roles (Milne, 2007), and where the opportunity for self-initiated activity is considered central to a 

proactive and creative organisational culture (Robinson & Stern, 1997), whereas a culture that 

emphasises high conformity is likely to restrict creativity. 

 

It is important to recognise the differing internal subcultures that can develop, and these are 

explored by many authors (Woodman et al., 1993), who suggest the need to question whether one 

work environment exists within an organisation, or many (Amabile, 1996; Anderson & West, 1998).  

Furthermore, in exploring the complex interplay between creative people, their efforts, and the 

environment in which they operate, the implication arises that a reflexive relationship subsists, 

whereby not only is creativity influenced by context, but contexts are themselves influenced by 

ongoing creativity (Rickards et al., 2009).  Xu et al., (2020) review the growing role of a creative and 

innovative climate in developing work engagement for a new generation employee, showing a clear 

relationship between organisational efforts to cultivate a creative climate and resultant innovative 

behaviour.   

 

2.4.3.1.1 Organisational Encouragement  

In exploring the role of encouragement in achievement of organisational performance, the Purcell 

et al., (2003) ‘People Performance Model’ asserts that performance is a function of ‘Ability and Skill’; 

‘Motivation and Incentive’, and ‘Opportunity to Participate’.  Demonstrating the central role of people 

and the importance of line management activities in developing and sustaining high performing 
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organisations, the model reflects the significance of the people/performance relationship.  It describes 

impact of managerial practice, whereby people perform well when they possess the necessary 

knowledge and skills, are motivated and adequately incentivised, and their work environment 

provides adequate support and avenues for expression.  Bos-Nehles et al., (2013) identify how 

organisational and line managerial processes impact by facilitating the commitment, motivation, and 

job satisfaction necessary to encourage employees’ discretionary behaviour, and achieve positive 

performance outcomes. 

 

Thus, developing and sustaining a CE are seen to be dependent upon establishing organisational 

and managerial structures and behaviours which encourage and support employees to use their 

talents voluntarily (Holbeche, 2005) to go the extra mile (Purcell, et al., 2003).  Without positive 

interaction between senior management and front-line staff, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations 

are likely to suffer, and members will be less stimulated to generate and/or share new ideas, or create 

innovations to current product, service, and process (Reiss, 2012).  Senior management need to think 

holistically, generating their own new ideas but also knowing when to compromise and listen to 

others.  Board and senior management must be seen to encourage and support the quest for 

creativity, and sponsor initiatives that give employees the opportunity to be heard and give 

managers/employers the chance to hear and evaluate the colleagues’ views.  It is through this initial 

and sustained participation that buy-in, legitimacy, and enhanced practice can be cultivated, through 

heightened levels of vertical collaboration.    

 

Foss et al., (2013, p.302) identify the work environment as ‘a product of perception by an 

organisation’s employees’, which ‘moderates the relationship between creative potential and 

creativity’ (Collins & Cooke, 2011, p.337).  This can promote a culture that encourages creativity via 

shared vision, reward and recognition for creative work, and mechanisms to encourage active flow of 

new ideas, and fair and constructive judgements.  Such processes enhance intrinsic motivation in 

employees (Amabile et al., 1996) through promotion of positive mental impressions of the creative 

context (Mayfield & Mayfield, 2007).  This, in turn, leads to organisational progress (McFadzean, 

1999), effectively enhancing an organisation’s ability to respond to market opportunities, and thus 

compete successfully (Oldham & Cummings, 1996).  Organisational encouragement facilitates creative 

development through instruction or permission to be creative (Amabile et al., 1996), derived through 

a balance of top-down direction and support, and bottom-up participation, cross functional 

collaboration, and drive.  
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2.4.3.1.2 Autonomy and Freedom  

Achievement of creativity depends upon freedom to think and act creatively (Amabile et al.,   1996), 

where the individual’s degree of independence (Isaksen et al., 2009), and the sense of control over 

work and liberty to use imagination are crucial.  Ekvall (1996) defines freedom as independence of 

behaviour exhibited by people in an organisation, which requires high levels of ongoing trust and clear 

communication to work effectively.  Hope (2010, p.45) suggests that ‘creativity equals freedom and 

freedom equals creativity’, emphasising the need for an environment where employees feel free to 

experiment and try out different ideas, methods, and techniques in their work (Axelsson & Sardari, 

2011).  To the right individuals and groups, this can enhance both productivity and the quality of the 

results achieved.  Isaksen, et al., (2009, p.9) convey that with ‘more perceived autonomy and ability 

for individual discretion’, comes greater freedom (Sik, 2016) and levels of engagement, which lead to 

enhanced levels of idea generation, development, consideration, and experimentation (Far, 1990; 

Baruah & Paulus, 2008), and likelihood for creative ideas to result in novel and useful innovative 

improvements.  

 

Employees require freedom to explore ideas and a range of possibilities from which solutions can 

emerge (Shalley et al., 2000).  Such freedom covers the extent of boundaries, rules, and behavioural 

independence present within the organisation (Ekvall, 1996), which allow self-initiated activity and 

freedom of expression (Andriopoulos, 2001).  Freedom-endorsing organisations support individuals to 

exchange information and contacts freely, as well as promoting self-empowered decisions and 

activities (Porsze et al., 2012).  Pervaiz (1998) defines two types of autonomy for which organisations 

need to balance: operational, concerned with the individual, and promoting a sense of entrepreneurial 

spirit; and strategic, focusing on alignment of creative action to organisational strategy, with benefits 

including increased work rate and improved morale (Nesheim et al., 2017). Autonomy promotes 

entrepreneurial spirit and encourages individuality (Ahmed, 1998), stimulating creativity and intrinsic 

motivation (Hemlin et al., 2008), establishing greater self-efficacy, and leading to greater endeavour 

and creative output (Tierney et al., 2011).  Amabile (1998) identifies the establishment of clear goals 

as enhancing workers’ creativity, provided that they have autonomy to make decisions on how to 

reach them and can determine the best way to execute an assignment towards a given goal.  

 

2.4.3.1.3 Risk Taking 

Risk taking is the extent to which an improvement or change is pursued, and the speed with which 

an organisation responds to potential opportunities and threats.  The more open to change, and the 
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more rapid the response, decision, or action, the more risk-embracing the organisation.  The more 

content staff are with the status quo, and the more comfortable senior staff are with familiarity, the 

closer the organisation is to a low-risk climate.  An organisation that has a risk-averse climate promotes 

cautiousness, where individuals hesitate to challenge, and become more comfortable staying on the 

‘safe side’ (Ekvall et al., 2001, p.175).  Much like CI, creativity is heightened in a risk-tolerant 

environment (Woodman et al., 1993; Zhou & George, 2001), within an atmosphere that is constructive 

and positive, and where possibilities for experimentation are created (Ekvall, 1996). 

 

Instead of leaders appearing risk-averse, it is common for them to build momentum in creative 

activity by encouraging risk taking (Palanski & Vogelgesang, 2011).  This does not mean being 

unnecessarily reckless, making decisions without information (Isaksen et al., 2009), but rather 

supporting moderate and incremental risk-taking (Martins & Martins, 2002), which includes being 

tolerant of the uncertainty and situational ambiguity necessary and appropriate to allow a creative 

climate to evolve.  Axelsson & Sardari (2011) suggest that creativity naturally requires an element of 

risk taking, as new ideas, by their nature, have not been tested before.  It is here that management 

support is required, so that ideas can be discussed and developed beyond the initial, conceptual stages 

(Bunduchi, 2009).  Such support and trust, when sustained, can stimulate new levels in the ‘exchange 

and discussion of ideas, and allow employees to work on new problems’ (Dul et al., 2011, p.716).  This 

is not to say that all risks, significant or not, will bring forth hoped-for CI orientated improvements or 

solutions.  The ideology that creativity itself ‘is an inherently risky venture wherein the trial-and-error 

processes inevitably result in some failures’ (Palanski & Vogelgesang, 2011, p.260) is valid, but failures 

induce learning and the gaining of new information with which to approach future decisions.   

 

2.4.3.2 CE Theme 2: Atmospherics 

A positive, comfortable, and dynamic atmosphere can support positivity, productivity 

(Andriopoulos, 2001), and collaboration between employees, and so influence the level of traction 

towards a CI environment.  Whilst aligned with the overall cultural considerations, workplace and 

creative atmospherics emphasise the perceptions and realities of employees’ work daily.  Nystrom 

(1979) stated that styles of supervision and leadership have an important role to play, whereby 

democratic and participative styles appear to be conducive to positive mood and high levels of 

creativity, and more autocratic styles likely to diminish both.  Thus, it is imperative that leaders 

communicate effectively and attempt to facilitate appropriate atmospherics that encourage 

employees to challenge the present and act beyond received wisdom.  
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2.4.3.2.1 Supervisory Encouragement  

A creative workplace relies heavily on encouragement from managers and supervisors to support 

employees’ individual creativity, and so build an open, productive, and pleasant environment (Sarac 

et al., 2014).  Front-line management exercise discretion in their approach (Purcell et al., 2003), 

behaviour and style, contributing directly to the working environment, levels of employee creativity 

(Williams, 2001), and impacting significantly on employee attitudes, satisfaction, and performance.  

This not only ‘promotes employees’ feelings of self-determination and personal initiative at work’ but 

also ‘boosts the level of interest in work activities and enhances creative achievement’ (Foss et al.,   

2013; p.303 citing Oldham and Cummings, 1996).  This is accomplished by setting appropriate goals, 

and showing confidence in, and supporting, individual and workgroup contributions (Amabile et al., 

1996).  This can also be achieved via supportive, open, and positive interactions (Bailyn, 1985), support 

for a team’s work and ideas (Orpen, 1990), clear problem definition in creative processes (Getzels & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1976), and clarification of essential goals to enable progress (Amabile et al., 2004), 

where supervisors hold an important role in accommodating personal idiosyncrasies and allowing 

employees’ personal discretion, thus igniting intrinsic motivation.  Amabile (1998) further highlights 

the need for perseverance through tough challenges, and encouragement of collaboration and 

communication between employees.  

 

In agreeing that individual and team creativity is a critical element to achieving organisational 

competitiveness, Azim et al., (2019, p.837) state that ‘designing a supportive organisational climate 

transformational leadership can transform employees’ psychological state to get them to engage in 

creative processes, benefiting the organisational stakeholders by their unconventional creative 

behaviour’.  This is supported by Mahmood et al., (2019, p.741) who reveal that ‘transformational 

leadership has a significant impact on employees’ creative process engagement and that task 

complexity and support for innovation moderate the relationship between transformational leadership 

and employees’ creative process engagement’.  However, Kumar & Raghavendran (2015) identify the 

common perception that managers and supervisory staff can serve as blockers of creativity, rather 

than as creative role models who encourage and motivate employees to generate and implement new 

ways of working, where the attitudes of managers can be reflected by the actions of employees 

(Drucker & Nelson, 1995).  Thus, it may be argued that supervisors should not only support their staff 

but also become involved in their endeavours, to increase intrinsic motivation (Collins & Cooke, 2011), 

encouraging their creative endeavours (Oldham & Cummings, 1996).  Wen et al., (2017) note the 
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impact that leaders who embrace creative problem solving alongside their staff can have such 

reciprocal action enhancing the workplace atmospheric.   

 

2.4.3.2.2 Workgroup Support 

Just as supportive, non-controlling supervisory behaviour can boost employees’ intrinsic 

motivation and creativity, so analogous behaviours of co-workers can have similar effects (Shalley et 

al., 2004).  Rothouse (2020) notes that it is important for organisations to consider fully those factors 

that can support and hinder creativity, collaboration, and mindfulness among teams, Unzueta et al., 

(2020, p.1327) identifying a ‘lack of teamwork and poor assimilation of new CI routines’ as key barriers 

to establishing and reinforcing a CI environment.  Organisations are comprised of individuals and 

workgroups who, in an ideal scenario, hold a shared commitment, have a mutual openness to ideas 

(Amabile, 1996), are able to interchange and coincide in their views, and are all working towards the 

same objective.  Organisational creativity is therefore dependent on individuals working together in a 

complex socio-technical system towards co-creation of valuable, useful, and novel ideas (Woodman 

et al., 1993), such socio-technical systems may be characterised as emphasising collaboration and 

teamwork and embracing collective pride as a basis to develop trust and faith in individual talents 

(Hemlin et al., 2008).  This creates a safe environment where all members feel comfortable to present 

new ideas without fearing criticism (Klijn & Tomic, 2010), and that can improve levels of idea 

generation, and group innovation (Foss et al., 2013). 

 

Lee & Yoo (2020) state that, while research on team creativity is a relatively recent trend, the role 

of the team dynamic to enhance creativity is important in academia and industry, given the need for 

organisations to respond to changing environments.  ‘Team creativity begins with individual creativity’ 

(West & Anderson, 1996. p.1612), yet for any individual to be creative the impact of their immediate 

environment and work group must be considered (Muñoz-Doyague & Nieto, 2012).  The team and 

workgroup context clearly play a critical role in stimulating creativity (Liao et al., 2010) where the 

atmosphere within a team and the setting that the team sits in, are fundamental components of 

creativity as ‘employees are more creative when they experience constructive challenges based on 

ideas suggested by colleagues’ (Foss, et al., 2013, p.304).  This highlights the importance of the team’s 

social dimension in allowing creativity to flourish (Gupta & Banerjee, 2016). 

 

While group dynamics can change over time, a cohesive and supportive group can make a real 

difference to both individual and organisational performance (Purcell et al., 2003) and important 
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considerations including group composition, structure, and cohesiveness (Woodman, et al., 1993), and 

diversity and mutual openness have been demonstrated to positively impact creative thinking. 

Amabile et al., (1996) proposed that individuals should work within diversely skilled groups, where 

people communicate well, are open to new ideas, constructively challenge each other’s work, trust, 

help each other, and feel committed.  While subjecting individuals to an abundant range of 

extraordinary ideas has been demonstrated to stimulate creative thinking (Parnes & Noller, 1972) 

Albrecht & Hall (1991) covey the importance of constructively challenging them to build and enhance 

shared commitment.  Effective workplace communication is the key success and professionalism 

(Canadian Centre for Communication, 2003), generating stronger morale and a more positive attitude 

towards work.  When employees communicate effectively with each other, productivity will increase 

(Quilan, 2001), creating a more enjoyable place of work and reducing anxiety among co-workers 

(Makin, 2006).   

 

Shalley et al., (2004, p.939) propose that ‘individuals in teams are more creative when their co-

workers are supportive and encouraging’, where individual differences within workgroups may 

enhance individual creativity and the development of valuable solutions.  The aspiration is that a 

workgroup adopts a learning orientation that kindles creative ‘behaviour, collaboration and 

interaction that can generate new ideas that the individuals could not have produced alone’ (Sik, 2016, 

p.148).  Positive and constructive relationships between co-workers can increase creative self-efficacy, 

enhancing the level to which individuals recognise their creative role in the workplace (Tierney et al.,   

2011), and improve job performance and levels of intrinsic motivation (Nasir et al.,   2019)   

 

Advances in technology and their development and use within organisations (Thatcher & Brown, 

2010, p.290) have enabled further opportunities to assemble virtual teams, which ‘collaborate in the 

execution of a specific project while geographically and often temporally distributed, possibly 

anywhere within and beyond their parent organisation’ (Leenders et al., 2013, p.70).  Whilst virtual 

teams can be beneficial and, in some scenarios, necessary, they can become a hindrance.  Individual 

creativity results from interactions among people and physical proximity can be helpful, as it 

‘proliferates interaction’ (Gilson et al., 2005, p.522), which in turn is ‘expected to lead to more and 

better new ideas’ (Leenders et al., 2013, p.73).   
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2.4.3.2.3 Trust & Openness, Playfulness & Humour, Dynamism & Liveliness  

Trust and openness are more apparent in organisations where individuals feel comfortable sharing 

ideas and perceptions, and being frank, honest, and transparent with one another (Isaksen et al., 

2009).  Zain & Kassim (2012) note the relationship between trust and openness, and organisational 

competitiveness, where greater cross-functional communication, knowledge-sharing (Phung et al., 

2019), and open innovation practices lead to higher levels of trust and creativity among members 

(Amabile, 1996; Yström et al., 2015).  These influential features should be nurtured, developed, and 

sustained through formal and informal everyday teams and cross-departmental interactions (Shalley 

& Gilson, 2004) to positively enhance horizontal and vertical collaborations.  As trust is fostered 

through interpersonal relationships (Woodman, 2010), barriers to conversation and collaboration are 

lowered, and creative problem-solving, and improvement activity can heighten.  Similarly, diversity 

and a wide range of shared perspectives can characterise a trusting and open organisational 

environment (Oksanen & Ståhle, 2013).  Mellard & Parmentier (2020, p.67) share that the 

characteristics of ‘openness, and a space for socialisation and knowledge sharing could be favourable 

to creativity’, positively impacting working environments, effective use of applicable tools, and the 

mindsets of members. 

 

Andriopoulos (2001) cites a balance between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and a strong sense 

of mutual purpose and excitement as vital ingredients to employee enjoyment within the workplace. 

Creativity is not likely to flourish in an always serious atmosphere, where humour is considered as 

improper, a relaxed atmosphere, with laughter (Ekvall, 1996), playfulness and humour is required.  

Workplace fun provides an inexpensive, profitable mechanism of engagement, and correlates directly 

with increased job satisfaction, enhanced morale, and improved quality of customer service (Everett, 

2011) but playfulness can be perceived as a taboo in the workplace.  However, when individuals 

experience joy (Axelsson & Sardari, 2011), happiness, and playfulness (Lin et al., 2019) through sharing 

good-natured joking and laughter, stress levels are lowered (Isaksen et al., 2009), and employees 

become more engaged and productive.  Ekvall (1996) characterised the eventfulness of life as central 

to organisations, in which both dynamism and liveliness serve to generate a positive atmosphere.  

While dynamism requires both trust and openness to portray ideas successfully, creative momentum 

may be garnered and better led by welcoming psychological turbulence within an environment which 

is fluid and encourages challenge, between members and with the status quo (Porzse et al., 2012).  
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2.4.3.2.4 Debate and Conflict  

Although Cokpekin & Knudsen (2012) believe that debate is not relevant to creativity, and 

Dominguez (2013) shares their concerns regarding the detrimental effects this can have on employee 

motivation and creativity, when facilitated appropriately, debate can become a healthy method to 

facilitate exchange and discussion between differing, and at times opposing perceptions (Isaksen & 

Ekvall, 2010).  This allows ‘the occurrence and open disagreement between viewpoints, ideas, 

experiences, and knowledge where many different voices and points of view are exchanged and 

encouraged’ (Isaksen et al., 2009, p.9), yet management should recognise the key role they play in 

facilitating conversation, respect and understanding in the exchange and consideration of differing 

opinions (Mumford et al., 2002).  Rich and diverse of discussion of ideas can emerge, creating 

opportunities to harness the tacit knowledge of employees (Denti, 2007), and despite the potential 

for negative fallout, leaders should embrace the potential short- and long-term impact of such 

dynamic tensions (Marwa & Milner, 2013).  Debate is far more suitable within a CI environment, than 

an authoritarian approach where people neither question directives (Ismail, 2005) nor challenge the 

status quo.  Marwa and Milner (2013) highlighted that, within a creative and open culture, leaders can 

encourage constructive conflicts that fuel positive interactions, potentially fruitful conversation, and 

decision-making. Conflict does though carry a negative connotation (Ekvall, 1996), and can be 

detrimental to creativity and lead to the emergence of a climate of fear and serve as a potential 

distraction of employees’ focus away from their work (Andriopoulos, 2001).   

 

2.4.3.3 CE Theme 3: Resources  

Like the CI review, to cultivate initial and sustained creative practice, organisations need to ensure 

an appropriate level and range of applicable resources.  Andriopoulos (2001) suggests the key 

resources to building and sustaining a creative climate include: adequate time; skill, talent, and 

expertise; funding; materials; systems and process activity; relevant information; and the availability 

of training.  Williams (2001) emphasises the importance of the disposal of these resources to enhance 

creative results, which collectively drive collaborative action, idea generation, and ‘enable the 

implementation of new ways of working’ Foss et al., (2013. p.302).  However, the challenge may lie 

not only in acknowledging their need, but in choosing the right resources, and gaining authority to 

obtain them (Siks, 2016).  Galende & De la Fuente (2003) substantiate resources as an essential 

consideration, Collins & Cooke (2011, p.337) conveying their clear availability as a ‘stimulant to 

creativity’, while Ekvall (1996) notes their absence as a barrier to creativity within an organisational 

setting, whereby restrictions place practical limitations on what employees can accomplish in their 
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work (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990).  Hidalgo-Peñate et al., (2020, p.1) report the need for a better 

understanding of resources that can strengthen the innovation process, suggesting that ‘human 

capital and affective commitment alone do not have a relevant effect on creativity and so 

innovativeness without the existence of a suitable organisational culture that looks after employees’ 

wellbeing and foments collective activities’ is likely to fail. 

 

Amabile et al., (1998) argues that while a lack of resource such as time and funding can constrain 

employees’ creativity, giving them too much time can be demotivating and decrease creative 

performance, and therefore care is needed to allocate both appropriately and efficiently, to release 

the full potential of the workforce.  While funds are important, Weiss et al., (2012) found that strong 

creative climates can perform better when faced with financial constraint.  The combination of space, 

time, talent, motivation, and collaboration help staff to find solutions during challenging times, 

providing there is an appropriate mental and physical atmosphere.   

 

Andriopoulos (2001) identified sufficient time as an important resource to enhance creativity, 

which via its allocation enables employees to explore different perspectives and play with ideas. 

Without sufficient time to fully consider and explore solutions, employees are forced to adopt 

strategies which while potentially simple and effective are not so creative (Mumford et al., 2000) or 

effective.  Idea time can serve as an avenue to greater achievement of creative action (Zain & Kassim, 

2012) by stimulating cognitive processes (Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1999).  Consideration is required 

regarding the amount of time employees can devote to thinking about new ideas, improvements, and 

innovative solutions to existing problems (Isaksen 2007; Porzse et al., 2012), which can be effectively 

facilitated via a combination of scheduled activity and spontaneous conversation (Amabile 1998).  

However, time is a precious and limited resource, and due to internal and external pressures, its 

availability may not be evident in all organisations, since working days may already be fully occupied 

(Ekvall, 1996) and potential exists to cause further pressure and overburden from a psychological 

perspective (Hsu & Fan, 2007).  Yet with the support of senior and line management, an allowance of 

time within a CI orientated environment can produce the required opportunities to fully explore and 

develop new ideas without undue pressure or limitations (Dul et al., 2011; Isaksen et al., 2009). 

 

Andriopoulos (2001) and Amabile et al., (1996) concur that skills, knowledge, and expertise are 

essential resources, suggesting that an audit of workforce skills is essential in retaining and capitalising 

on valuable and creatively skilled employees.  Andriopoulos (2001) suggested that organisational 

creativity requires strategic decisions about human resources, it imperative that knowledge-bearing 
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staff level employees feel valued, encouraged, and able to participate in improvement originated 

activity.  Cook (1998) proposed that organisations should strive to attract and retain creative talent to 

stay competitive, further noting the ongoing availability of resources for improvement activity as 

essential to their retention.  Here organisations should recognise technology, training, and reasonable 

time deadlines (Mayfield & Mayfield, 2007) to help attract, develop, and retain creative talent within 

an organisation (Marwa & Milner, 2013).  Cook (1998) shared that creative organisations strive 

explicitly to attract, develop, and retain creative talents, who are eager to inspire, teach, learn, and 

take risks, and who can serve in a collective role to help unleash the potential of the workforce 

(Mumford, 2003).  Moreover, Amabile & Grykiewicz (1989) suggest that those with creative talent and 

experience can promote understanding of how best to utilise resources in driving creative activity.  

Leaders must detect, nurture, and train people (Woodman et al., 1993), ensuring that such skill and 

knowledge is recognised, utilised, and shared (Giustiniano et al., 2016).  Skill utilisation and knowledge 

sharing enhances an organisation’s ability to respond to opportunities, adapt to changing market 

conditions, and therefore to grow and compete successfully (Oldham & Cummings, 1996).  

 

In addition to the more traditional and recognised features of resources, Nonaka & Toyama, (2015) 

developed the concept of ba, which can be translated as a creative space.  Their notion is that 

organisations wishing to promote and fuel creativity and co-operation among staff must pay attention 

to the necessary space in which this can take place, not only physical space, but cultural, emotional, 

and thinking space; space that allows for creative collaborations, where people can meet, exchange 

ideas, and develop new innovative practices within a productive, stimulating, and neutral setting. 

 

2.4.3.4 CE Theme 4: System 

While this study focuses on identifying and exploring the key components of a system of CI (RO1) 

and evaluating the factors of CE in promoting CI traction (RO2) it is important to recognise that the 

cultivation of creativity itself needs to be reviewed from a system and structure perspective.   

Andriopoulos (2001) discussed the significant impact of organisational structures and systems on 

creativity.  While structure may prescribe what employees should do, employees need organisational 

systems and procedures which support and encourage expression and development of their creative 

potential (Shalley et al., 2000).  Purcell et al., (2003), discussing the AMO model, recognised the 

necessity to provide the workforce with opportunities to participate, which is more likely within a 

structure that allows bottom-up and horizontal communication, information sharing, and where 

leaders are transparent and open to new ideas.  Systems must be developed for planning and 
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monitoring creativity goals; providing feedback on performance; and designing and implementing 

appropriate recognition and reward systems that value employee creativity (Shalley, 2008). 

 

Csikszentmihalyi & Sawyer (1995) share that encouragement of the creative process is heavily 

dependent on social interaction between individuals, workgroups, and departments, which is unlikely 

in hierarchical organisations with limited integration between functions and levels (Tidd & Bessant, 

2012).  Such rigid structures inhibit the free-thinking necessary for creativity and improved business 

performance (Mullins, 2016; Mintzberg, 1989; Gupta & Banerjee, 2016), as they are dysfunctional and 

too controlling for attempts to configure creative and innovative action.  Foss et al., (2013, p.302) 

suggest that a ‘less-centralised structure’ facilitates innovation and creativity, one with fewer layers of 

hierarchy that allows for greater participation, a latitude for important decisions to be made 

inclusively, and higher levels of exposure and empowerment (McLean, 2005).   

 

2.4.3.4.1 Challenge & Involvement  

 Isaksen et al., (2009) describe challenge as the degree of involvement that employees have 

regarding daily challenges and long-term goals.  Carmeli et al., (2007) explain that a challenging work 

environment can have a beneficial influence, as creative people seek opportunities to improve 

performance in the workplace.  Challenging and complex job roles can increase employees’ levels of 

intrinsic motivation by enhancing their excitement about work and increasing their interest in 

completing their tasks (Shalley et al., 2009).  When challenge and levels of involvement are high, there 

are better chances for extensive engagement, commitment, and motivation, this requires individual 

needs, motives and working styles to be considered prior to task distribution, to promote the desire 

to perform to their full potential (Isaksen et al., 2001).  There is a debate surrounding the challenge 

factor.  While it is positioned as a potential stressor within the KEYS model (Ren & Zhang, 2015), from 

an intellectual perspective it has a positive impact and a strong correlation with intrinsic motivation 

and performance (Andriopoulos, 2001).  While increasing job complexity, and the opportunity to 

participate in improvement activity, can enhance individual and team productivity, this requires 

organisations to establish continuous cycles of high performance (Shalley et al., 2004).  It could be 

argued that to feel involved is to feel valued, and so emotionally connected to the team and/or 

organisation, however low emotional involvement can influence attitudes of alienation, indifference 

and subsequently demotivation; while emotional involvement is conducive to creating happy 

individuals, who can invest energy and increase potential for innovative outcomes (Ekvall, 1996; 

Ismail, 2005). 
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2.4.3.4.2 Workload Pressure  

While involvement can function as a positive driver, an overcrowded work schedule with unrealistic 

time pressures and expectations, can serve to move an individual across the fine line between 

challenging work and workload pressure.  Workload pressure is a common feature in organisations 

and has been found to have a negative effect on employees’ behaviour and performance (Waller & 

Giambatista, 2002), due to, but not limited to, time pressures, unrealistic expectations for 

productivity, and difficult relationships with peers and supervisors.  Amabile et alet al. (1996) arguds 

that time pressure can challenge individuals positively, and lead to greater intrinsic motivation, and 

higher levels of creativity, yet while a certain degree of pressure can have a positive effect on creativity 

and idea generation, extreme workload will undermine it (Foss et al. 2013) and cause a detrimental 

sense of overburden.   

 

The resource of time can be perceived as a necessary component (section 2.4.3.3), and while time 

pressure can be positive within a supportive organisational structure (Foss et al., 2013. p.304), 

insufficient time can be detrimental, and so serve as a constraint to creative potential (Collins & Cooke, 

2001).  Unrealistic deadlines may kill creativity or limit its development through a sense of being over-

controlled (Ekvall, 1996), where excessive work assignments can create undue pressure on employees 

(Mayfield & Mayfield, 2007), and serve as an impediment to engagement in creative cognitive 

processing (Amabile et al., 2002). 

 

When individuals constantly work long hours they cannot enjoy outside activities, which results in 

a poor work-life balance (Clarkberg & Moen, 2001), a less motivated workforce who are not excited 

about their job roles (Hobfoll, 2011), and where numerous demands have a negative association with 

psychological well-being, causing employee burnout through physical and psychological exhaustion 

(Edwards, 2008).  Subsequent poor health can then further impact on employees’ performance, 

productivity, job satisfaction, and desire to be involved in CI activity.  Flexible working hours have been 

identified as one of the most important means of balancing work and personal needs (Russell et al.,   

2009), and Beauregard & Henry (2009) report numerous positive benefits, including organisational 

commitment, reduced turnover of staff, and increased job satisfaction for employees. 
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2.4.3.5 Theme 5: Motivators  

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are important considerations, which organisations through their 

CI and CE endeavours, need to facilitate collaborative activity which can cultivate new and harnesses 

current levels of individual and team motivation.  Rather than a categorised framework CI system 

(RO3) aspect, motivation may be positioned as an underlying virtuous factor through the entire 

proposition.  Amabile (1998, p.77), suggested three key components that are necessary to individual 

and group creativity and innovation: creative thinking, expertise, and motivation, noting that ‘if you 

want to spark innovation, rethink how you motivate, reward, and assign work to people’.  Challenge 

and complexity of job roles can enhance motivation and creativity (Baer et al., 2003), while the 

opportunity to become more involved with decision-making is likely to lead to heightened motivation.  

This supports Herzberg’s (1966) two-factor factor theory, which suggests that satisfaction arises from 

the accomplishment of demanding tasks (Ewen et al., 1966). 

 

Reward and recognition can serve to influence individuals and teams positively (Malik et al., 2015), 

yet can be detrimental to intrinsic motivation (Amabile, 1996) where contingent rewards serve to 

control individuals’ behaviour, thereby diminishing intrinsic motivation and creativity (Shalley et al., 

2004).  This is because ‘the receipt or promise of reward involving one task should produce a reward 

expectancy that would generalise to new tasks, distract attention from the new tasks, and decrease 

creativity’ (Eisenberger et al., 1999, p.311).  Thus, a vicious cycle of underperformance can be 

established.  Each employee needs to feel appreciated and recognised for good performance in the 

workplace, and if such schemes are to be utilised, Mitchell & Mickel (1999) suggest a multi-

dimensional construct which allows for (a) achievement and recognition, (b) status and respect, (c) 

freedom and control, and (d) power.    

 

Motivated employees are more likely to be ‘persistent, creative, and productive, turning out high 

quality work’ (Amabile, 1993, p.185).  When individuals ‘seek enjoyment, interest, satisfaction of 

curiosity, self-expression, or personal challenge in the work’ they can be described as intrinsically 

motivated, and when they ‘engage in the work to obtain some goal that is apart from the work itself 

such as promised rewards or expected evaluations’ they are extrinsically motivated (Amabile, 1993, 

p.188).  From the CI perspective, organisations seek a balance of the two where new levels of 

organisational performance are reached, and individual productive learning spirals are cultivated and 

sustained.  
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2.5 Conceptual Findings 

By reviewing the CI and CE literature and theory (RO1 and RO2) initial findings can be drawn in the 

form of a conceptual framework.  The review of CI oriented CSFs, and the Mclean et al., (2017) failure 

factor model, collectively indicate several important features that require careful consideration, and 

the Bessant et al., (2001) Model gathers a wide array of factors and offers an excellent platform for 

organisations to track and evidence their evolution and level of maturity.  However, before an 

organisation can track progress over a longitudinal period, CI needs to be initially executed and initial 

traction realised, the literature review substantiating the continued call for a framework to better 

guide organisations in the implementation of (RO3).  In the identification and evaluation of the models 

and associated CE factors, a conceptual CE model was constructed (Figure 2.13), which the in the 

subsequent review was aligned with CI, the early findings revealing a potentially important role of CE 

in an organisation’s journey towards an environment of CI (RO2).   

 

Several CI and CE factors are aligned in function and purpose, including the need for knowledge-

sharing collaborations, the support and participative role of managers, leaders, and supervisors from 

all levels, the need and provision of resources, and consideration of how the endeavour will fit within 

the cultural and environmental setting.  While the cultural proposition is outside the immediate scope 

of the research, the associated factors need careful consideration regarding how a CI system, and 

associated CI and CE activity would fit within the unique nature of an organisation.  The literature 

review led to the identification of pertinent CI and CE themes and factors and the emergence of three 

preliminary CI Components (RO1): Internal Traction; System; and Value; summaries for each are 

presented in Figure 2.13. 
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The Internal Traction component to drives initial and sustained CI traction through the facilitation of 

horizontal and vertical collaborations.  Resources should be made available, and an appropriate 

collection of tools adopted to aid individuals and teams in sharing knowledge and collectively 

challenging the status quo.  This component brings together the initial assembly of internal 

mechanisms that collectively support an organisation to build CI traction where through the potential 

cultivation of appropriate creative atmospherics (RO2), staff are feel supported, able, and willing to 

engage and participate, and where creativity can be encouraged, unleashed, and harnessed to 

generate value through innovative practice.  This preliminary Internal Traction Component pools the 

CI and CE orientated themes that are displayed in orange in Figure 2.14.   

 

The System Component centres on the design, structure, and positioning of a CI system within which 

the Internal Traction component would sit.  Here the CI system expectations should be carefully 

considered to ensure effective co-ordination and control, and clear alignment of associated CI activity 

with organisational strategy.  This component embraces the need to adapt and evolve an 

organisation’s CI System to changing internal and external needs.  This preliminary System Component 

pools the CI and CE orientated themes that are displayed in blue on Figure 2.14.   

 

                                    

  

Figure 2.13: Conceptual Framework  

      Source: Author  
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While not as clearly depicted through the literature, the Value Component is proposed to ensure the 

recognition of value generation, challenging an organisation to ask how CI creates value, and how 

should it captured and shared to build system buy-in and legitimacy.  While the accomplishment of 

operational value is deemed essential, the research acknowledges the need to improve consideration 

of the behavioural perspective.  Although the literature review considers several CI orientated 

benefits, and several factors positioned within the CI and CE models could be labelled as value-

oriented, the research will draw further analysis from the empirical exploration to identify, consider, 

and evidence value attainment within the service provision.       

 

Finally, Figure 2.14 presents the reviewed collection of the CI- and CE-orientated models, themes, and 

associated factors, its construction emphasising the noted components, and synergies between the CI 

and CE phenomena.  While the initial conceptual findings position selected themes under the Internal 

Traction and System components, the empirical examination, which reviews the entire compilation 

and allows for additional factors to inductively emerge, seeks to further evaluate the role of individual 

CI and CE factors and their virtuous relationships with one another. 
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Figure 2.14: CI / CE Model Review & Alignment  

      Source: Author  
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Research Design  

This chapter provides the motivation behind, justification of, and evidence to support the 

credibility, reliability and rigour of the research design and the choices made to answer the objectives 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).  The format through which the research explores the CI and CE 

phenomena is defended; asking, ‘what is happening; when did it happen; why is it happening; and how 

has it come to happen in this way?’ (Marais, 2012, p.6). 

 

Understanding the nature of the research problem has a “significant impact on how it is 

researched” (Holden & Lynch, 2004, p. 406).  The research aim and objectives identify ‘important clues 

about the substance that a researcher is aiming to assess’ (Wahyuni, 2012, p.72) and therefore provide 

the key basis underpinning the research design (Saunders et al., 2019; Yin, 2012).  Consideration of 

the research options, and justification of choices made regarding all design decisions, including the 

‘selection of technique or techniques used to obtain data, and procedures to analyse the data’ 

(Saunders & Tosey, 2012 p. 1) have been addressed through an adapted version of the Saunders et 

al., (2012, p. 130) Research Onion (Figure 3.1)3.  The chapter considers Walter’s (2010) three essentials 

- the researcher’s standpoint, how s/he sees the world and their position in relation to others in 

society; the theoretical framework or paradigm used to conceptualise the collection, analysis, and 

interpretation of data; and a critical review of the methods chosen to gather information.  Sequential 

consideration of each layer and its implications facilitates coherent and justified research (Saunders & 

Tosey, 2012; Horn, 2012), through evaluation of the options, justification of choices, and reflection 

upon the evolution and limitations of the final research design; the emboldened options in Figure 3.1 

signify the chosen research design.   

 

In summary, the research embraces an Interpretivist philosophy, guiding ‘the way the problem is 

seen (ontology), how it is understood (epistemology), and the research methods accepted within the 

chosen research paradigm’ (Joslin & Müller, 2016, p.1046).  An abductive approach was adopted, 

deductively applying CI and CE theory, whilst inductively allowing additional themes and codes to 

emerge from empirical data collected via a longitudinal, embedded case study strategy.  With the 

 

 

3 Later variations of the model have been released (including 2019), yet the 2012 version, which was adopted 
from the outset, has remained the theoretical underpinning of the research design   
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choice of the mixed method complex option, the research is predominately qualitative, this offering 

the flexibility (Silverman, 2000) required to gain an in-depth understanding of the wider social context.  

Multiple methods of data collection and analysis were used to triangulate sources of evidence (Yin, 

2012), Interviews were the core component, analysed via a rigorous protocol of thematic analysis, 

based on the work of Braun & Clark (2006), and King & Brooks (2018), these were supplemented by a 

series of focus groups and a quantitative questionnaire.   

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Applied Research Onion  

      Source: Adapted from Saunders et al., (2012, p.130) 
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Data collection and analysis was conducted through a series of five cycles (Figure 3.2).  The initial 

Pilot Cycle was undertaken between September 2012 and January 2013, where the fields of study (CI 

and CE) were explored, and the research focus refined through a preliminary review.  Over this period, 

a deeper relationship with the Case-Study organisation was developed, the research design was 

formed, and in preparation for the empirical data collection, a favourable opinion granted by the 

Faculty Ethics Committee.  Between July 2013 and May 2015 three cycles of research were 

undertaken: each consisting of two data collection (DC) phases and a single initial data analysis (DA) 

point.  Whilst a preliminary data analysis was conducted on each data set (DS1, DS2, & DS3) during 

the individual cycles, a fresh and in-depth thematic analysis was completed once all data had been 

collected between 2017 and 2020.  
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Figure 3.2 Research Timeline 

        Source: Author 
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3.2 Research Philosophy  

Thorough consideration of the philosophy which underpins the methodology is essential to ensure 

an appropriate and relevant research design.  Every researcher commences with a paradigm of beliefs 

about how problems should be understood and addressed (Willig, 2008) which, Holden and Lynch 

(2004, p.397) suggest, allows the researcher to ‘make decisions regarding the research assumptions, 

strategies and methods of investigation’. Although there are several lists of philosophical choice4 this 

research adopts the options provided by Saunders et al. (2012) - positivism, realism5, interpretivism 

and pragmatism.  In seeking to define the contents of the paradigm Mertens (2015) and Guba and 

Lincoln (2005) use four philosophical dimensions – axiology, ontology, epistemology, and 

methodology - that help to clarify the researcher’s position and justify choices (Wahyuni, 2012; 

Onwuegbuzie & Frels, 2013), these dimensions are reviewed in turn.  

 

3.2.1 Axiology 

Axiology is ‘concerned with ethics, encompassing the roles of values in the research and the 

researcher’s stance in relation to the subject studied’ (Wahyuni, 2012, p.69-70).  In this research it is 

the researcher’s prior beliefs, knowledge, and experience, as both an academic and practitioner, 

which drive the research and affect the way in which reality, or indeed perceptions of it, may be 

investigated.  The researcher accepts that individuals do not come into research free of their own 

belief systems which may be reflected in the research process and, as such, ‘affect the object of study’ 

(Mayoh & Onwuegbuzie, 2013, p.4), therefore a critical and reflective approach was adopted through 

each stage of the research process.  Organisations are highly complex and fluid environments, 

resourced by unique personalities with varied perceptions, all taking the role of social actors, and 

holding differing perceptions crucial to this study.  As the research had evolutionary cycles of empirical 

data collection and analysis (Figure 3.2), the importance of not only the researcher’s perceptions and 

beliefs, but also the evolving and emergent perspectives and values of the social actors becomes of 

increasing significance.  Thus, the ongoing interplay between, and evolution of the researcher, the 

organisational state, and the social actors required continuous reflection and assessment.   

 

 

4 Myers (2009, citing Chua, 1986) focused on the research paths trod by qualitative researchers and looked to 
ensure that all establish their underlying assumptions, and distinguish and choose between the paradigms of 
positivism, interpretivism, and critical research, while Guba and Lincoln (2005) offer positivism, post-
positivism, critical theory, and constructivism.   

5 The Saunders et al., (2019) onion replaced realism with critical realism, and post-modernism 
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3.2.2 Ontology 

Research is a practical social activity (Tsoukas & Knudsen, 2003) that reflects ontological 

perspectives concerning what exists, Wahyuni, (2012, p.69) identifying ontology as ‘the view of how 

one perceives a reality’.  To ensure distinction, ontology can be further broken down into two 

contrasting perspectives: objectivist and subjectivist.  An objectivist (Saunders et al., 2019) or realist 

(Neuman, 2011) perceives the existence of reality to be external and independent of social actors and 

their interpretations of it.  Thus, ‘objectivism tends to be linked with the natural sciences’ (Holden & 

Lynch, 2004, p.404).  The complexity associated with the social sciences, leads most researchers to 

take a subjectivist (Williams & May, 1996) or nominalist adopter (Wahyuni, 2012) stance, whereby 

‘social phenomena are created from the perceptions and consequent actions of social actors’ 

(Saunders et al., 2016, p.111), and as such reality is dependent not only on social actors, but also the 

assumption that individuals contribute to development of social phenomena.  This research reviews 

different perspectives in seeking new insight, thus, ontologically, the study takes a subjective view of 

reality, looking at the fluid entity of social actors, and how situations evolve, which focuses on the 

complexity of ‘human sense-making’ (Myers, 2009, p.38).   

 

3.2.3 Epistemology  

Epistemology signifies the ‘beliefs on the way to generate, understand and use the knowledge that 

is deemed to be acceptable and valid’ (Wahyuni, 2012, p.69), reviewing what ‘constitutes acceptable 

knowledge’ (Saunders et al., 2019, p.112), and identified as the study of the building and distribution 

of knowledge in a particular field (Horn, 2012).  Epistemology drove the decision to ensure a rigorous 

process of thematic analysis of the entire data corpus (Section 3.8).  While arduous, this was essential 

to establish consistency in purpose and protocol, and credibility in the findings and analysis.  Although 

the performance impact figures provided by the case organisation were valuable, priority was given 

to data regarding social elements including personal stories, perceptions, experiences, feelings, and 

attitudes.  
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3.2.4 Research Paradigm/Methodology  

Ramsey (2011) identified that the relationship between research philosophy and methodology 

supports the researcher in making important decisions regarding research assumptions, strategies, 

methods of investigation, and how the data is interpreted and shaped into findings. Research 

philosophy and, by extension, the choice of research methods, can change through the research 

process, McLachlan & Garcia (2015, p. 208), corroborate McDonald (2011) in their discussion that 

philosophies need to be flexible, and at times fluid when applied to the social sciences, suggesting that 

‘being aware of the reflexive and provocative nature of applying philosophy in practice, along with a 

greater understanding of the way that different views of the social world will impact and construct 

one’s data’ should be recognised and considered.   

 

Positivism is the philosophical stance that describes the process of observing the social reality to 

result in ‘law-like generalisations’ (Remenyi et al., 1998, cited by Saunders et al., 2016, p.151), where 

the phenomena do not interact with any other factors and remain independent of the context 

(Craighead et al., 2007).  Realism proposes that the reality being observed is objective, and so 

independent of the mind and context (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  The significance of contextual factors 

and perceptual differences of the social actors in framing the research and the subsequent narrative, 

precludes consideration of such philosophies being adopted.  A pragmatist stance is identified as the 

‘middle-way’ (Holden & Lynch, 2004. p.406), allowing the researcher to include different philosophical 

stances. 

3.2.4.1 Interpretivism  

Interpretivists reject objectivism and the concept of a single truth as proposed in the realist 

philosophy, utilising a narrative form of analysis to describe specifics and highly detailed accounts of 

a particular social reality.  The researcher recognises that social reality may change and can have 

multiple perspectives (Hennink et al., 2011), where the diversity of participants’ backgrounds, 

perceptions, and experiences is placed within a broader social context of interaction, effectively 

contributing to the continuous construction and reconstruction of multiple realities over the period 

of the study.   

 

This research aligns with Myers (2009) discussion of the social phenomenon when researching with 

an interpretive stance, suggesting that ‘access to reality is only through social constructions such as 

language, consciousness, shared meanings, and instruments … focusing on meaning in context, aiming 

to understand the context of the phenomenon, since the context is what defines the situation and 
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makes it what it is’ (p.38-39).  Epistemologically, interpretivists are concerned with collecting 

qualitative data through narratives, stories, and perceptions, to gain rich insights into social situations 

(Saunders et al., 2019; Wahyuni, 2012), aspiring to better understand the phenomena through the 

meanings, and multiple observable realities that that people assign to them (Meyer, 2009).  This 

philosophical stance requires the researcher to understand the differences between humans in their 

roles as social actors (Saunders et al., 2019), and whilst respecting numbers, to focus on words, 

observations, and meaning (Creswell, 2009), and ensure that varied views are captured to maximise 

research authenticity (Collis & Hussey, 2014), exploratory depth, and rich and credible findings.  

 

The role of the researcher on the social construction of reality where the researcher takes the role 

of an interpretive agent, is considered by Singh (2015).  Interpretivism allowed for the inductive 

generation of patterns of meaning derived from the participants’ subjective perceptions, experiences, 

and personal constructs of reality (MacKenzie & Knipe, 2006; Creswell, 2009).  These differing realities 

amalgamated, actively constructed (De Massis & Kotler, 2014), and formed in the mind of the 

researcher (Stake, 2005), with the resultant knowledge being derived and refined through the creation 

of concepts, models, and schemas to make sense of human experience (De Massis & Kotlar, 2014).  

Through this study the collection, and interpretation of the social actors’ individual experiences, 

perceptions, and actions were collected and analysed over a longitudinal timeline, thus reflecting 

Donmoyer’s (2000) methodological perspective of knowledge creation through the continual and 

repeated engagement with the research context.  Singh (2005) reports that this reflects the strong 

process approach of Van de Ven & Poole (2005), where ontologically, the research builds a credible 

view of the phenomena and case organisation as a flow over time. 

 

The essential characteristic of an interpretivist phenomenology is that ‘it focuses on the 

descriptions of participants’ individual experiences (Creswell, 2009, p. 5) where each lived experience 

has a descriptive emphasis (Todres & Holloway, 2006), these shared by the participants through the 

duration of data collection.  Here, therefore it must be acknowledged that the researcher's 

subjectivities and role in the interpretation of meaning and data (Koch, 1995) can subsequently be 

interpreted by the researcher through their own knowledge and streams of consciousness; to ensure 

credibility and transferability a rigorous protocol of thematic analysis was adopted (Section 3.8).  
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3.3 Research Approach  

The research approach adopted reflects ‘the path of conscious scientific reasoning’ (Peirce, 1931 

cited by Spens & Kovacs, 2006, p. 375) through which new knowledge may be acquired.  There are 

two general approaches, deductive and inductive (Spens & Kovacs, 2006; Bryman & Bell, 2011), these 

conveyed by Hyde (2000, p.83) as ‘theory testing’ and ‘theory building’ respectively.  A combination 

of the two labelled as an abductive approach.  Kovacs & Spens (2005) developed their research process 

framework (Figure 3.3) identifying key indicators to differentiate between the three approaches.  The 

framework presents the inductive (orange), deductive (purple) and abductive (green) paths, and 

transitions through the development of proposition, application, and testing, concluding with an 

original contribution and/or advancement in knowledge (Spens & Kovacs, 2006, citing Arlbjorn & 

Halldorsson, 2002).   

 

 

 

Figure 3.3 Research Process Framework 

      Source: Kovacs & Spens (2005, p.376) 

 

Abduction, which has been adopted for this study, allows the researcher to utilise the strengths of 

both approaches; effectively utilising a combination of deduction and induction in the same research 

study (Williams 2007: Silverman 2013).  Not only does this allow the researcher to employ and draw 

the benefits of each (Williams, 2011), and serve to ensure a robust research design (Williams, 2007), 

but ‘it is in this constantly iterating cycle of deduction and induction that the real creative process of 

the research takes place’ (Pettigrew, 1997, p.344), ‘weav[ing] new theory out of what is already known 

and what becomes known through the empirical data’ (Singh, 2015, p.137).  The thematic analysis 
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protocol (Section 3.8) deductively applied the components of existing theory (identified and reviewed 

through the literature Review6) alongside inductive considerations that emerged from the empirical 

data, with the objective of reviewing CI (RO1), and CE (RO2) towards the contribution of a novel 

Framework (RO3), the CI Traction Framework (CITF) which moved through a series of design 

adaptations over the longitudinal time horizon of the study (Appendix 8.5). 

 

The abductive process commences via empirical observation (Spens & Kovacs, 2006), seeking new 

insights of the phenomenon under review.  As reflected on through the earlier discussions of axiology, 

ontology and epistemology, this starting point requires the researcher to make observations within a 

real-life setting, to hold a balance of knowledge and open mindedness, and allow reality to emerge 

without preconception.   Abduction is generally understood as reasoning from effect to cause or 

explanation (Spens & Kovacs, 2005, citing Lamma et al., 1999), with the aim of reflecting upon current, 

and suggesting new, theories (Spens & Kovacs, 2006, citing Kirkeby, 1990; Peirce, 1934) where 

potential generalisations occur after applying, and testing through further empirical studies.  This type 

of research initiates a creative and iterative process (Pettigrew, 1997; Taylor et al., 2002) whereby 

empirical findings guide the subsequent search and analysis of literature.  In this research this was 

conducted through each of the three research cycles (Figure 3.2) and served to initiate a process of 

theory matching or systematic combining (Spens & Kovacs, 2006, citing Dubois & Gadde, 2002), to 

test, extend, and/or build new theoretical contributions.   

 

3.4 Research Strategy 

For Saunders et al. (2019) the research strategy is the methodological link between research 

philosophy and the subsequent choice of methods used to collect and analyse data.   Figure 3.1 

presents several potential strategies, each of which can be, individually or in tandem, justifiably 

practical, feasible, and applicable, dependent on the research focus.  This study adopts the 

combination of the Case Study Strategy and Narrative Enquiry as the ‘way of finding empirical data 

about the world’ (Myers, 2009, p.53), and the CI (RO1), and CE (RO2) phenomena within a real-world 

setting.   

 

 

6 Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model, McLean, et al., (2017) Themes of CI Failure, Amabile et al., (1996) 
KEYS Model, Ekvall (1996) and Moultrie & Young (2009) Creative Climate, and Andriopoulos, (2001) Five 
Enhancements Factor Framework. 
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While experiment, survey, and archival research were seen as unsuitable from an early stage in the 

study, grounded theory, ethnographic and action research were considered as potential options.  

Grounded theory (GT) is an inductive method seeking to develop theory that is grounded in data that 

has been systematically gathered and analysed.  Glaser and Strauss (1967) identify it as suitable for a 

range of business and management research, most applicable to researchers who aim to lift data to a 

conceptual level, and draw conclusions (Suddaby, 2006) in the development of theoretical 

explanations of social interactions and processes (Saunders, et al., 2019).  While aspects of GT have 

been adopted, due to the early review of literature and iterative nature between its evolution and the 

empirical exploration, GT was not in its whole sense embraced.  Ethnographic research focuses upon 

‘describing and interpreting the social world through first-hand field study’ (Saunders et al., 2007, 

p.597), to offer ‘rich insight into the human, social, and organisational aspects of the organisation’ 

(Myers, 2009, p.92).  Although unfeasible due to the six-to-twelve-month immersion period required, 

this option, working within a University Sabbatical, is a strategy the researcher would like to adopt for 

future studies.  Action research ‘aims at solving pertinent problems where problem owners and 

engaged researchers learn together and reflect in the same co-generative process’ (Levin, 2012. p.5) 

to unravel ‘current practical problems whilst expanding scientific knowledge’ (Myers, 2009, p.55).  

Although this consultancy style option was appropriate and attractive to researcher and the case 

organisation alike, it was ultimately regarded as impractical due to the risks imposed by potential 

changes within the case organisation through the longitudinal time horizon of the study.   

 

3.4.1 Case Study and Narrative Enquiry 

The use of Case Studies (CS) has been identified as a powerful method to generate managerially 

relevant knowledge (Amabile et al., 2001) and providing potentially ‘ground-breaking insights’ (De 

Massis & Kotlar, 2014. p.15), and was chosen by the researcher as the natural, credible, and most 

appropriate fit for the study.  The CS strategy focusses on a ‘bounded situation or system’ (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011, p.68) that allows for a deep analysis of the unique features of a case, and facilities an in-

depth investigation of a real-life contemporary phenomenon in its natural context (Woodside 2010; 

Yin 2012).  CS design allows the researcher to explore, test, and build theory, offers the opportunity 

to collect and analysis multiple interpretations of the same phenomenon, that is particularly suitable 

and ‘valuable where a planned change is occurring in a messy real-world setting, and when it is 

important to understand why such interventions succeed or fail’ (Keen 2006, cited by Halank, 2010, 

p.79). 
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Myers (2009, p.76) states that ‘case study research in business uses empirical evidence from one or 

more organisations where an attempt is made to study the subject matter in context’, using multiple 

sources of evidence, collected from real people in real organisations to make an original contribution.  

Case studies investigate ‘contemporary phenomena within real-life contexts’ (Yin, 1994, p. 13), 

producing a detailed understanding of the realities and meaning in which activities occur (Aczel, 2015; 

Saunders et al., 2019).  Narrative enquiry (NE) ‘embraces narrative as both the method and 

phenomena of study’ (Clandinin, 2007, p. 6) and presents an opportunity to gather rich data from 

personal experiences, perceptions, and stories (Haydon et al., 2017), which Easterby-Smith et al., 

(2002) suggest are crucial to understanding behaviour and access to deeper organisational realities.  

The combination of CS and NE facilitates the development of ‘generalisable concepts and models 

which underpin the theoretical debate, add to existing knowledge, and inform the research agenda’ 

(Johnston, 2014, p. 211), yet the resulting story needs to be plausible, and the study one that other 

researchers recognise as a new contribution to knowledge.  

 

3.4.2 The Case Study Process 

Yin (2009, p.57) describes CS research as one ‘that starts from developing theory to writing cross-

case reports’.  Yin (2018) further suggests that the case study method is mainly concerned with the 

analysis of qualitative evidence in a reliable manner, based upon a valid research plan to deliver 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability.  The alignment of this study in 

alignment to Yin’s process, is presented in Figure 3.4 and the plausibility and validity of the research 

process, and the collection and analysis of data from within the CS is reviewed through the Research 

Evaluation (Section 3.10).   

 

Research which adopts a CS strategy can be exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory in design 

(Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005).  To achieve the detailed answers to the ‘what’, ‘why’, and ‘how’, 

objectives of this research (Saunders et al., 2019; Yin, 2018) a prominently exploratory CS research 

strategy was adopted, intending to build a narrative of two units of analysis (UOA), and contributing 

a real-world and in-depth analysis of CI within the service industry.  This allowed for the basis of 

enquiry to be initially broad across the CI and CE phenomena; the investigation narrowing as the 

research progressed (Saunders et al., 2019), allowing the researcher to ‘seek new insight and find out 

what is happening and obtain new insights into current situations and issues’ (Anderson, 2013, p.15).   
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Figure 3.4 Case Study Process 

      Source: Yin (2009, p.58) 

 

3.4.3 Case Study Sample  

Saunders et al., (2019) divide sampling techniques into two types, probability, and non-probability, 

non-probability assuming that ‘the sample cannot be chosen statistically at random’ (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 233).  A non-probability and purposive stance was adopted for this study, the opportunity to 

conduct research within a suitable CS organisation emerging opportunistically from a ‘collaborative 

problem-solving workshop’7.  The researcher received an invitation to build a partnership with the CS 

organisation that allowed for access over a four-year period8, and the completion of Research Cycles 

1, 2 and 3, (Figure 3.2).  The agreement, and open platform offered ensured all staff from all the 

relevant populations had the opportunity to participate and discuss their perceptions, experiences 

and stories associated with the CI system and associated initiatives.   

 

Stake (1995) states that cases with greatest learning potential should be selected.  The CS chosen 

was a ‘critical’ case, meeting the criteria set by Patton (2001), providing an applicable and feasible 

platform to harvest results, and offering a wealth of practical evidence (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008) 

regarding the CI and CE phenomena.  It had a rich and insightful story to share, operating within a 

messy environment of internal and external change, which over the duration of the study provided 

 

 

7 Ffacilitated by the researcher and hosted by the University of Portsmouth Business School 
8 A corporate non-disclosure agreement and University based ethical approval ensured clear parameters 

regarding confidentiality and anonymity. 
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the opportunity for the analysis and comparison of two bounded CI systems, identified as individual 

UOA, and termed as Case Study 1 (CS2) and Case Study (CS2).  A synopsis of the case organisation and 

UOA are presented through section 4.2. 

 

3.4.4 Single to Multi Case Evolution   

The argument of whether to engage in a single or multiple, holistic, or embedded CS strategy is 

well documented (Meyer, 2001; Yin, 2003).  Eriksson & Kovalainen (2008) comment that those who 

adopt a multiple CS strategy do not study each in detail but instead look to answer the predetermined 

questions and/or objectives in each, Tsoukas (1989) suggesting that whilst a multiple CS allows for an 

extensive comparison within various contexts, a single CS allows for an intensive review and in-depth 

exploration.  Myers (2009, citing Lee, 1989) suggests that whilst it is possible to generate theory from 

a single case study, ‘theory created from multiple cases is considered more robust because the 

arguments are more deeply grounded in varied empirical evidence’ (De Massis & Kotlar, 2014, p.18).  

 

The research initiated with a single CS, and although this can richly and persuasively describe the 

phenomenon (De Massis & Kotler, 2014), the researcher decided that a nested approach (Yin, 2003), 

expanding the study to explore two embedded UOA within the same CS organisation offered the 

opportunity to heighten validity.  Yin (2003) suggests that this provides a stronger base for theory 

building and permits the elimination of alternative explanations, so potentially resulting in a greater 

contribution, value, depth, and credibility.  The opportunity to explore and compare two individual 

UOA, each establishing their own independent, departmental CI systems, became a possibility during 

the second DC phase of Research Cycle 1 (Figure 3.2).  Early indications were that although working 

under the same board and organisation-wide strategic imperatives, the second UOA had interestingly 

established its CI system and associated initiatives very differently.  Thus, a multiple embedded CS 

strategy was adopted, allowing for the collection of in-depth data that would traditionally result from 

a single CS analysis, and facilitating a rich understanding of the context (Saunders, 2012, citing 

Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007), whist enhancing the possibility of revealing something new about a 

phenomenon (Saunders et al, 2019), further exploring the questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ (Yin, 2018).  
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3.5 Research Choice  

A researcher can adopt a quantitative (numbers based) and/or qualitative (words based) stance, 

the choice having a ‘profound effect on the focus and conduct of research projects, especially the choice 

of method’ (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005, p.379).  Saunders et al.’s (2012) selection of research 

choices, including: ‘mono method’9: ‘multi method’10:; and ‘mixed method’11:  In synergy with the 

interpretivist philosophy (Denzil & Lincoln, 2005) and abductive approach (Suddaby, 2006), this study 

explores the CI (RO1) & CE (RO2) phenomena through ‘mixed method complex’ research (Saunders et 

al., 2019).  Predominantly sat within the qualitative domain, positioned at level 2 of the Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Turner (2007) research continuum (Figure 3.5), and aligned with the Marshall (1996) 

dimensions of qualitative research (Figure 3.6), this research utilised a combination of methods 

(Section 3.6) which offer the necessary flexibility (Silverman, 2000) to garner an in-depth 

understanding of the wider social context, and fully address the research objectives.  

 

  

 

Figure 3.5 The Three Major Research Paradigms 

      Source: Johnson et al., (2007, p.64)  

 

 

 

9 the use of a single data collection technique and analysis procedure, either qualitative or quantitative 
10 utilising more than one data collection technique and analysis procedure, all of which are either quantitative 

or qualitative 
11 which can be either ‘simple’, by utilising a single quantitative and single qualitative data collection technique 

either in parallel or sequentially, or a more ‘complex’ combination of quantitative and qualitative techniques 
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Figure 3.6 Quantitative (green) and Qualitative (orange) Dimensions    

      Source: Marshall (1996, p.524) 

 

Utilising solely quantitative methods through this type of study would serve to capture surface 

level information from a wide band of people, and seek to objectively use correlations to understand, 

predict, or influence what people do (Baker & Edwards, 2012), so limiting the depth of findings.  

Qualitative data is better equipped to discover the ‘how’ and ‘why’ people perceive, reflect, role-take, 

interpret, and interact (Anderson, 2013), and so more suitable to fulfil the research objectives.   

 

3.5.1 The Qualitative Choice  

Qualitative research is well suited to explore and understand the meaning individuals and/or 

groups ascribe to a social or human problem (Creswell, 2014), and its wider social context.  In targeting 

the exploration of social relations and describing the narrative of reality experienced by the 

participants (Adams 2007), this study commences from the standpoint that people understand and 

relate to things cognitively (Horn, 2012), this facilitating and valuing cultural expression, and aspiring 

to build new understanding from within their natural context, utilising indicators such as words, 

stories, experiences, perceptions, beliefs, and other communicative representations as non-numerical 

symbolic information (Creswell, 2014), regarding the CI and CE phenomena.  This study defines its 
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nature through Yin’s (2018) five-point synopsis (Figure 3.7) of qualitative research, ensuring that each 

is evidenced, in the delivery of a credible contribution through a trustworthy research design.   

 

 

 

Figure 3.7 Five Point Synopsis of Qualitative Research  

      Source: Yin (2010, p.161) 

 

 

In recognition of the limitations and potential challenges of qualitative research, the researcher 

recognised and considered Bryman and Bell’s (2007) critique relating to the potential to be too 

subjective, to lack transparency, for difficulties regarding replication, and the challenge regarding the 

generalisable results.  Creswell and Miller (2010) state that qualitative research must demonstrate 

credibility, and the inferences drawn from the data, through procedures and tests of validity.  The 

tests, and quality assessment adopted, aligned with the Marais (2012) framework (Figure 3.8), are 

reviewed in Section 3.10 (Research Evolution).  These key criteria are used extensively in social 

sciences research (Bryman, 2012) to evaluate the ‘credibility which parallels internal validity, 

transferability which resembles external validity, dependability which parallels reliability and 

confirmability which resembles objectivity’ Wahyuni (2012, p.77).   
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Figure 3.8 Key Epistemic Criteria 

      Source: Marais (2012, p.69) 

 

3.5.2 Mixed Methods  

Yin (2009) advocates the use of multiple sources of evidence as critical in case study research to 

ensure intellectual vitality, Hesse-Biber & Nagy (2010), add that this assists in ensuring and evidencing, 

rigour, credible outputs, and generalisable research outcomes.  A well-designed combination of 

methods can provide opportunities to garner a fuller understanding of the phenomena of interest by 

utilising the strength of one to augment another (Sale, Lohfeld & Brazil, 2002), i.e., the use of ‘both 

qualitative and quantitative data, neutralises the weaknesses of each form of data’ (Creswell, 2014, 

p.14-15).   The Saunders et al (2012) Research Onion (Figure 3.1), proposes that all research should be 

defined as, and distinguished between, mixed, multi or mono-method studies.    

 

 A single method used in isolation would not be sufficient to effectively handle the nature of the 

research problem (Invankov et al., 2006; Mayoh & Onwuegbuzie, 2013), whereas a combination of 

methods enables the complex nature of a phenomenon to be explored thoroughly and form multiple 

perspectives.  Greene et al., (1989) suggest five motivations for adopting a mixing method choice: to 
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seek convergence, corroboration and correspondence of results through enhanced triangulation; 

complementing methods to elaborate, enhance, illustrate, and clarify results from one method to 

another; to develop and refine one method having reviewed the findings of another; initiation to seek 

out contradiction and new perspectives, recasting questions or results from one method with 

questions or results from another; and expansion, which looks to extend the breadth and range of 

enquiry.  Bryman (2006) agrees noting the opportunity to draw from the strengths of each method 

and derive a higher degree of triangulation, to heighten the study’s level of credibility and integrity, 

and in the delivery of a more comprehensive account regarding the phenomena of enquiry, contextual 

understanding, and explanation of findings.  In addition, he notes the potential benefit in the 

broadened opportunity to collect and include diverse views, experiences, and stories, which uncover 

relationships between variables and reveal meaning amongst participants, and where one method 

can generate unexpected results which can be further understood by employing and/or reviewing the 

findings/results from another.  This last point is supported by Bazeley (2015, p.33) stating that 

additional insights can be ‘gained when data derived from different methods are viewed together, 

compared and contrasted with the discrepancies explored, and coordinated into an integrated 

conclusion”.  

 

However, strong mixed methods studies must address the decision of ‘how to integrate the data as 

well as timing and priority’ (Creswell & Clark, 2011, p.2153) and Harrison (2012), and Tashakkori & 

Creswell (2007) call for qualitative and quantitative data sets to be integrated effectively to ensure 

they become more than merely a collection of methods.  Creswell and Clark (2011) noting that 

interaction, independence, and synthesis requires careful consideration, where the data analysed 

should be utilised to generate complementary and triangulated findings.  Bazeley (2015, p.33) conveys 

the need for clear ‘evidence of interdependence between different methods or approaches taken to 

gathering and analysing data.  Interdependence speaks to a meaningful exchange between the varied 

approaches, which will be reflected in the way the study is conducted and its results are reported.  It is 

through the meaningful exchange and reporting that the benefit of mixing methods becomes 

apparent’.  

 

Mixed methods have been determined by Cresswell & Clark (2011) to be ‘fixed’ where the design 

is predetermined and followed as planned, or, ‘emergent’, where the initial approach is found to be 

inadequate, an issue with the design is found (Morse & Niehaus, 2009), or an opportunity to adapt 

arises.  This study incorporates qualitative (Interviews and focus groups), and quantitative 

(questionnaire) methods, where ‘the supplementary components (lowercase) provide explanation or 
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insight within the context of the core component (uppercase)’ (Morse & Niehaus, 2009, p.2), the 

interviews serving as the core strand through the ‘QUAL-qual-quan’ design.  The adoption of a mixed 

method choice for this study offered the opportunity to match rigour with relevance (Tushman & 

O’Reilly, 2001), on the one hand rendering the work applicable, useful, and valuable to a professional 

audience (McGahan, 2007), and on the other, to be counterintuitive in challenging the established, 

and in the development of new theory (Bartunk et al., 2006), this rendering the work relevant, and of 

interest to the academic audience.   

 

3.6 Research Methods 

Although documents were collected12 and an observation dairy kept13, these methods were not 

selected to feature through the study, the final grouping of ‘mixed methods’, being interviews (QUAL), 

focus groups (qual), and a questionnaire (quan); see Figure 3.9.  This combination offered a cohesive 

and complementary set of methods, designed to gain in-depth and detailed data (Bryman & Bell, 2011) 

regarding the CI and CE phenomena in a critical real-world setting.  A series of semi structured 

interviews served as the core component of the research, utilised to gain insight into the unique and 

shared perspectives, experiences and stories of participants, these supplemented with several focus 

groups, presenting the opportunity to facilitate and stimulate conversation between CS1 and CS2 

participants through research cycles 1 and 2, and through cycle 3 to, in greater detail, review and 

compare the UOA timelines and evolutions, enabling gaps to be filled, matters of interest to be 

probed, and to further explore and seek explanations to emergent factors.  Each of these components 

was analysed utilising the same thematic protocol (Section 3.8), the findings and results were blended 

to draw a valid and relevant narrative.  The study utilised a questionnaire as a quantitative and 

supplemental method, conducted during Research Cycle 2, and focused on the CE (RO2) element of 

the research.    

 

 

12 Although the document analysis served to offer an enhanced level of triangulation, due to branding and 
content it proved very difficult to ensure the anonymity and confidentiality of the organisation and individuals 
concerned.  In addition, the researcher held concerns regarding bias and access, regarding whether the 
document sample collected was balanced, and whether additional documentation may have been withheld. 

 
13 Having spent extended periods of time with the organisation (up to five days at a time), observation allowed 

the researcher to cover events in real time, and the opportunity to reflect upon the contextual surroundings, 
behaviour, and motives.  Having kept an observation diary, the decision was made to abandon its use due to 
concerns regarding its validity on a longitudinal basis, and reflexivity in that events may proceed differently 
due to them being observed.    
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Figure 3.9 Adopted Methods  

      Source: Author  

 

 

3.6.1 Interviews and Focus Groups 

Qualitative interviewing is ‘one of the most prominent and utilised research methods’ (McLachlan 

and Garcia, 2015, p.198), ‘used in almost all kinds of qualitative research’ (Myers, 2009, p.121), by 

substantial numbers of researchers (Qu & Dumay, 2011), ‘across a range of philosophical spectrums’ 

(McLachlan & Garcia, 2015, p.198).  Interviews present the opportunity to gain insight into an 

individual’s experience, knowledge, and perspectives, thus gaining an enhanced understanding of the 

social phenomena (Boeije, 2010) in question.  Saunders, & Townsend (2015, p.937) suggest that 

qualitative interviews offer ‘ecological validity, rich insightful accounts, and the ability to help make 

sense of complex organisational realities’.  They allow a productive setting, within which to listen, 

prompt, encourage, and direct a discussion to explore, and better understand the participant’s world, 

and their perceptions, opinions, and stories.  

 

There are numerous options regarding the type of interview, and the way the interviews are 

conducted.  The method can be subdivided, as it has been done for the purposes of this study, into 

focus groups and individual 1-1 interviews, each of which can be structured, semi-structured, or 

unstructured in design (Bryman & Bell, 2011), and conducted face-to-face (Qu & Dumay, 2011), online 

(Skype/Webex/Zoom), or via the telephone (Cachia & Millward, 2011).  The flexibility and level of 

access from the case organisation and participants alike, allowed for the interviews and focus groups 

to be conducted on a face-to-face basis through the three years and six phases of data collection, and 
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the administrative timetabling and scheduling support ensured the efficient use of researcher’s and 

participants’ time.   

 

The purpose of opting for one-to-one, face-to-face, semi-structured interviews as the core 

component was ‘the opportunity for the researcher to probe deeply to uncover new clues, open up new 

dimensions of a problem and to secure vivid, accurate inclusive accounts that are based on personal 

experience’ (Burgess, 1982, p. 107, cited in Dawson, 1997, p.398/399), and to uncover what was in the 

participant’s mind, and explore those things not directly observable (Patton, 1990).  The interview 

questions allowed the participants to share their perceptions of CI, and the associated CS1 and CS2 CI 

systems within the case organisation, the participants shared, and the researcher captured stories 

that stemmed from the participant’s own personal experiences.  The semi-structured format 

permitted the inclusion of ‘open-ended questions that are few in number and intended to elicit views 

and opinions from the participants’ (Creswell & Creswell, 2018 p.187), enabling the exploration of 

issues, the flexibility to capture depth, further investigate unanticipated answers, and to create a clear 

record of respondent beliefs (Anderson, 2013; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Wahyuni, 2012).  While the 

focus narrowed as the research moved through the three cycles, the initial areas of enquiry, and allied 

questions encompassed the following:   

 

- Knowledge, Understanding and Purpose of the CI System  

- Level of Participation within the CI System and Associated Initiates   

- Positive and Negative Perceptions of the CI System and Associated Initiates 

- Perceived Successes / Benefits  

- Perceived Challenges / Obstacles  

- Suggested and Planned, Modifications, Improvements and Changes  

 

Anderson (2013, p.213) suggests semi-structured interviews as particularly suitable for inductive 

and/or abductive approaches, allowing the option to ‘modify lines of enquiry in a way that a 

questionnaire or structured interviews may not’, so that rich data is collected with value and meaning.  

The interview configuration provided consistency in focus and scope, whilst allotting a proportion of 

time for conversation to pursue unique and emergent lines of enquiry, so allowing deductive and 

inductive themes to surface and be further explored.  This allowed the freedom for the researcher to 

move ‘off script’ and the interview to flow into unexpected paths, and improvise, whilst keeping the 

conversation relevant.  The question set was a platform from which to probe into the CI and CE 

phenomena, allowing the social actors’ (participants) voices and personal constructions and 
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perceptions of reality to be revealed (Jabri & Pounder, 2001), and so facilitate the later generation of 

an ‘in-depth reflection and narrative’ (Jones & Woolley, 2015, p.58). 

 

Myers (2009) speaks of the need for a researcher to set strong and respectful foundations, before, 

during, and throughout the interview process, including dressing in suitable attire, so to mirror the 

organisational culture, acting in a professional yet open manner, and using appropriate language and 

behaviour.  During Data Collection Point 1 of Research Cycle 1 (Figure 3.2), the initial part of which 

was situated at the Case Organisation Head Office, a full suit was worn to meet with board level and 

CI Management, however, it was soon recognised that a smart-casual approach was more suitable 

and was adopted.  Furthermore, knowledge of the field of study and the organisation was important 

to display competency, to build rapport with participants, and to best guide the interview effectively 

to draw valuable insight.  

 

Eliciting skills are crucial to gain the understanding of the ‘who, what, why, where, when, and how’ 

of the phenomena in question (CI & CE).  In this regard, Meyer (2009,) cites Esterberg (2002) in 

suggesting that interviews offer the most value when collecting interviewees’ experience of 

behaviour, opinions and values, feelings, factual knowledge, sensory experiences, and personal 

backgrounds.  To effectively unearth, the semi-structure interview format, each lasting on average 45 

minutes, utilised a mix of open, probing, and specific questions to explore the CI journey of each UOA. 

 

The interview process itself evolved naturally, moving through various phases (Myers, 2009), and 

aligned with Fielding’s (1993) guided conversation technique.  The interviews began with a pre-

interview phase, where engagement, trust and credibility were built, permission requested to digitally 

record the interview (Corbin & Morse, 2003), and confirmation of informed consent obtained (the 

scope of the interview being included in the initial email and information and consent forms).  This 

stage was important for setting expectations, hopes, and parameters, assuring that the interviewees 

understood the purpose of the study, and offering an opportunity to ask any questions. The tentative 

phase served as the point where participants were asked questions and could share perceptions and 

viewpoints.  While recognising the need to keep the interview within the intended boundary of 

investigation, and allow emergent threads to be explored, the researcher, where appropriate, 

adopted the Whyte (1982) Steering Scale (Figure 3.10), to lead interviewees to reflect further upon 

issues more explicitly, and divulge information relevant to the study.  The immersion phase allowed 

the conversation to delve deeper into areas of interest, and emergent lines of enquiry.  The 

importance of keeping the interview within the research boundaries, attentively listening, and 
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restraining natural response, proved as important learning points through the pilot and research 

study.  

 

 

 

Figure 3.10 Restrictive Steering Scale   

      Source: Whyte (1982, p. 112) 

 

A focus Group is, rather than a 1-1 conversation, a ‘group discussion ... where the researcher is 

actively encouraging and attentive to the group interaction’ (Barbour, 2008, p.2), effectively 

facilitating and guiding an interactive and flexible discussion (Qu & Dumay, 2011), serving to induce a 

positive debate to enhance a theoretical view of the phenomena (Polit & Beck, 2010).  Krueger and 

Casey (2009, p.2) define them as ‘a carefully planned series of discussions designed to obtain 

perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, non-threatening environment’, ideal for 

obtaining in-depth feedback regarding participants’ attitudes, opinions, perceptions, motivations, and 

behaviours (Liamputtong, 2011).  Meyer (2009, p.125) cites Kleiber (2004) who suggests that ‘the data 

generated are typically very rich as ideas build and people work to explain why they feel the way they 

do’, as discussion flows between multiple participants and the interviewer (Galletta, 2012), they were 

used to generate further valuable qualitative data, supplementary to the individual semi-structured 

interviews.  Three focus groups were conducted through Research Cycle 1 to build a better 

understanding of the organisational context and the CI systems, one in Research Cycle 2, and three 

through Research Cycle 3, these focused on further exploring and drawing a more reflective and in-
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depth comparison between the two UOA (CS1 and CS2).  The focus groups were recorded and analysed 

through the same thematic protocol as the interviews (Section 3.8).  

 

3.6.2 Interview Population and Sampling  

The research population represents ‘the set of individuals, items, or data from which a sample is 

taken’ (Horn, 2012, p.104) to represent diverse views, and triangulate subjects.  While ‘sampling is an 

important step in both the qualitative and quantitative research process’ it is identified as ‘even more 

important in the mixed methods research process because of its increased complexity arising from the 

fact that the quantitative and qualitative components bring into the setting their own problems of 

representation, legitimation, integration, and politics’ (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007, p.307). 

 

Saunders et al., (2019, Figure 3.11), offer probability and non-probability sampling options, this 

study adopting a non-probability strategy, as most suitable regarding the predominantly qualitative 

research design.  Non-probability sampling selects a sample using a non-random method, whereby 

some in the population are more likely to be selected than others (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  Saunders et 

al., (2019) suggest that since the probability of each unit/participant/case being selected from the 

total population is not known, statistical inferences about the characteristics of the population are not 

possible, and so non-probability sampling is more suited to qualitative research and that 

generalisations can be taken from a non-probability sample, but not on statistical grounds. 

 

 

 

 Figure 3.11 Research Sampling Line     

        Source:  Saunders et al., (2019 P.297) 
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As There are several different techniques for non-probability sampling (Figure 3.11); adopting a 

multistage approach, this study collected and analysed data from three distinct groupings, Executive, 

Management, and Staff Level, and utilised the techniques positioned on the green sampling line. A 

purposive approach allows judgement to select participants that will hold potentially informative and 

valuable perceptions about the phenomena (CI & CE) to be explored.  This technique was 

predominantly used to collect data from executive/board level members and management, who were 

invited to participate, as part of a heterogeneous sample, comprising of participants drawn from a 

sufficiently diverse population and identified as being able to generate multiple perspectives on the 

CI phenomenon.  The Executive Group included the Chief Executive Officer (CEO), the Chief 

Information Officer (CIO), and Executive Board members, who from a strategic and resource-based 

perspective held potentially important perceptions regarding the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, and the 

associated initiatives. The Management group, together ensured perspectives from individuals with 

the specific knowledge and experience needed to review the phenomena in question (Anderson, 

2013; Creswell, 2009; Patton, 2002; Saunders et al., 2019) comprised of: 

 

- CI Heads and those in senior departmental positions, including those undertaking significant 

managerial functions, and who were involved in the planning, design, and implementation of 

CI initiatives.   

- Those directly holding CI responsibility who served as ‘key informants with specialised and 

unique knowledge, and experience of the issue’ (Anderson, 2013, p.226), and thus acted as 

valuable sources of information regarding the field of study (Myers, 2009), and  

- Departmental senior management who were able to share their positive and negative views of 

the CI systems and initiatives. 

 

The staff grouping included those from supervisory, front, and back-office functions who had 

experiences and perceptions of the CS1 and/or CS2 CI systems to share, so aligning with Bell (2010) 

who states that drawing from a broad range of positive and negative views is essential to explore and 

picture reality.  Information sheets (Appendix 8.1.2) and invitations to participate were sent via email 

to the CS1 and CS2 populations, from which participants, prominently from the staff Level group self-

selected.  Over the duration of the research cycles, each of the groupings evidenced snowballing, 

whereby participants identified additional members of the population, and through word-of-mouth 

further participants were recruited to share their perceptions, experiences, and stories.   
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Figure 3.12 Interview and Focus Group Listing (extended version in Appendix 3.TBC)   

      Source:  Author  

 

While there is much literature outlining the importance of the recruited sample providing the 

necessary breadth, depth, and saliency of data (Saunders & Townsend, 2015), work reviewing the 

necessary number of interview participants is limited.  Marshall et al., (2013) propose 15-20 

participants for a single case study, Saunders et al. (2012) suggesting a minimum sample size of 

between five and 25, and Saunders & Townsend (2015) advise 15-60 for a heightened level of 

exploration and transparency.  In this regard, it is important that the procedure of analysis (Section 

3.8) is credible and rigorous, so that a single occurrence of data or a code is all that is necessary to 

ensure that it becomes part of the analysis framework (Ritchie et al., 2003).  A total of 39 interviews 

and six focus groups were conducted through research cycles 1, 2 &, 3, these spread across the 

Executive, Management, and Staff Level groups (Figure 3.12).  A full interview and focus group listing 

is presented in Appendix 8.2.1. 

 

3.6.3 Questionnaire  

A questionnaire was distributed and collected on a single day early in Research Cycle 2 (Figure 3.2), 

during a company event organised by the CI based ‘Facilitator Network’ (further discussed in Chapter 

5).  The manual, self-completion hardcopy questionnaire (Figure 3.13) was completed by 30 of 3414 

 

 

14 The Network had a total population of 40 members so the sample of 34 was 75% and the response rate was 
88%  
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participants of the Facilitator Network.  The questionnaire focused on the factors associated with the 

Creative Environment (CE), consisting of a series of closed ended questions, designed to obtain 

participant responses (Bajpai, 2011), deductively applying the elements of the Amabile et al., (1996) 

KEYS Model (Figure 3.13, Questions 1-7), and the Ekvall (1996), Modified by Moultrie and Young (2009) 

Creative Climate Model (Figure 3.13, Questions 8-16), as discussed in Chapter 2.  The questionnaire 

was compiled and conducted before the conceptual CE Framework presented within the literature 

review was formed, this is the reason why the questionnaire is structured to review the factors of the 

selected two CE Models.  The Questionnaire was supplemented with an information sheet to ensure 

clarity of understanding regarding the meaning of each question/CE Factor.   

 

 

 

Figure 3.13 Creative Environment Questionnaire    

      Source:  Author  
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In order to gather evidence of a decline or growth in, and future needs of the attributed CE 

elements in promoting an environment of CI, the questionnaire used a 5-point Likert scale (from very 

high to very low), related to three periods of time: past state (<2012), current state (2013-2014), and 

future state (2015>), the resulting in descriptive statistics (Microsoft excel) were used to review the 

features of the data (DS4), including the central tendencies (mean, median, & mode), and the variation 

(standard deviation).  These values with the use of simple graphic-based analysis form the basis of 

virtually every quantitative analysis of data (Trochim, 2020).  The sample served as a critical case 

within a non-probability and purposive sample; providing the opportunity to explore CE as an entity 

and its role in CI, exploring the CE phenomena to better understand what was happening as a basis 

for logical generalisations, and to serve as complementary/supplemental to the qualitative interviews 

and focus groups.  The questionnaire raw data is presented in Appendix 8.2.14, and further examined 

through Figures 4.14 and 4.15. 

 

3.7 Research Time Horizon  

The time horizon of any research can be classified as either cross-sectional15, or longitudinal16,and 

since the 1990s academics have embraced the value of collecting longitudinal data over periods of 

real and retrospective time, viewing the co-existence of different opinions and mismatched competing 

perspectives, not as an obstacle, but as a key part of the rich data set (Pettigrew, 1985).  To achieve 

this, the study adopts Dawson’s (1997) key elements of success: 1. the notion of tacit knowledge and 

the researcher getting their hands dirty by engaging in on-going in-depth fieldwork; 2. the design and 

implementation of a longitudinal case study research programme; and 3. the advantages and concerns 

combining a range of different data collection techniques in carrying out studies.   

 

In the adoption of a longitudinal time horizon, empirical data has been collected from the CO 

(Section 3.4), and analysed (Section 3.8), through a series of research cycles, exploring CI and CE within 

CS1 and CS2 UOA.  The initial empirical findings, and review of literature, served to mutually guide 

each other through a virtuous cycle of development, allowing the direction and focus of the research 

to evolve and refine naturally.  Figure 3.14 presents the Research Timeline, incorporating the 

associated annual timing, data items range, data sets numbers, and data collection and analysis points, 

for each Research Cycle.  The research initiated with a pilot study, followed by three empirical research 

 

 

15 Study of a phenomenon at a particular time (Saunders et al., 2019) 
16 Study of a phenomenon over a period of time (Bryman & Bell, 2011) 
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cycles, each incorporating a series of data collection (DC) points, (seven in total, ranging from one to 

five days in duration), and initial data analysis (DA) points (one for each cycle), and finally a cycle of 

thematic analysis (Section 3.8), from which the findings and corresponding discussion have been 

drawn.  The empirical data and analysis sourced from the interviews and focus groups conducted 

though Research Cycle 1 is labelled Data Set 1 (DS1), Research Cycle 2 as Data Set 2 (DS2), Research 

Cycle 3 as Data Set 3 (DS3), and the Questionnaire as Data Set 4 (DS4).   
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Figure 3.14 Longitudinal Time Horizon  

      Source: Author  



106 
 
 

3.8 Research Procedure 

Analysis is often the hardest stage of research, involving long hours of the interaction with 

documents, transcriptions, and computers (Hinings, 1997) to bring justice to the data collected and to 

describe, discuss, evaluate, and explain the content and characteristics found (Matthews & Ross 

2010).  To achieve this, Boeije, 2010 (cited by Wahyuni, 2012, p.75) identified that ‘performing data 

analysis on qualitative data basically involves dismantling, segmenting, and reassembling data to form 

meaningful findings to draw inferences’, whilst respecting the line between codification and individual 

researcher insight that comes from knowing the case and data intimately.  This balance enables the 

empirical case narrative and findings to be developed into a complete story, allowing for heightened 

audience understanding and comprehension. 

 

King and Brooks (2018, p.2) identify that ‘thematic analysis refers to forms of qualitative data 

analysis that principally focus on identifying, organising and interpreting themes in textual data’, 

providing ‘a powerful and flexible tool that used appropriately facilitates the kind of sensitive, nuanced 

examination of organisational phenomena that qualitative research seeks to achieve’ (p.17).  The 

analysis centres on decoupling, classifying and recombining data to develop, refine and create 

concepts which enable the presentation of new accounts and contextual descriptions, locating codes 

and excerpts under one or several different themes, categories, and subcategories before building 

connections across the research material (Dawson, 1997), which are then interpreted and represented 

via ‘figures, tables, and/or a discussion’ (Creswell, 2014, p.180).  However, Chamberlain (2000, cited 

by King & Brooks, 2018, p.15) talks of the ‘danger of thematic analysis procedures amounting to little 

more than a descriptive content analysis that simply classifies and illustrates what participants have 

said with no interpretive depth’, further commenting that researchers become over-concerned with 

perfecting their thematic structure, rather than seeing it as a means to the end of interpreting the 

data.  Figure 3.15 presents an evolution and comparison of the thematic protocol, which underpins 

the analytical process adopted for the data gathered through the qualitative methods used in this 

study. 
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Figure 3.15: Thematic Analysis Comparison 

Source: Author 
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The final column of Figure 3.15 shows, the adopted protocol moved through six steps of what the 

researcher has termed thematic narrative analysis (TNA), cumulating in Framework Conceptualisation.  

The process, (further detail is shown in Figure 3.16), displayed through the final cycle of Figure 3.14, 

commenced with a period of data immersion and familiarisation and concluded in the development 

of a narrative interpretation and thematic representation.  The six steps allowed the researcher to 

better comprehend Braun and Clarke’s (2018 p. 591) perception of ‘qualitative research as creative, 

reflexive and subjective’, allowing the telling of stories, from which the “the final analysis is the product 

of deep and prolonged data immersion, thoughtfulness and reflection, and something that is active 

and generative’.  The time and focus required to ensure respect and consistency to each data item, 

was far more than the researcher had initially conceived, and represented an important learning curve 

and experience, that reflects Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning cycle.  Following the initial DA points 

within Research Cycles 1, 2, & 3, between 2017 and 2020, the researcher invested two-and-a-half 

years completing the thematic narrative analysis and writing the interpretative report.  Due to the 

challenges of analysing the studies significant body of data, it became essential to record advancement 

via a progression diary, resulting in the aspired degree of consistency and rigor, and serving to enhance 

and maintain levels of traction and motivation. Appendix 8.2.1 presents a copy of the ‘holistic 

progression diary’. 
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Figure 3.16: Thematic Narrative Protocol     

Source: Researcher 

 

In summary the steps comprised the following: 

 

1. Data Immersion and Familiarisation: The transcription and review of the 41 DS1, DS2 and DS3 

Interviews and Focus Groups.  While King and Brooks (2018, p.8) convey this stage as an 

‘excessively challenging and lengthy undertaking’, it is essential as it ‘provides the bedrock for the 

rest of the analysis’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.87) and formal codification.  Although the recordings 

had been studied through the three initial DA points (Figure 3.14), significant time was spent 

immersing in the data, listening to the recordings, transcribing the audio, reviewing the 

transcriptions against the original recording to ensure accuracy, and reading and re-reading the 

transcriptions.  This allowed the emergence and noting down of initial ideas, codes, patterns, and 

candidate themes.   

 

2. Code Generation and Theme Clustering: The manual highlighting of excerpts, and emergence of 

930 individual 2nd tier empirical codes; each a potentially important factor associated with the 
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research phenomena.  The aim was for the highlighted excerpts to reflect the initial thoughts and 

impressions drawn from data immersion and familiarisation step.  To avoid the potential loss of 

context (Bryman, 2001), the excerpts were coded inclusively, retaining a level of surrounding data, 

while at the same time allowing contradicting histories, inconsistencies, and tensions to emerge, 

and so adding a rich and inclusive nature to the data.  Care was taken to ensure that the excerpts 

selected included a diverse range of accounts and ‘captured a cross-section of the issues and 

experiences presented in the data overall’ (Brooks & King, 2014. p.7).  In a subsequent review of 

the highlighted passages, 930 individual 2nd tier empirical codes emerged from the data, each of 

these relaying a potentially important factor associated with the research phenomena.  While the 

majority were aligned with the conceptual findings (literature), organising the 930 codes 2nd tier 

codes into meaningful groups (Tuckett, 2005) allowed for initial inductive clusters and themes to 

emerge, these ‘capturing something important about the data in relation to the research question 

and representing some level of patterned response or meaning within the data set’ (Braun & 

Clarke, 2006, p.82).  To effectively code the excerpts and ‘usefully and meaningfully represent the 

relationships between different themes and codes’ (King & Brooks, 2018, p.17), an Initial Coding 

Template was developed.   

 

3. Theme Consideration and Final Coding Template: The final consideration and combination of a 

priori (deductive) and emergent (inductive) themes and codes designed to allow all relevant data 

to be adequately captured and applied to the data sets to draw together the interpretation.  

Decisions were made regarding validity of the themes; whether they held the required level of 

data support and relevance to the research, whether themes should be disregarded, re-worked, 

merged (from two to one), divided (from one to two), or new themes introduced.  The Final Coding 

Template design ensuring an accurate representation of entire date set.  In alignment with the 

literature review (Chapter 2) the final design included the themes and codes associated with the 

Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model, the McLean, et al., CI Failure Factor Model, the CE 

Conceptual Model, drawn from the comparison of the Amabile et al., (1996) KEYS Model, the 

Ekvall (1996), modified by Moultrie & Young (2009) Creative Climate (CCQ), and the Andriopoulos, 

(2001) Five Enhancements Factor Framework.  These, in alignment with Figure 2.14 are presented 

in Figure 3.17.  The final template also mapped the inductive codes that had emerged from the 

data (steps 1 & 2) and the inclusion of columns to allow operational and behavioural, benefits and 

impediments to be captured through the coding process (Figure 3.18).  A coding Template was 

prepared for each of the 41 Data Items.  
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Figure 3.17: Deductive Analysis: Final Coding Template Code Inclusion  

      Source: Bessant et al., (1996), Mclean et al., (2017, Amabile et al., (1996), Ekvall (1996), Moultrie & Young (2009), Andriopoulos, (2001) 
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Figure 3.18: Inductive Analysis: Final Coding Template Code Inclusion   

      Source: Author 
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4. Excerpt Coding:  Each empirical excerpt was identified by a tag on the coding template, and 

further filtered with the level/group of participants (Executive/Manager/Staff), the phase to 

which the excerpt referred (1, 2 or/and 3), and whether it was positive, negative, or neutral.  

The Data Tag combined the data item number (e.g. IN02), page number (e.g. PA07), 

section/paragraph number (e.g. S04), and line number (e.g. L06), in this example leading to the 

tag ‘IN02PA07S04L06’ (These incorporated through the Findings & Analysis & Discussion 

Chapters).  In total, 5516 individual excerpts were input and tagged, an average of 135 from 

each of the 41 Data Items.  The initial question before coding was to determine whether the 

excerpt was solely contextual or represented a thread of data.  This reduced the number of 

coded excerpts to 3594 (65%), a reduction of 1922 (35%).   

 

The researcher chose to conduct the thematic analysis manually, instead of utilising one of the 

available tools such as NviVo,as this allowed a more in-depth and richer understanding of the 

narrative and was invaluable in the later formation of the interpretation and report.  Dawson, 

(1997, p.391) reflected that ‘qualitative researchers often recount their feelings of drowning in 

data, and floundering in the deep end’, and the coding of the selected 3594 excerpts across the 

deductive and inductive theme clusters and associated 88 individual codes was an onerous 

process that took many months, and that required a level of dedication that proved challenging 

and humbling to the researcher.  The Holistic Progression Diary (Appendix 8.2.1) served a 

valuable purpose in this regard, as the researcher was able to tick off the data items as they 

were completed, and so keeping hold of a sense of progress and continued traction.  In its basic 

form, the process allowed for ‘coding interesting features of the data in a systematic fashion 

across the entire data sets, (and provided the opportunity to later) collat[e] data relevant to 

each code’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.87).   

 

5. Distribution Analysis & Code Selection:  Each of the 41 completed coded spreadsheets (one 

for each of the applicable data items) contained the calculated excerpt number, code numbers, 

and averages.  Amalgamating the data set facilitated the calculation of the excerpt distribution 

numbers and percentages across the multiple variables - theme cluster, theme, and individual 

code, by DS1, DS2 and DS3, and by sample grouping (Executive, Manager and Staff), and a 

review of totals.  The central spreadsheet (spit into 12 individual parts) is available to review 

through Appendix 8.2.2 – 8.2.1; these sequentially consolidating the associated codes of the CI 

Maturity Model, the CI Failure Factor Model, the CE conceptual Model, and Inductive Themes.  
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The datasheets utilised a simple colour coding mechanism as a basis for preliminary review and 

analysis: Black (0-9.9%); Green (10-19.9%); and Red (20%+).  Whilst the analysis noted those 

themes and codes identified as both significant and potentially important areas, the 

consequent review focuses not only on those elements, but also on those codes which have 

been identified as being of potential importance despite being less prominent through the 

numbers.  The Findings & Analysis chapter moves through CI (RO1), CE (RO2), and Inductive 

orientated sections.  Each section (4.3, 4.4, & 4.6) incorporates a Distribution Analysis and Code 

Selection Figure that is sourced from the central spreadsheet, and visually maps the selected 

codes under the conceptual categories of Internal Traction, System and Value.  While the initial 

case introduction (Section 4.2) offers an account of the System Codes, the subsequent 

narrative interpretation (Step 6) draws focus upon the Traction Codes, offering a justification 

and line of reasoning regarding their importance individually, and in the context of the overall 

story/research. 

 

In preparation for Stage 6, the excerpts for each selected theme and code required 

consolidation.  The process initiated with the population of all the coded excerpts, from the 41 

applicable Data Items into a sole spreadsheet, this was broken down into nine tabs to signify 

the nine sections of analysis associated with the three Data Sets and three participant sample 

groupings (Executive, Management and Staff), this resulting in a very large, yet coherent 

organisation of themes, codes, and excerpts.  The second stage was to duplicate the 

spreadsheet, one for each of the codes selected for further analysis.  The third stage was 

moving through the sheets (and nine tabs within each sheet) to filter the content to show only 

the coded excerpts applicable to the theme/code in question.   

 

6. Narrative Interpretation and Theme Representation: The analysis protocol adopts what 

Creswell and Creswell (2018, p.195) state to be the most popular approach, the ‘use [of] a 

narrative passage to convey the findings of the analysis’.  The review follows a chronology of 

events to present a detailed discussion for each selected code.  The narrative interpretation up 

retells the participants' stories, experiences, and perception using structural devices, such as 

plot, setting, activities, climax, and denouement (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, citing Clandinin & 

Connelly, 2000), amalgamating a selection of vivid, compelling excerpts which capture the 

essence of the point being demonstrated and relating to the research objectives, and later, 

within the Discussion Chapter incorporating material from the literature review.   
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It is important to ensure that the selected data excerpts are coherently organised and offer 

insight and support to the narrative of why and how they are of interest, as part of an overall 

analysis and story of each code.  In selecting the excerpts to include in the narrative 

interpretation, the researcher moved through each of the previously prepared spreadsheets, 

highlighting (and subsequently selecting) those most compelling to enable the telling of a 

thematic story formed from multiple perspectives and levels.  The aspiration of the narrative 

interpretation was to tell the complicated story of the ‘data in a way which convinces the 

reader of the merit and validity of the analysis’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.93), and provide 

sufficient evidence to demonstrate and illustrate the prevalence and potential positioning of 

the selected theme/code in question, moving beyond description and towards a justified line 

of reasoning.  ‘Discrepancy between the views of different groups is not problematic, but part 

of the rich data which is accessible through processual research’ (Dawson 1997, p.400), where 

reflecting upon and conveying multiple perspectives from participants through detailed 

descriptions of the setting and individual experiences adds a depth to the narrative, supported 

with relevant and applicable excerpts and the researcher’s interpretation, in the development 

of a passage that delivers merit and validity.   

 

In drawing from the literature review and empirical examination, and building upon the 

conceptual framework, the final themes / components (Actualisation – System – Realisation) 

are represented through the Discussion Chapter.   
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Finally, in line with Braun and Clarke (2006) the research utilises the terms data corpus, data set, 

data item, data extract, theme, sub-theme, and code to ensure clarity and consistency throughout the 

analysis (Figure 3.19).   

 

 

 

Figure 3.19: Thematic Analysis Terms 

Source: Adapted from Braun & Clarke (2006 p.82-84)  
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3.9 Research Ethics  

The objective of the ethical review is to foresee and provide a means for managing possible risk, 

and to increase the level and evidence of formal scrutiny.  Key ethical concerns include the well-being 

and privacy of respondents, the well-being of the researcher, the integrity of the research, procedural 

and legal compliance, and protection of the University and case organisation’s reputation.  The ethics 

process is an important stage gate where the researcher is required to complete an appraisal of all 

ethical considerations that might arise, considered such not only at the outset, but through all phases 

of the research process (Creswell, 2014).  The ethical procedures adopted were implemented to 

minimise risk through the consideration of all possible outcomes during the research process, to 

recognise and minimise any potential harm, disrespect, mistreatment, or deception through the 

research process (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008).  The University Ethics Committee granted approval 

through application E262.  A copy of the Ethical Review Checklist is presented in Appendix 8.1.1, the 

key considerations incorporating: 

 

- Research Purpose and Objectives  

- Primary Data Collection  

- Population and Sampling   

- Participant Selection and Recruitment  

- Informed Consent  

- Data Storage  

- Confidentiality and Anonymity  

- Risk  

  

3.9.1 Informed Consent  

Informed consent was granted by the individual participants subsequent to their review of the 

information sheet and signed consent form.  Informed consent is a crucial aspect of any research, 

participants need assurance that they will be treated with respect (Seale, 2004), to hold knowledge of 

what is involved and what will be done with the data, and an understanding that they can choose to 

take part or not.  All participants were provided with information and consent forms in advance of the 

data collection cycles.  The consent forms were completed and collected before data collection 

commenced.  The forms are available for review via Appendix 8.1.2, and in summary, include the 

following content: 
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Information Sheet 

- Research Purpose and Objectives  

- Reason for Invitation 

- Research Collection Methods and Scheduling  

- Research Benefits and Risk  

- Confidentiality and Anomality  

- Ethical Consent 

- Problems and Withdrawal  

 

Consent Form   

- Confirmation the Information Sheet has been considered and accepted  

- Confirmation that participation is Voluntary 

- Information regarding data collection publication  

- Agreement for Interview to be audio recorded  

- Confirmation of agreed participation 

 

3.9.2 Participant Protection, Confidentiality and Anonymity  

 

Ethical procedures were followed to protect participants from risk (Babbie, 2010) and inadvertent 

harm, the procedure reviewed through the entire longitudinal timeline in consideration of all possible 

forms of disadvantage, data protection implications, distress, embarrassment, and impact upon 

professional relationships and standing.  Contact details of the researcher, the director of study, and 

CS representative were provided through the invitation communication and information sheet.  This 

ensured that all potential and confirmed participants had a clear avenue from which to ask any 

questions, and share any concerns or issues, before, during, and following the data collection points.   

 

To protect and maintain participant confidentiality and anonymity, the name of the CS 

organisation, the two UOA, and participants have not, and will not be included in any company 

evaluation reports, thesis content, or publications.  Permission was granted by the CEO (Chief 

Executive Officer), CIO (Chief Information Officer), and two Heads of Improvement (HoI), to refer to 

them by role through the study.  The interviews and focus groups were listed by number (IN01–IN47) 

and grouped in alignment with the three research cycles (DS1, DS2, & DS3), and the questionnaires 

labelled as a collective and anonymous data set (DS4).  All participants were informed that the 
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interview and focus group transcripts and completed questionnaires would be stored in password-

secured format on a university server, to which the director of studies and supervisor, would have 

access.  Participants were informed that their words, perspectives, stories, and experiences, may be 

included in the form of selected excerpts through the aligned evaluation reports, thesis, and future 

publications.   

 

‘Scholarship on the ethical complexities resulting from friendships which develop with respondents 

during qualitative data collection is well established’ (Brewis, 2014, p.849), O’Connell Davidson (2008, 

p.63) stating that ‘no one can predict how any human relationship, a friendship, a research connection 

or one which is both will turn out’.  Relationships dis develop over the longitudinal study, this in part 

allowing for the continued collection of rich data, yet such was reviewed from a stance of reflexivity, 

to assure that all participants were treated appropriately and consistently. 

 

3.9.3 Additional Ethical Documentation  

A copy of the UPR16 is positioned as Appendices 8.1.3.  In addition, a collaborative agreement was 

agreed and signed with the case organisation (not included to assure confidentially).   

 

3.10 Research Evaluation  

In recognition of the suggestion made by Silverman (2011, p.360) notes that a ‘qualitative 

researcher needs to ensure transparency through the research study’, the Methodology chapter is 

designed to provide a clear and detailed explanation of the research design.  The chapter is designed 

to offer a defence and justification of the choices made and options adopted through the longitudinal 

research path, including data collection, procedure of analysis, interpretation, and the drawing of final 

conclusions.   

 

Matthews & Ross (2010, p.7) suggest ‘reliability, validity, credibility and ethical pra ependability 

parallels reliability, and confirmability resembles objectivity’ Wahyuni (2012, p.77), the role of each 

being: 

- Confirmability: Neutrality and objectivity 

- Credibility: Approval of research findings by interviewees or peers 

- Transferability: Evidencing similar or different findings of the phenomena amongst similar or 

different respondents. 

- Dependability: Indicates stability and consistency through the process  
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In addition to the epistatic criteria listed above, this section reviews the mechanisms and tests 

adopted to ensure the validity and reliability of the study.  Validity is viewed by Hammersley (1987) as 

the accurate representation of features used to describe, explain, or theorise the phenomena in 

question, and portrayed by Saunders et al. (2009, p.603) as ‘the extent to which data collection 

methods accurately measure what they were intended to measure’.  Reliability is evidencing 

confidence and suitability of the methods and adopted protocol, the consistency of application, and 

the stability of results and confidence in findings; these collectively minimising bias, maximising 

truthfulness (Creswell & Miller, 2000), and increasing the credibility of the research.  

 

 

 

Figure 3.20: Tests of Validity & Credibility  

      Source: Creswell & Miller (2010 p.125)  

 

While Creswell and Miller (2010, p.124) state that researchers are “treated to a confusing array of 

terms for validity, including authenticity, goodness, verisimilitude, adequacy, trustworthiness, 

plausibility, validity, validation, and credibility”, the need remains that qualitative researchers must 

demonstrate the validity and credibility through their studies, and the inferences drawn from the data, 

through procedures and tests of validity.  They go on to suggest a matrix of nine procedures (Figure 

3.20), a roadmap that serves to guide qualitative researchers to evidence validity and credibility, set 

within two perspectives; lens, and research paradigm.  If the researcher believes that relevance and 

suitability can be shown (Winter, 2000), the test selection can move outside the paradigm boundaries.  
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This study utilised the combination presented in Figure 3.21, adopting six of the nine procedures 

suggested by Creswell and Miller (2010), with the addition of Independent Corroboration (of the 

Thematic Analysis); positioned within the modified grid, under the inserted ‘expert lens’. 

 

 

Figure 3.21: Adopted Tests of Validity & Credibility  

      Source: Adapted from Creswell & Miller (2010 p.125)  

 

3.10.1 Pilot Study  

The first cycle presented within Figure 3.14 is noted as the Pilot Cycle.  Here a Pilot Study was 

conducted, investigating creativity and levels of engagement within a CS Organisation’s Kaizen 

Programme.  The process was conducted to check and further consider the suitability and reliability 

of choices made through the research design (Yin, 2011), and determine whether there were any 

concerns regarding the appropriateness or practical application of the planned methods of data 

collection (Bryman & Bell, 2015).   
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Through conducting ten interviews and three focus groups, the researcher was able to pilot the 

interview process, structure, questions, and analysis.  Upon reflection, several lessons were learned:   

 

- To control the interview and focus group process to derive a balance between flexibility in 

allowing emergent threads of conversation while remaining within the boundaries of the 

research scope. 

- The development of a Semi Structure Matrix to work in alignment with the intended interview 

questions. 

- Whilst the researcher took confidence in the ability to converse and draw potentially valuable 

content, the researcher also reflected upon and considered their role in the interview, and 

tendency to talk more than required.  

- To deliver a heightened level of evaluation and insight, levels of the organisational hierarchy 

should be grouped, reviewed, and compared.  

    

3.10.2 Triangulation  

Creswell and Miller (2010, p.126) offer triangulation as the ‘search for convergence among multiple 

and different sources of information to form themes or categories in a study’, citing Denzin (1978) who 

identified multiple variations, all serving to reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of bias and 

increasing the strength of a study.  Triangulation can be adopted via the use of multiple data sources, 

which Yin (2014, p.122) suggests can ‘increase confidence that the case study had rendered the event 

accurately’, multiple methods of data collection, multiple theoretical perspectives, and the 

involvement of multiple investigators; the combination of more than one option increasing the 

credibility of the research (Riege, 2003).   

 

As evidenced through the chapter, this study’s data is sourced from multiple methods of data 

collection (interviews, focus groups and questionnaire), from multiple data sources (CS1 & CS2 / 

Executive, Management, & Staff Level groups), with multiple data sets (DS1, DS2, DS3 & DS4), 

collected and analysed through multiple research cycles (1, 2 & 3).  Rather than desiring or expecting 

shared perspectives that complement one another (Denscombe, 2014), or data that “automatically 

comes together to produce some nicely integrated whole” (Patton, 2001, p.557), the researcher aspires 

to present consistency in analysis and results via the triangulation of multiple sources and methods of 
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data collection that embrace differing perceptions, stories, and experiences, that together deliver 

deeper meaning through a rich and detailed narrative (Guion et al., 2011).  

3.10.3 Reflexivity  

Creswell and Miller (2010, p.127) state reflexivity as the researcher’s reflections upon their own 

‘personal beliefs, values, and biases that may shape their inquiry, and the actions taken to bracket or 

suspend those researcher biases as the study proceeds’.  They go on to suggest that researchers have 

become more ‘reflexive in their studies, acknowledging the inseparableness of the researcher and the 

process of inquiry’ (p.129), Saunders et al., (2019) and Bryman (2012) advising that such is an 

important and ongoing consideration during and after the research has been completed.  Patton, 

(2002, p.566) notes the need to include a researcher biography, ‘to report any personal and 

professional information that may have affected data collection, analysis and interpretation either 

negatively or positively’, Creswell (2012) adds education, experience, values, beliefs, to the list of 

potential inclusions.   

 

Reflexivity: Researcher Biography  

 

- Researcher Synopsis: The researcher possesses practical and academic understanding in 

Operations Management and Service Quality with a keen interest in business improvement 

and creativity, and curiosity on the extent to which CE can serve to build heightened traction 

towards an environment of CI.   

- Education: Batchelor of Arts (BA hons) in Business Studies, Masters in Business Administration 

(MBA), and Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching Higher Education (PCTHE).   

- Work Experience: 12 years in Senior Operations Management and Consultancy roles, 15 Years 

within the e-sports sector, and 11 years at the University of Portsmouth in a Senior Lecturing 

Role (Operations & Systems Management). 

- Phenomena Knowledge: In acknowledging subject knowledge and interest in CI, the 

researcher cannot claim to be above bias, however, steps have been taken to assure that the 

research, and respective data collection and procedure of analysis have been chosen, 

conducted, and tested, to establish and assure openness, honesty, and transparency.     

- Research Led Teaching: Over the duration of the study, the researcher developed a L6 Module 

named ‘Business Improvement and Creativity’, embracing a collection of CI, CE, and OL 

frameworks.  In addition, a new suite of L6 ‘Critical Thinking & Research Methods’ Modules, 

and a L6 ‘Dissertation’ Module have been successfully designed and implemented.    
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Reflexivity: Data Collection & Analysis  

 

- With reflection that the researcher was invited by the CS Organisation to conduct the research 

study, it should be noted that meetings were held with director and senior level management, 

and an agreement made that a balanced perspective would be sought, embracing positive, 

neutral, and negative perspectives and connotations. 

- The methods of data collection adopted allowed for the capture of the participants’ 

perceptions, stories, and experiences.  The semi-structured question structure designed to 

explore the participants’ views regarding the CI systems and associated initiatives, their levels 

of participation, perceived benefits drawn, and challenges faced, historical context and future 

hopes.    

- The interpretive commentary draws from a rigorous procedure of thematic analysis (of the 

above).  The full thematic protocol of DS1, DS2, and DS3 was conducted after the initial 

analysis points within each of the three research cycles, this and the independent 

corroboration protecting the research from bias and enhancing the credibility of analysis, 

findings, and conclusions.   

 

Research Reflexivity is reviewed further in Section 6.5.   

 

3.10.4 Member Checking  

Cresswell and Miller (2010, p.127) cite Lincoln and Guba (1985, p.314) in their view that member 

checking, otherwise known as ‘respondent validation’ (Silverman, 2011, p.369), as ‘the most crucial 

technique for establishing credibility’ (p. 314), consisting ‘of taking data and interpretations back to 

the participants in the study so that they can confirm the credibility of the information and narrative 

account’.   The study participants had the opportunity to review their interview transcripts and the 

evaluation documentation, early reports were sourced from the initial empirical analysis points, and 

the final versions from the full thematic analysis.  Upon review, the researcher was able to confirm 

accuracy in interpretation, this serving as a form of positive interaction with the case organisation and 

momentum for the study, the publication of conference and journal papers, and from a reflexive 

stance a source of reflection regarding subsequent research cycles.  The researcher was in this fashion 
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able to gain valuable feedback regarding the themes emerging from the data and share early versions 

in the development of the Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF), the study’s central 

contribution to knowledge. 

3.10.5 Prolonged Engagement in the Field 

While prolonged engagement in the field was not adopted in the ethnographic sense, the 

researcher was based within the boundaries of the CS organisation locations for up to five days at a 

time, through six individual data collection points over the longitudinal time horizon of the study. This 

allowed for relationships and trust to be developed, access to additional participants and UOA to be 

offered, pluralistic perspectives to be heard, and a more in-depth and ‘better understanding of the 

context of participant views’ (p.128) to be cultivated.   

 

3.10.6 Rich, Thick Description 

Creswell and Miller (2010, p.128) cite Denzin (1989, p.83) in defining rich, thick descriptions as 

‘deep, dense, and detailed accounts’ of the phenomena of interest.  This has been produced through 

the thematic analysis and delivered via the narrative design of Chapter 4 (Findings & Analysis), which 

is in a style which aids the reader to be ‘transported into the [case] setting’ (p.129), via the use and 

combination of selected excerpts which evidence differences between and shared experiences, 

perceptions, stories, and interactions of the study participants.  The detail of the holistic setting, the 

CS1 and CS2 UOA timelines delivered via the DS1, DS2 and DS3, and Executive, Management, and Staff 

level groupings, offers a level of richness that allows the reader to consider the potential transferability 

of findings, and determine the extent to which the research can be conveyed into other organisational 

settings that share commonalities (Creswell, 2012).  

 

3.10.7 Peer Debriefing  

Creswell and Miller (2010, p.129) present peer debriefing as ‘the review of the data and the 

research process by someone who is familiar with the research or the phenomenon being explored’, 

who is willing and able to challenge the researcher in questioning the methods adopted, procedure of 

analysis, and results, to check robustness, credibility, and meaningfulness (Riege, 2003).  The 

researcher was fortunate to gain the assistance of the supervisory team, and current and previous 

university colleagues, who collectively, and over the duration of the study, aided to peer review, 

offered insight, questioned, and played devil’s advocate regarding the research.   Consideration was 

made regarding all parts of the study, most notably the methodological choices, the thematic protocol 
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adopted, and interpretations drawn.  All chapters of the thesis have been reviewed and constructive 

feedback offered over the duration of the study, this facilitating an iterative process of development. 

3.10.8 Independent Corroboration  

In acceptance that DS1, DS2, and DS3 were large Data Sets, and the thematic procedure of analysis 

considerable, it was important to verify the design, application, and consistency of the adopted 

protocol.  To verify, a procedure of independent corroboration was completed.  This was undertaken 

by an expert (from the University of Portsmouth) in the field of thematic analysis who completed a 

full review of the adopted protocol, and a practical application of steps two, three and four.  The 

Independent Corroborator was given the following documentation to complete the corroboration: 

 

- Methodology Chapter  

- Research Procedure / Thematic Protocol  

- Holistic Progression Spreadsheet / Diary  

- 930 empirical Code Map   

- Excerpt Filter Sample    

- Completed Coding Spreadsheet  

- Empty Coding Template for Collaboration 

- Interview Transcript Samples 

 

Upon completion, the interview transcripts were returned with highlighted excerpts, the 

completed coding template, and comparison of analysis.  Having reviewed the results of the 

Independent Corroboration, a meeting was held, and with consideration of subject knowledge, data 

familiarisation, and subjective interpretation, the results agreed to be credible and in line with 

expectation.  Confidence that the Thematic analysis had been well deigned, and conducted with rigour 

and consistency, was agreed between the researcher and corroborator.    

 

3.10.9 Research Generalisability, Representativeness and Limitations  

This exploratory research builds upon a body of previous enquiry.  The findings presented in this 

thesis are limited to two UOA positioned within one large CS organisation, and in consequence, until 

further studies are conducted, cannot with confidence, be regarded as scientifically generalisable.  The 

findings and contributions will however be of interest and may serve as a catalyst for practical 

application and further projects within the international research community.  Whilst statements of 
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use, transferability, and application are proposed through the Conclusions and Contribution of 

Knowledge (Chapter 6), caution is necessary due to the following limitations: 

 

- The empirical exploration has been conducted via an evaluation of and comparison between 

the two Units of Analysis (CS1 & CS2) within a single large CS organisation.  

- The CS organisation and study is UK based and positioned firmly in the Service Sector.  

- The Case Organisation is a Critical Case, having initiated and holding the desire to build an 

environment of CI  

- The CS organisation had moved through a period of change – merger/acquisition/size, 

strategy/ structure, these variables potentially impacting the evolution of CI 

- While continued access to, and support has been offered by the CS organisation over the 

longitudinal time horizon, the researcher became known, this having potentially positive and 

negative connotation.   

- Whilst claims are made regarding the potential applicability of the proposed Continuous 

Improvement Traction Framework (CITF), it requires further testing and potential 

modification to allow generalisation, this discussed through Chapter 6.   
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4 Findings & Analysis 

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter draws from the initial four steps of the thematic protocol (Section 3.8 & Figure 3.16) 

and presents the findings and analysis regarding Step 5 (Distribution Analysis & Code Selection) and 

Step 6 (Narrative Interpretation).  In synergy with Chapter 2 (the Literature Review), the CI (RO1) and 

CE (RO2) models and associated codes are reviewed in turn.  The analysis considers the 65 deductive 

codes:  35 CI Maturity Model codes (Bessant et al., 2001); eight CI Failure Factor codes (McClean, et 

al., 2017); and 22 CE Conceptual Model codes (Figure 2.11) and the 23 Inductive codes that emerged 

through Step 2 of the thematic protocol (Code Generation & Theme Clustering).  These codes included 

within the Final Coding Template (Step 3), used to analyse (Steps 4 & 5) 3594 of the 5516 generated 

empirical excerpts (Data Sets 1, 2, & 3). 

 

The chapter contains a Case Introduction and analysis of the examined CI and CE models, themes, 

and associated codes.  Each section (CI-CE-Inductive) commences with a distribution review (Step 5), 

which notes the codes identified as most pertinent to the study, and then presents a narrative 

interpretation (Step 6) to further evaluate and justify their selection.  The narrative interpretation of 

the selected codes offers what Creswell and Miller (2010, p.128) citing Denzin (1989, p.83) term as 

rich thick descriptions that form ‘deep, dense, and detailed accounts’ of the phenomena of interest.  

A consolidated Distribution Analysis and Code Selection (DACS) Figure is presented in each section; 

the incorporated data was sourced from the central thematic spreadsheet (Appendix 8.2.2 – 8.2.13).  

The central spreadsheet presents a full compilation of the excerpt distribution of the CI, CE, and 

inductive themes and codes; distinguishing between the 41 data Items (Interviews & Focus Groups), 

the three Data Sets (DS1, DS2, & DS3), the Data Corpus, and the three sample groups (Executive, 

Management, & Staff).  The DACS figures serve as visual maps (Langley, 1999) which convert words 

and numbers into graphical forms that present the initial development and verification of theoretical 

ideas, functioning as an intermediary step between the raw data and more abstract conceptualisation.  

The section figures and central spreadsheet utilise a colour coding mechanism as a basis for 

preliminary review, whereby the excerpt distributions for each theme and code are coloured by 

percentage bands: Black (<10%); Green (10-19.9%); Red (20%+); and Purple (30%>).  Whilst prevalence 

can be meaningful and the higher bands draw the researcher's attention, there are several other 

variables to consider when selecting the codes most relevant to the research objectives.  Some 

although smaller numerically, capture a series of stories, experiences, and/or perceptions, that are 
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interesting, relevant, and/or important to the study.  It should also be noted that some codes have a 

broader scope than others, and so naturally bracket a higher proportion of excerpts.   

 

 The findings and analysis, build upon the conceptual model presented through Figure 2.13, and 

initial theme positioning of Figure 2.14, in reviewing the individual CI, CE, and indicative codes and 

their potential placement within the identified 3 CI components (RO1)   

 

- Internal Traction 

- System  

- Value 

 

The CI Traction Codes (TC) are primarily aligned with Research Objectives 1, 2 & 3; this chapter 

focuses upon presenting a narrative interpretation of each to further analyse and justify their essential 

role in promoting traction towards an environment of CI.  Of the 88 codes considered through the 

coding template (Step 3 & 4), eight CI Maturity Model, two CI Failure Factor, eight CE Conceptual 

Model, and six inductive codes are selected (Step 5).  The narrative interpretation (Step 6) of the 

Traction Codes considers and compares the perceptions of the Executive, Manager, and Staff groups, 

from the CS1 and CS2 UoA, across the four Data Sets (DS1, DS2, DS3 & DS4), and through the three 

phases of CI Maturity: 1. Launch, 2. Evolution, and 3. Integration & Centralisation.  Although not 

reviewed in the specific format of the TC, those codes positioned within the System and Value 

Components are also considered.  The System codes (SC) are associated with the design and 

positioning of a CI System, and are considered through the Case, CS1, and CS2 introduction.  The 

deductive, and emergent inductive forms of Value (VC) are identified and reviewed throughout the 

chapter.  The three components, and their associated factors are further considered through the 

Discussion and Conclusion Chapters.  Figure 4.1 offers a Figure Key, for the previously noted, and 

forthcoming, section Distribution Analysis and Code Selection Figures.  
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Figure 4.1: Distribution Analysis & Code Selection: Figure Key 

      Source: Author 
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4.2 Case Study Synopsis 

4.2.1 Case Study Introduction  

The Case Organisation is a leading UK-based service provider that has been in operation for over a 

century.  Explicit details of the organisation have been constrained to safeguard anonymity and 

confidentiality.  Operating with a deficit (loss) of over £50 million per annum in the early 2000s, the 

organisation moved into a period of transformation, the appointment of a new Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) in 2008 and Chief Information Officer (2010) serving as a catalyst of change.  The organisation 

returned to profitability in 2013, with the executive team evidencing a change in mind-set that brought 

a balance between short-term tactical improvement and long-term sustainable change; the 

establishment of two departmental CI Systems playing an important role.   

 

The arrival of the new CEO ‘literally started a significant transformation of the organisation’ 

(IN01PA02S07L10b), initially tasked with orchestrating a company turnaround, and challenged to 

replace the management team and to invest in new skills and talent through education and company 

acquisition.  The organisation and board were required to adapt and evolve through a period of several 

years, during which the company transitioned through a challenging period of change in, size, 

structure, leadership, market conditions, regulation, and strategic imperative.  As presented within 

Figures 4.2 (CS1 CI Timeline) and 4.3 (CS2 CI Timeline), between 2008 and 2011 the organisation’s 

strategic imperative centred on ‘Acquisition and Cost-Saving’, the executive board focussing on 

heightened process efficiency, and reviewing and executing a more effective customer journey.  

Having brought operational gains, between 2011 and 2013 the strategy was adapted to absorb the 

workforce’s call for a cultural shift.  Having reflected upon the voice of staff and middle management, 

the goal was to become a more open organisation, a better place to work, and long-term company to 

become a destination employer; the strategy was in this regard amended to represent the important 

role of ‘Culture, People and Behaviour’.  From 2013 to 2017, the strategic imperative was again altered 

to express ‘Cost Efficiency and Derived Value’ as vital.     

 

An early move for the CEO was to assemble a grouping of new minds with extensive knowledge 

and experience in the field of operations management and improvement; the introduction of two 

departmental CI systems (CS1 & CS2) was identified as an important vehicle in building traction 

towards the required operation efficiencies and desired cultural shift.  This research explores the 

launch and evolution of two UoA (CS1 & CS2); each being separate departments within the Case 

Organisation (CO) that demonstrate differing approaches in the design, implementation, positioning, 
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and internal mechanics of their respective CI systems.  The CS1 and CS2 CI systems evolved through a 

sequence of single loop adaptions and double loop changes over a period of serval years.  

 

Via the adoption of temporal bracketing (Langley, 1999) Figures 4.1 and 4.3 present CI evolution 

timelines for CS1 and CS2, serving to visually structure the description of events, and permitting the 

constitution, exploration, and comparison of two UoA.  The decomposition of data into successive 

adjacent periods, and narrative interpretation enabling the explicit examination of how actions of one 

period led to changes in the context and affected actions in subsequent periods.  The Figures 

incorporate three Phases of CI Maturity identified through the empirical exploration, these also 

serving to introduce the CS1 and CS2 CI systems (Section 4.2.2. 

 

- Phase 1:  CI Launch (2009 to 2012)  

- Phase 2:  CI Evolution (2012-2014)  

- Phase 3:  CI Integration and Centralisation (2014–2017) 

 

The executive board and CEO served as the ‘body watching what the organisation was doing and 

how it was shaping and moving’ (IN36PA01S01L06), the members recognising their ongoing role in 

the design, positioning, and potential success in building an environment of CI.  Organisational 

encouragement (OE) was evidenced through the initial and sustained involvement of board level 

members, the CEO’s and CIO’s voice, level of participation, and ‘buy in’ (IN07PA12S74L01b) ‘having a 

big effect’ (IN44PA06S48L07) in establishing early traction.  Each shared an aligned message that they 

recognised CI as ‘a voyage of discovery’ (IN03PA04S08L07) and that the organisation would ‘persevere, 

be prepared to take risks, make decisions’ (IN03PA04S06L05) and provide adequate resource (SR) to 

support the CS1 and CS2 CI systems.    

 

While the executive board and CI management were weary of ‘making unrealistic or false promises’ 

(IN32PA02S02L05a) and ‘cautious not to over commit in the beginning’ (IN32PA04S12L01a), the 

overall motive and expectation (M&E) was ‘for CI to become part of the DNA’ (IN07PA15S94L01) of 

the organisation, to facilitate the effective blending of ‘people, process, and technology’ 

(IN31PA01S03L01a), and in time to become ‘part of the organisation’s nature’ (IN46PA03S10L04).  The 

goal was for CI to play an important role in facilitating the delivery of improved operational efficiencies 

and service delivery (SD), and as part of the desired cultural and behavioural shift.  The systems aimed 

to encourage and facilitate heightened levels of collaboration that would enable the achievement of 

‘the organisation’s three objectives’ of ‘being a caring organisation’, of ‘understanding value’, and 



133 
 
 

‘being easy to do business with’ (IN01PA32S227L01a/1b/2a/2b).  The CS1 and CS2 Heads of 

Improvement (HoI) agreed that ‘the purpose’ (IN37PA03S09L08b) and ‘intent’ was fundamentally to 

improve the ‘customer journey and experience’, (IN37PA03S11L04/05a) and to facilitate CI activity 

whereby all could participate in ‘recognising and removing waste, duplication and contradiction in our 

processes’ (IN44PA04S28L03c) and drive new levels of ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ 

(IN46PA01S06L05d/06).  The call for a cultural change was felt across the organisation.  The executive 

group shared their desire to move away from the ‘command control environment’ (IN13PA02S08L03a) 

and ‘flatten the organisation’ (IN01PA07S23L03a), management agreeing that ‘there was a huge 

cultural transition to be made’ (IN26PA05S49L01b), and staff suggesting that ‘a big cultural switch 

needed to happen’ (IN21PA03S12L01).  Spreading awareness of the CI systems’ M&E was deemed by 

the executive, management, and staff groups as essential in building legitimacy, credibility, and 

promoting traction towards a recognised CI identity.  The CS1 CI HoI noted that by utilising appropriate 

branding and mechanisms of communication, clarity regarding the purpose and positioning of CI could 

be conveyed, and confusion and concern vanquished.  The adopted channels and levels of ‘frequency 

in communication’ (IN01PA08S36L05) were perceived by all involved as important considerations, the 

staff group proposing that the ‘the key principles’ (IN26PA05S49L04b) of CI needed to be made very 

clear, consistently delivered, and that the CI objectives were worded in a format that ‘ensures 

everyone understands what the organisation is trying to become’ (IN37PA02S05L04).   
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4.2.2 Case Study 1 (CS1) 

 

4.2.2.1 CS1: Phase 1 – CI Launch  

The initial CS1 CI investment was the creation of a 5-person CI team, led by an experienced, 

knowledgeable, and credible HoI who was recognised by the executive group as an energetic and 

‘evangelical presence‘, with the ‘personality the organisation needed’ (IN46PA02S06L19/L20) to build 

the desired CI environment.  Recruited via a company acquisition in 2008 (Figure 4.2), he faced the 

challenge of serving as an advocate for improvement, tasked to deliver urgent cost saving through the 

design, deployment, and execution of a CI strategy to ‘create a culture which people felt safe in and 

able to make a difference’ (IN13PA03S10L03b).   With a belief that ‘the people side is often forgotten’ 

(IN38PA02S05L07) a central pillar in establishing the CS1 system was building a conducive 

 

Figure 4.2: Case Study 1 (CS1) - CI Evolution Timeline 

      Source: Author 
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‘environment for people’ (IN01PA29S191LO3).  Through Phase 1 the CS1 CI system aspired to ‘create 

an environment’ (IN01PA05S13L23) and ‘atmosphere’ (IN10PA09S52L01) where ‘people could be more 

participative’ (IN03PA13S48L03), ‘and make a valuable contribution’ (IN38PA04S13L04), the CI 

initiatives were designed to offer staff the opportunity to be more involved in creative problem solving 

and improvement activity.  The vision was ‘to provide clarity to the guys on the ground’ 

(IN33PA10S64L01), to spread an enhanced desire to ‘improve what they do on a daily basis’ 

(IN33PA10S64L02a), and to better understand ‘how they can make a difference to their day and the 

experience of the customer’ (IN33PA10S64L02b).    

 

The CS1 HoI implemented a plethora of CI tools and initiatives to instil early belief in staff ‘that they 

have a voice’, that their voice would be heard, and that they would have the ‘opportunity to take part 

and help shape what we do and how we do it’ (IN03PA02S02L012/L20).  The CI system introduced an 

improvement toolbox (ITB) whereby lean thinking and process improvement techniques (2008) were 

pioneered through the facilitation of training and CI intervention activity.  A Facilitators Network 

(2009) was established to provide CI ‘beyond internal divisions’ (IN46PA04S22L01a).  Additional tools 

and CI initiatives were enveloped under the Viral Change (VirC) banner in 2011, offering a gateway for 

staff from all levels and functions to gain support and resource for innovative projects that were 

outside the realm of their everyday role and responsibility.  To meet a growth in CI initiative and 

intervention demand, a new senior full-time member was recruited in 2012 (Process Improvement 

Lead), charged to support the current provision, introduce new creative problem-solving techniques, 

and to encourage and escalate collaborative CI activity and a sense of community.  

 

While the desire was that the CI system and aligned initiatives would ‘feed a cycle of behavioural’ 

(IN07PA36S239L01) change, delivered through the CI mantra of ‘educate, collaborate and 

communicate’ (IN32PA10S42L05b), the executive, management, and staff groups concurred that 

ongoing reflection is required to ‘refresh’ (IN14PA19S78L03), ‘re-invigorate’ (IN03PA12S40L03a), and 

‘fuel’ (IN19PA20S50L01) CI to accomplish the aspired traction and success.  The staff and management 

groups shared that the positioning and ‘balance’ (IN17PA14S106L01) of the CI system required 

consideration, that it needed to be positioned as an integral rather than parallel entity, with greater 

purpose and alignment within the infrastructure and operational needs of the department.  In 

addition, the plethora of tools had caused confusion, the effort to offer CI across the boundary of the 

organisation was seen as premature, and that perceptions regarding the supplemental rather than 

core positioning of the CI system had restricted participation, buy-in, and legitimacy 

(IN46PA07S42L03).   
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4.2.2.2 CS1: Phase 2 – CI Evolution   

Although cultural aspirations remained, through Phase 2, derived value and impact on 

departmental operational efficiencies became more central to the CS1 CI deliverables.  Although the 

system positioning and capacity constraints (due to the small CI team) remained, the Executive group 

required a ‘more tangible’ (IN08PA02S02L012) output and called for CI activity to be ‘steered more 

behind departmental objectives’ (IN13PA11S78L01/L03c).  This was welcomed by staff level 

employees who themselves called for the system to be driven in alignment with the organisation’s 

‘strategic direction’ (IN26PA01S01L04).  In response to this directive, and reflection made regarding 

the noted confusion and ‘initiative overload’ (IN07PA09S52L01) a reduced and more refined ITB was 

introduced to intensify cohesion, collaboration, and consistency of approach.  However, during this 

same period, in 2012, a Fast-Track innovation programme was established to focus on larger 

improvement projects, and the recently appointed Process Improvement Lead launched a CS1 based, 

but company-wide Community of Practice (CoP).   

 

4.2.2.3 CS1: CPhase 3 – CI Integration and Centralisation  

A departmental restructure late 2013 / early 2014, ‘a ballooning of demand for his time and skills 

in creative problem solving and process efficiency’ (IN46PA01S06L10), and a desire for a fresh 

challenge, meant that, after six years of service, the CS1 CI HoI took up a senior company-wide 

facilitative role.  While the executive level recognised that the CI system had made ‘it a better place 

to work’ (IN46PA09S64L02) the desired departmental operational efficiencies had not transpired.  

Further steered by the strategic imperative of ‘Cost Efficiency and Derived Value’ the executive group 

escalated the need for ‘specific targeted measures’ (IN07PA13S84L08), reiterating the need for CI to 

‘have to have organisational legitimacy’ (IN46PA07S42L03), and shared that through lessons learned 

they had built a better ‘understanding of the context within which CI best fits’ (IN46PA07S46L07).  

Whilst recognising that CI required a ‘sensible organisational grounding regarding expectation and 

deliverables’ (IN46PA09S66L08) the board shared the evolved need to ensure that CI activity targeted 

departmental/organisation needs and for the team to draw upon its ‘capability to ensure value and 

deliverable’ (IN46PA06S36L01) impact.  While noting that those who had participated had developed 

and shared a ‘depth of knowledge on complex tooling’ (IN46PA02S06L40), the CS1 director affirmed 

an absolute must to ‘attribute value to the CI effort’ and that, whilst serving an important cultural role, 

the system ‘must move beyond emotional value and toward commercial sense’ 

(IN46PA09S58L01b/06). 
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In response to these directives, under new leadership, the CI team endeavoured to reposition the 

CI system as an integral offering by ‘funnelling’ (IN27PA02S13L04) several CI Initiatives under a single 

and more ‘practical’ (IN32PA13S54L23a) CI umbrella, the convergence designed to deliver the 

requested clarity, transparency, and ‘value’ (IN46PA07S46L08B).  In addition to the closure of the VirC 

Initiative, ‘the community of practice’ (IN33PA09S54L01) and ‘facilitators network’ were amalgamated 

and ‘re-launched as the continuous improvement community of practice’ (IN33PA09S54L03a/b), and 

the remaining operational and process based CS1 initiatives brought together under the Innovate 

banner.  

 

4.2.3 Case Study 2 (CS2) 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Case Study 2 (CS2) - CI Evolution Timeline 

      Source: Author 
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4.2.3.1 CS2: Phase 1 – CI Launch 

Established midway through 2008 (Figure 4.3) the CS2 CI system was positioned as an integral 

component of the department infrastructure from the outset of Phase 1.  The company invested in 

three six-person change teams charged to facilitate CI activity through the predominantly customer 

serving department.  The CI effort built upon initial traction with the recruitment of HoI in 2010, 

challenged to spearhead the continued development and further integration of CI through the 

department, and deliver a return on investment of ‘£10 million’ in savings per annum over a period of 

five years’ (IN36PA06S46L38a).  An early step for the HoI was to combine the three change teams into 

a single force with a shared vision for improvement, and the introduction of an expanded and formal 

ITB for use through all CI interventions (CI-team led CI assignments & activity).  A programme of 

learning was established for all CI team members, all completed intensive ‘lean, improvement and 

awareness’ (IN45PA06S70L01a) training and investment were confirmed (with the executive group) 

to cover the continued development of facilitation skills and competence in CI tooling.  

 

The CS2 HoI sought to lead by example, striving to drive a positive and forward-thinking team 

mentality, adopting a mantra of ‘Karma and Imbunto … I am because we are’ (IN36PA01S01L09).  He 

wanted all members to operate cohesively and collaboratively alongside front-line staff and middle 

management with ‘single minded purpose’, embracing a CI Intervention mantra of ‘Test and Learn, Fix 

and Move’ (IN36PA01S01L12a/b).  With additional capacity for CI intervention required, further 

investment was evidenced in 2011 with the recruitment of a five-person CI Process Improvement 

team.  The members worked alongside the CI change team, facilitating department-wide CI 

interventions with continuity and consistency ‘across departmental teams’ (IN37PA02S03L08).  

System buy-in and legitimacy was cultivated through primarily operational, and secondarily cultural 

‘intent’, driving creative and collaborative behaviour whilst improving the ‘customer experience’ via 

measurable ‘process’ (IN37PA03S11L04/L05a/b) efficiencies.  The HoI reiterated that the integral 

positioning within the department’s infrastructure, and ‘understanding of the strategic purpose of the 

organisation and how what we do impacts upon that’ (IN37PA03S11L01b) was a crucial ingredient in 

building CI credibility and ‘creating an environment that allows people to have input and make a 

contribution’ (IN38PA04S13L04). 
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4.2.3.2 CS2: Phase 2 – CI Evolution 

Having moved through two years of CI Interventions, the perceptions and attitudes of front-line 

staff continued to develop.  Departmental staff were becoming ‘very supportive’ (IN45PA06S60L01b) 

in their interaction with, and integral role of CI.  Through shared stories and participation staff grew 

to recognise that the CI team’s ‘goals are our goals’ (IN45PA06S60L02), this evidencing alignment 

between CI activity and departmental need.  In 2012 (Figure 2.3), 12 Week Performance Cycles, and 

24-month rolling roadmaps were introduced, whereby all CI team members were challenged to 

acquire and share their learning and experience of an existing or new tool, skill, or competency; the 

HoI seeking to further embed a philosophy of continual learning and collaboration.  Further 

investment in 2013 saw the recruitment of a four-person CI business intelligence team, which whilst 

positioned to work with the CI intervention teams when required, was more specifically utilised 

through the emergent CS2 AGILE initiative.  While activity was positioned predominantly within the 

boundary of the department, in 2013 members of the CI teams began to widen their collaborative 

span in their engagement with the CS1 based CoP. 

 

 In ensuring that 95% of CI activity was focused on departmental CI intervention, the CS2 system 

reported ‘annualised savings in operations of £12.6 million’ through 2012 and ‘£20 million the 

following year’ (IN36PA06S46L36a/b).   Although the efficiencies had moved beyond expectations, the 

HoI shared that the team’s mind-set was not to ‘worry about the money initially, but to worry about 

the customer experience’ (IN36PA06S46L44b) and that by enhancing levels of process efficiency, and 

improving the customer journey, the ‘money and cost savings will come naturally’ (IN36PA06S46L46).  

He also indicated that from an intangible perspective, through participation and growing recognition 

of CI derived value, ‘behaviour starts changing’ (IN38PA02S01L08a), from which, if nurtured, a 

valuable spiral of learning and improvement can be formed.   In 2013 came the introduction of ‘a piece 

of work called Mind the Gap’ (IN43PA04S30L04), an initiative established in response to challenging 

market conditions, to build upon the CI intervention design, and to focus upon the larger scale end-

end improvements that were required ‘to save X number of millions and quickly’ (IN43PA04S30L05a).   

 

4.2.3.3 CS2: Phase 3 – CI Integration and Centralisation 

An increase in CI traction was evidenced, in part due to the Mind the Gap initiative.  Early in Phase 

3, CI team reflections identified a continued growth in levels of collaboration, an increase in middle 

management support, and CI activity becoming in places self-sufficient, whereby front-line 
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management and staff were initiating improvement activity, without the request or application for a 

CI team led intervention.  Whilst the CS2 system continued to see significant operational and 

behavioural results in 2014, a departmental restructure, and mandate to shift the CI offering into a 

shared centralised CI system led to the HoI, after five years of service, leaving his post and the 

organisation.   

 

4.2.4 CS1 & CS2: Phase 3 – CI System Integration and Centralisation  

Change is a ‘natural cycle of the business’ (IN43PA06S54L01a), ‘the pendulum’ (IN43PA06S48L04) 

within the CO moving, over the eight-year duration, between cultural and operational need.  The 

executive group, as part of an organisation restructure, agreed that whilst operating within a ‘tough 

market’ (IN25PA03S26L06a) with difficult ‘trading conditions’ it was the ideal time to reflect upon 

lessons learned and reconfigure CI to ensure all activity ‘drove value in the business’ 

(IN15PA14S72L01/L02).  The integration of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, see Figures 4.2 and 4.3, was 

implemented in 2015, designed as a centralised offering that adopted the most effective components 

of each.  The CI Intervention format from CS2 was taken for its clear integral positioning (B&P), and 

operational and collaborative impact, and from CS1, came a drive to encompass the cultivated sense 

of Creativity and Community.  The M&E, set by the executive group, was to evolve the systems into a 

shared organisational resource, and introduce an integrally positioned system to drive sustainable 

cultural and operational value with ‘clarity of purpose’ (IN46PA03S14L07), that encompassed the CI 

Mantra of ‘Test and Learn, Fix and Move’.   

 

Clear alignment with ‘organisation objectives and strategy’ (IN46PA07S46L09a) that centred 

around cost efficiency and derived value was seen as an absolute for the amended CI offering, the 

time perceived as right to draw the CI ‘threads together into a cohesive whole’ (IN46PA05S24L01) and 

deliver a ‘balance between breakthrough change and CI’ (IN46PA06S34L19).  The Centralised CI design 

moved the retained CI components under the core threads of AGILE, charged to drive operational 

efficiency and the service provision, and the Change for Brilliance (CFB) programme was focused on 

developing formal and organic people orientated communities.  Collectively, the objective was to 

‘harvest as a group’ (IN44PA05S36L01a), to ‘create practices and communities’ (IN46PA04S20L07b) 

that moved ‘beyond internal divisions’ (IN46PA04S22L01a) and ‘levels of the organisation’ 

(IN46PA01S06L08) to escalate levels of ‘horizontal and vertical’ (IN46PA04S20L08a) collaboration.   
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4.3 Continuous Improvement 

4.3.1  CI Maturity Model: Distribution Analysis and Code Selection 

 

Figure 4.4 presents the forementioned DACS visual map, drawing focus on the themes and 

associated codes of the Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model.  Through undertaking steps 1-4 of 

the thematic analysis, a series of Traction (8 – Orange), System (6 – Blue), and Value (7 – Yellow) codes 

have been selected (Step 5); the subsequent narrative interpretation addressing the TCs.  Due to the 

complementary nature and alignment between the eight selected CI TCs, they have been assembled 

into the following four groups, the code combinations mapped with Figure 4.4. 

 

1. Use of CI Tools & Techniques  

2. Use of Measurement to Shape Improvement Process  

3. Management Support via the Allocation of Resources  

4. People Cooperate Across Divisions and Functional Groups and CI Activities Involve 

Representatives from Different Organisations Levels  

 

The story, evaluation, and narrative interpretation of each group considers the CS1 and CS2 CI 

systems over the three CI phases (Launch – Evolution – Integration & Centralisation), and reveals the 

experiences and perceptions of the executive, management, and staff level groups through the 

inclusion of selected empirical excerpts.   
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Figure 4.4: Distribution Analysis & Code Selection – Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model  

     Source: Author   
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4.3.2 Maturity Model: Narrative Interpretation  

4.3.2.1 Use of CI Tools and Techniques 

Across the Data Corpus the ‘Tools and Techniques’ code reached 23.7%, with an increasing 

trajectory (DS1 (10.2%), DS2 (27.5%), and DS3 (36.2%)), and within which the executives at 22.0%, 

managers at 30.2%, and most extensively staff at 53.4% commented upon its role.  The executive 

group aspired to put in place ‘appropriate mechanisms, governance’ (IN05PA03S10L03) and 

‘collaboration tools and techniques to facilitate the workforce to become better at working together’ 

(IN03PA07S20L04), and ‘get people to be more participative’ (IN03PA13S48L03).  The aim was to 

enable individual departments and the organisation to harness and capitalise upon employees’ tacit 

knowledge more effectively.  To establish early traction, the CS1 CI team sought to ‘light individual 

fires’ (IN32PA02S02L01a) of engagement and participation, ‘teaching people something they had 

never seen before’ (IN32PA02S02L01a) and offering ‘the tools and building blocks’ (IN32PA08S36L02b) 

to develop new ‘capability and vision’ (IN27PA02S13L03).  The aspiration was to ‘get people to 

challenge everything’ (IN32PA02S02L22), and in time for shared results to mobilise an organic spread 

and ignite ‘new fires through the organisation’ (IN32PA13S54L35). 

 

The CS1 system sought to introduce ‘as many platforms as possible in which people could use and 

share their voice’ (IN03PA03S02L26) to reveal insights into ‘what needs to be improved’ and to offer 

‘the remit to change them’ (IN03PA07S20L04).  The desire was to develop a blend of structured 

improvement methodologies, including ‘Lean, process mapping’ (IN46PA01S06L05c), improvement 

cycles, systems thinking, ‘creative problem solving’ (IN46PA01S06L05b), and ‘action workouts’ 

(IN46PA01S06L05a), alongside the more organic components that included communities of practice 

(CoP) and viral change (VC).  Several tools were launched under the VC banner, established to offer a 

gateway to gain support resource for innovative projects that were positioned outside everyday roles 

and responsibilities.  The aspiration was to become ‘easy to do business with’ and create an 

‘atmosphere’ and ‘environment where people felt they could make suggestions’ (IN15PA04S16L11).  

Process Management was a core attribute, an initial step for the CS1 team to train staff on how to 

‘map them properly’ (IN17PA29S242L03) using service blueprints (SB) and customer journey mapping 

(CJM), to identify potential issues and fault points, and make processes ‘simpler’, ‘quicker’ 

(IN09PA06S32L02) and more efficient.  ‘80% of initial activity was thinking about customer value’ 

(IN32PA06S26L19), to ‘put ourselves in the customer’s shoes’ (IN06PA07S42L01) and better 

‘understand the end to end customer journey’ (IN36PA04S27L01a).  Utilising the ‘right tool at the right 

time’ (IN32PA08S36L01) proved essential, combining technology and techniques such as brown paper 



144 
 
 

wall mapping to collaboratively question ‘which steps add value’ (IN36PA04S27L02b) and ‘how many 

touchpoints are actually required’ (IN36PA04S27L02a). 

 

Lean thinking and the forms of waste, with amendments to ensure that the ‘terminology suited the 

organisation’ (IN42PA07S66L05), extended staff level process understanding, better equipping 

individuals and teams to ‘recognise waste and take action’ (IN36PA04S27L04). The refined vocabulary 

allowed staff to swiftly recognise that they were being asked to do what they had themselves been 

calling for, to ‘challenge processes that do not work’ (IN27PA01S01L02).  This boosted confidence, 

drove an appetite for new knowledge, and led to the identification of much waste.  An example of 

such waste reduction was the timesaving of two core customer-involving processes: the elimination 

of non-value adding activity and reduction in touch point number, decreasing the first from 29 to five 

days, and the second from 11 days to six hours (CS1 Head – University Lecture), the impact being 

welcomed by customer and organisation alike.  The extended range of tools permitted staff to ‘review 

work differently’ (IN32PA06S26L12b), supporting them to ‘visualise the required improvement’ 

(IN42PA07S66L02b), to better ‘understand what the problem is’ (IN06PA03S10L02) and recognise 

‘what has been done and why’ (IN42PA07S68L01).   

  

While the Staff in CS1 appreciated ‘the different ways that different people have approached 

different initiatives’ (IN19PA04S18L01) and were ‘open to new ideas and willing to try new things’ 

(IN22PA06S44L02), the ever-expanding range of available initiatives and tools moved many to the 

‘point of confusion’ (IN27PA02S13L02).  Staff questioned the blend and duplication of tools, asking 

‘what does this do and what does that do?’, the sample group sharing a common perception that there 

were ‘too many platforms and a lot of those platforms really don’t work anymore’ 

(IN27PA02S13L03&04). During Phase 2 (CI Evolution), the CS1 Management recognised that several 

tools from the early stages of the CI system were at the end of their useful lifespan, and due to 

‘initiative overload’ (IN07PA09S52L01) offered a refined blend of CI tools and techniques, this steering 

enhanced, clarity cohesion, collaboration, and consistency of approach.   

 

While challenges continued to be faced, evidence that ‘the tools and methods had left an impact’ 

(IN46PA010S68L02) was seen through an increasing number of ‘small incremental cycles of 

improvement’ (IN46PA03S10L03B) being self-initiated by individuals and teams.  The use of 

incremental ‘cycles of improvement’ (IN33PA10S60L03a) evidenced a growing staff level desire to 

‘improve what they do on a daily basis’ (IN33PA10S64L02a), and opportunity to use their tacit 

knowledge and tool understanding to ‘make a difference to the experience of the customer’ 
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(IN33PA10S64L02b).   This served as essential evidence that CI activity was reflecting departmental 

need and had taken an important step towards being recognised as an integrally positioned entity.  To 

ensure the toolbox was ‘current and relevant’ (IN46PA10S70L02) early in Phase 3 (CI Integration & 

Centralisation) the CS1 CI team made a further refinement, and ‘merged a number initiatives together 

under a sole umbrella’ (IN30PA02S19L01a) (Figure 4.2), for the second time slimming down the 

toolbox to fulfil a desire for enhanced clarity and alignment.   

 

The CS2 CI system was aligned to departmental, and organisation need from the outset of Phase 1 

(CI Launch), the CI team focused on delivering improvement facilitation and intervention, whilst 

adopting a more succinct CI Toolbox (ITB) than that of CS1.  Although the CI team reported that they 

did not ‘paint everything with the same brush and didn’t face every challenge with the same tool’ 

(IN37PA02S03L07), they exercised a refined ‘toolbox mentality’ (IN37PA02S03L01) that enabled the 

selection of ‘tools most appropriate’ (IN37PA02S01L06a) and ‘that fit the job in question’ 

(IN37PA02S01L05).  The CS2 ITB comprised a modified PDCA cycle, CJM, Waste Reduction Protocol, 

and Root Cause Analysis.  CS2 CI Interventions were delivered with consistency ‘across department-

based teams’ (IN37PA02S03L08), the CI team providing pre-facilitation in ‘tool training to develop 

front-line staff capability’ (IN37PA02S03L09) and help ensure efficient, aligned and ongoing 

collaboration and uniformity in practice.  Over time, the CS2 CI team modified the PDCA improvement 

cycle ‘to better fit with the work structure’ (IN45PA02S14L03), utilising vocabulary on the intervention 

roadmap to suit front-line staff.  Staff were encouraged to select from the toolbox in a fashion that 

allowed for modification and effective tool combination.  Through the final stages of a CI Intervention, 

the CI team used a learning roadmap within the Act stage, to reflect upon the potential discovery of 

‘unknown unknowns’ (IN37PA02S07L07b) that could serve as the catalyst for a further cycle of 

improvement.  

 

While the CS2 CI System was integrally positioned, and front-line staff appeared eager to share 

long-term frustrations of current process inefficiency and ‘misdirection’ (IN42PA02S08L17a), the CI 

team faced challenges in the organisation and facilitation of CI intervention activity, the focal concern 

being the perception of some line managers that CI intervention was an unwelcome intrusion.  To 

counterbalance, prior to any CI improvement ‘intervention we walked the process’ (IN42PA02S08L17b) 

with ‘managers and team leaders to get their buy-in’ (IN42PA02S10L01b) and ‘then with the staff’ 

(IN42PA02S10L02) to better understand and set a boundary around the challenge in question.  The 

light touch walkthrough analysis allowed for the visual recognition of inefficiencies, heightened via a 

process of ‘systemic data collection’ (IN42PA02S10L04a) which further evidenced the issue and 
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opportunity at hand.  The collaborative interventions were reviewed via ‘what?’, ‘why?’ and ‘how?’ 

reasoning, questioning ‘what is the rationale?’, and ‘what is the benefit for the customer?’ 

(IN36PA05S46L10b&11a) whilst reviewing process ‘purpose’ and ‘the customer journey’, 

(IN37PA03S09L08b&9a).   This allowed for the identification and reflection of the ‘nature and 

frequency of the problem or fault point’ (IN37PA03S09L09b) that lay the foundations for the planning 

and implementation of improvements to deliver operational efficiencies and an enhanced ‘customer 

experience’ (IN37PA04S19L01).  The combination of CI team facilitation, front line knowledge bearers, 

and ITB enabled the ‘as-is and to-be’ processes to be better considered (IN37PA03S11L03a), the 

effective identification of issues and the formation of sustainable solutions to close gaps in service 

delivery. 

 

One such CI intervention reviewed a process which included ‘30 steps from disputing a claim to 

resolving it’ (IN42PA02S12L02).  The team, line manager, and staff group scrutinized ‘the process 

through the lens of value added’ (IN42PA02S12L03), identifying just ‘five pure value adding steps’ 

(IN42PA02S12L05a) that served as ‘a powerful message’ (IN42PA02S12L05b) to all.  The shared lesson 

being that with the right balance and blend of tools, people, and autonomy ‘quick changes can make 

massive difference’ (IN42PA03S18L09) by reducing waste, enhancing process efficiency, and 

improving levels of service delivery.  While such ‘hard benefits’ (IN42PA03S20L01a) were identified, 

the CS2 HoI noted the importance of recognising the soft benefits, including the positive ‘impact on 

mentality’ (IN42PA03S20L01b).  Participation in and awareness of CI intervention outcome verifying 

that ‘you can change things’ (IN42PA03S20L02a), that all ‘can participate and contribute’ 

(IN42PA07S66L11b), and that ‘individual as well as process learning’ (IN42PA07S68L03b) can coexist.  

 

4.3.2.2 Use of Measurement to Shape Improvement Process  

Through the changes in strategic imperative that focused on ‘Acquisition and Cost Saving’, ‘Culture, 

People and Behaviour’, or ‘Cost Efficiencies and Derived Value’ (Figures 4.2 & 4.3), performance 

measurement (PM) of CI activity, and of the CI system, proved essential to evidence value and build 

CI buy-in and traction through the CS1 and CS2 CI systems.  Moving from 8.1% in DS1, to 16.4% in DS2, 

and 31.5% in DS3, PM in CI activity is well evidenced through the stories, perceptions, and experiences 

shared by the executive, management, and staff groups.  The Staff group, who reached an ED high of 

50.1% in DS3, desired clarity of value, while the executive board necessitated ongoing verification of 

commercial sense, and alignment with departmental objectives.  PM was demonstrated through all 
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CS2 CI intervention from the outset, while perceptions of CS1 were that due to their varied CI offering 

and system positioning strategy, measuring impact was difficult, and so worth questioning.    

 

While the CI team and front-staff ‘wanted to deliver value’ (IN42PA07S66L01a) CS1 found it ‘very 

hard to quantify and measure CI’ (IN47PA08S62L02) and to ‘truly evidence’ (IN47PA10S78L01C) the 

impact so essential in gaining system legitimacy.  While the CS1 CI system was people-oriented at 

launch, within 24 months the same executives who supported and resourced its implementation 

called for a ‘more tangible’ (IN08PA02S02L012) output, and for CI activity to be ‘steered more behind 

the departmental and organisational objectives’ (IN13PA11S78L01/3c).  The board increased the need 

for ‘specific targeted measures’ (IN07PA13S84L08) and evidence to better ensure that the programme 

was ‘hitting all the right spots’ (IN07PA19S124L05) and ‘switching on relevant indicators’ 

(IN01PA37S284L02). 

 

While the VC initiative had driven levels of engagement, participation, and collaboration, so 

evidencing cultural impact, much of the aligned activity was seen to be outside distinct departmental 

need.  Although cynicism from the executive group existed ‘in terms of tangible output 

(IN15PA06S30L02), members had recognised that ‘when you apply that ability of people to take their 

ideas and drive them forward and give them a framework to do it in a true business context then you 

can see some really amazing things come out’ (IN08PA08S26L09).  One CS1 based director noted that 

‘there is a lot of provable evidence that says this stuff actually does have a downstream impact’ 

(IN03PA15S58L01), and that the organisation ‘can measure it in terms of how it impacts on individuals 

who have taken part’ (IN03PA09S30L05) yet substantiating that it is ‘difficult to measure’ 

(IN03PA15S56L02) from a financial, and return-on-investment perspective.  While some viral 

endeavours such as the ‘travel-portal was actually very measurable’ (IN03PA14S50L01), others 

including the internal ‘social-cast’ system and ‘mood-monitors’ shared widespread concern regarding 

their perceived credibility and worth, it being asked ‘how do we get value? because it needs a point’ 

(IN03PA09S28L05).  The challenge was that ‘you can’t make a hard nose commercial case for why some 

of your people are spending their time on some of this stuff’ (IN15PA14S74L02), the answer to ‘how 

do you measure and share impact?’ (IN03PA09S30L01) quickly becoming a prevalent and widespread 

necessity.  The executive team agreed that CS1 CI activity must ‘make a difference to our daily working 

lives’ (IN03PA05S10L02), and while the CI system had succeeded in introducing new tools and 

techniques to facilitate ‘finding simple’ and ‘alternative solutions’ (IN01PA15S73L20a/b) and the 

‘removal of errors’ (IN01PA20S115L04) and waste, neither ‘hard wired measures nor KPIs’ 

(IN13PA07S38L01b) had been employed to track and attribute hard progress and value.  
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While staff level employees recognised the ‘intangible’ (IN16PA07S38L01), behavioural, and 

cultural deliverables of the CI system, they too ‘wanted to see impact’ (IN18PA08S40L02b) in more 

tangible ways.  The staff group shared that although CI projects were ‘screened’ (IN14PA15S62L01a) 

greater ‘discipline’ (IN17PA11S78L06), and ‘rigour’ (IN17PA20S154L02) were needed, suggesting all 

activity ‘needed to better quantify scope’ (IN17PA10S78L01), and should incorporate a ‘problem 

statement’ (IN06PA04S24L01), and a ‘proof of concept’ (IN20PA15S84L04) to ensure validity, and 

‘measured return of investment’ (IN18PA02S06L01a).  In addition, CI activity needed, as any other 

business orientated concept, to deliver ‘on time, to budget with benefits to the business’ 

(IN22PA07S46L02), ensuring clarity and transparency of ‘facts and figures’ (IN22PA13S104L01) and 

‘publicising results’ (IN14PA25S106L01/2b).  While the staff group concurred that there was a 

‘difficulty in measuring impact’ (IN29PA08S53L01a) they remained resolute in their call for an 

adjustment to ‘better measure impact in a tangible way’ (IN30PA08S61L05b) ‘to better understand 

the CI activity’ and ‘prioritise’ (IN30PA08S63L01a/b) CI action. 

 

The CS1 HoI accepted the call from staff, and the executive group, to validate the system’s 

operational efficiencies, and delivered a formal report designed to offer ‘a true representation of how 

things’ (IN01PA01S03L10) were progressing.  However, in defence of the structure and deliverables of 

the CI system, he shared that ‘the starting point was a definite appetite’ (IN31PA02S11L05a) for 

cultural change, noting that ‘there was a period where the organisation moved from being very hard 

about collecting benefits to being much softer’ (IN31PA05S29L03), midway through ‘2010 being the 

point where it became more cultural, and about the way we worked’ (IN31PA05S31L02).   

 

The CS1 CI team acted to increase the number of CS2 style CI interventions, and to better capture 

operational and behavioural value, adopting a more distinct reporting mechanism to the executive 

board, and sharing with all by touring the ‘organisations five sites and presenting half-year summaries’ 

(IN05PA16S122L01).  The sharing stories that comprised ‘some massive successes’ (IN25PA04S30L01a) 

ranging from ‘technical understanding to creative thinking’ (IN30PA08S63L03b) and ‘noble failures’ 

(IN25PA04S30L01b) helped to build ‘a feeling of optimism’ (IN25PA05S40L02a) that all had the 

‘opportunity to get involved in things inside and outside of day-to-day work’ (IN25PA01S08L04).  

Established from the VC initiative, the team shared that ‘host-a-colleague’ and ‘social-cast had been 

taken up by the different areas of the business’ (IN05PA19S140L01), driving new levels of cross 

functional collaborations and communication.  Another VC initiative, the ‘do it in 30 had disseminated 

across the organisation’ (IN07PA16S104L04) and providing a solution to meeting room booking issues 

and capacity constraints.   
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Lessons drew the acknowledgement that PM was essential to a CI System’s evolution, and 

attainment of ‘organisational legitimacy’ (IN46PA07S42L03).  As the CI timeline moved through phase 

2 and into phase 3, while the executive group embraced ‘cultural spin offs and the desire to make it a 

better place to work’ (IN46PA09S64L02) the question remained ‘so what?’ (IN46PA08S48L02), 

necessitating the ‘hard economic reality’ of how CI activity ‘contributes to hard value terms’ 

(IN46PA09S64L01).  CI based projects required greater alignment to departmental and ‘organisation 

objectives and strategy’ (IN46PA07S46L09a), targeting a more integrated CI system where projects 

were ‘mapped against’ (IN46PA07S46L09b) tangible need that used measures that derived ‘priority’, 

‘impact’ and ‘value’ (IN46PA08S48L01a/b/c).  Phase 3 saw a refined CI design and delivery system, 

utilising a honed CI umbrella and ITB, and adopting two centralised initiatives (AGILE & Change for 

Brilliance (CFB)), the executive group signing off a scheme to allow staff to spend ‘5% [of their time] 

on continuous improvement’ (IN40PA01S03L10), stipulating that ‘business facing value’ 

(IN40PA01S03L04) be clearly considered and reported.   

 

The CS2 CI system necessitated PM through all CI activity from the outset, the demonstration of 

departmental and operational value was a core component.  All improvement interventions were 

initially measured to understand how the process in question was ‘currently performing’, providing 

the foundations to plan and agree ‘how it should be performed’, (IN37PA05S27L06/5) and so ‘identify 

the gap’ (IN37PA05S27L07) between current and aspired future states.  The CS2 HoI noted that while 

this was essential to ‘see a clear need for improvement’ (IN36PA03S24L05b) and so validate potential 

CI activity, the reality check is that we don’t always understand what it is that we measure’ 

(IN36PA03S24L03) nor ‘what those measures mean’ (IN36PA03S24L04).   The CS2 team not only 

stressed the role of PM, but the use of the most insightful, applicable, and relevant combination of 

metrics as a key component, noting that the experience and knowledge of, and collaboration between 

the facilitation team and front-line staff aided the ‘the correct measures’ to be taken and a better 

‘understanding’ (IN37PA04S19L02/3a) of their meaning.   

 

It is only ‘once you understand the gap that you can close it’ (IN37PA05S27L08) effectively and 

sustainably.  The CI members noting that ‘as our measures evolved, we were better able to engage 

with the people’ (IN45PA03S32L03b), to ‘ask the right questions’ (IN45PA03S32L04) and recognise 

‘what the data was showing’ (IN45PA03S32L05).  The team ‘used check data to form decisions’ 

(IN42PA02S12L06) and to focus on ‘things we could take action on’, by working together ‘waste was 

being removed’ and ‘changes were communicated’ (IN42PA03S18L01a/7a).  Digital visual 
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management (VM) techniques and a CI board demonstrated how ‘WIP was reducing’ and that the 

‘backlog had significantly reduced’ (IN42PA08S76L12a/b).  To track real time performance data the 

team, where possible, embraced technology to record and ‘document progress, using a dashboard’ 

(IN36PA03S24L05c) to review progress, deliver a level of transparency, and attribute intervention and 

system-wide value.   

 

In adopting PM as a core thread through all CI interventions the CS2 HoI and team were better 

positioned to capture the operational value and impact of the CI system.  The financial objective of 

the CS2 CI system was to ‘save £10m annually’ (IN36PA06S46L38a), representing a ‘10 to 1 deployment 

of project ROI - 10 x the cost, or a review’ (IN36PA06S46L39) would be triggered to explore and 

understand why targets had not been achieved.  The system attained ‘annualised savings in operations 

of £12.6 million’ through 2010, and ‘£20 million the following year’ (IN36PA06S46L36a/b).  By 

‘widening their scope’ and reviewing front-line and back-office processes, the team targeted smaller 

incremental and ‘million pounds saving’ (IN43PA05S42L07a/b) interventions.  Despite the finance 

targets, the CS2 HoI and CI team mind-set was not to ‘worry about the money initially, but to worry 

about the customer experience’ (IN36PA06S46L44b), believing that through enhanced efficiency, 

service delivery and customer service, the ‘cost savings will come naturally’ (IN36PA06S46L46).   

 

‘The gap’ became part of departmental vocabulary, indicating the improvement of service delivery 

(SD) and operational and process efficiency (PE) through the reduction of non-value-adding activities.  

Through the second half of Phase 2 the department introduced a CS2 CI led initiative ‘called Mind the 

Gap’ (IN43PA04S30L04) (Figure 4.3), building upon lessons learned through previous interventions ‘to 

quickly save X number of millions’ (IN43PA04S30L05a).  This was facilitated via ‘a mixture of project 

management and pure CI’ (IN43PA04S30L13), involved a larger number of staff who ‘used a lot of CI 

skills’ (IN43PA04S30L05b) and PM techniques to review, track and accomplish the objectives.    

 

As the system evolved through CI Phases 1, 2 and 3, the interaction between and participation of 

front-line staff evidenced intangible value where ‘behaviour started changing’ (IN38PA02S01L08a) 

and spirals of personal, professional, and operational improvement formed.  Pre-intervention and live 

‘training’ (IN45PA03S32L07) helping to build trust and facilitate effective collaboration with staff 

members from all levels.  The views of front-line staff altered with the growing realisation that ‘the 

improvements had made a difference’ (IN42PA08S76L10), that the CI team was ‘very supportive’ 

(IN45PA06S60L01b) and that ‘their goals are our goals’ (IN45PA06S60L02).   
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The integrated and centralised CI system (Phase 3) adopted ‘AGILE’ (CS2 sourced) to drive 

operational efficiency and service delivery, and a ‘Change for Brilliance’ (CFB) initiative that 

amalgamated the people-orientated communities (CS1 sourced).  Each incorporating PM as a key 

attribute and deliverable.  ‘AGILE works really well when defining the journey’ (IN39PA07S10L04) 

ensuring performance is measured with heightened speed and efficiency and is aligned with the 

executive approved principle that current and future state PM was a key attribute of small and large 

‘CI projects, and the overall CI programme’ (IN40PA03S11L11a).  It was swiftly evidenced that the 

AGILE and CI intervention combination resulted in quickened delivery, the IS support team reporting 

that ‘previously you would have had one implementation every six months’, ‘now with AGILE every two 

weeks we want to put something live’ (IN40PA04S19L05/6), and asserting that ‘it had changed the 

process of improvement’ (IN40PA05S21L01a), delivering clarity regarding value and impact but also 

evidencing an increase in ‘engagement and participation’ (IN40PA05S23L01).  The CI CFB programme 

built upon the sense of community previously developed, complementing the more formal AGILE 

initiative to fast became ‘a central hub for improvement’ (IN41PA01S04L05a).  The programme served 

as a catalyst for a ‘ripple of improvement in service delivery’ (IN41PA01S02L02), using a refined set of 

tools in a ‘reactive and proactive’ (IN41PA04S38L01) and collaborative fashion to uncover ‘the root 

cause of why the incidents happen’ (IN41PA03S36L03).  From within the community, a ‘passion for 

service’ (IN41PA01S02L04) CI team was formed, who ensured the required ‘facts and data’ 

(IN41PA05S48L03) were well-documented, used to justify improvement activity, and to direct ‘focus 

to the problems causing the most pain’ (IN41PA05S48L04).  The filtered blend of collaborative 

‘continuous improvement cycles’ (IN44PA02S10L32a), creative thinking, and PM offered a ‘new way of 

working as a group’ (IN44PA02S10L31), the development considered as ‘ground-breaking’ 

(IN44PA02S12L01a) within the organisation where ‘we are seeing cultural change’ (IN44PA02S12L01b) 

in balance with a heightened service provision.  

 

4.3.2.3 Managers Support CI via Allocation of Resources  

Without the recognition and backing of adequate support and resource the challenge of 

establishing initial and sustained CI traction would be unfeasible.  In affiliation with the CE ‘Sufficient 

Resources’ code (Figure 4.6), ‘Managers Support via the Allocation of Resources’ holds an ED metric 

of 9.7% through the data corpus; 11.2% in DS1, 7.2% in DS2, and 11.2% in DS3.  The initial CS1 

investment was absorbed in the recruitment and formation of a small CI team, led by a knowledgeable 

and experienced individual who was challenged to ‘create a culture which people feel safe in and able 

to make a difference’ (IN13PA03S10L03b) and develop a CI ‘platform to let their voices be heard’ 
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(IN15PA05S20L06b).  As evidenced above, the CS2 CI System was resourced with significant and 

ongoing capital investment from the outset, its sponsorship and promotion clearly derived via its 

integral positioning within the department structure.  Targets were aligned to departmental objectives 

and organisational strategy, the CI intervention provision becoming a legitimate and credible gateway 

to increasing operational performance.  The promise from the executive group was to ‘provide money 

and support’ (IN03PA11S36L03a) CI initiatives and activity, and in return for the CS1 and CS2 CI 

systems, to ‘ensure resource efficiency and utilisation’ (IN36PA04S38L02a).   

 

The CS1 CI team initially focused on developing and facilitating improvements via a lean based ITB.  

During the second half of Phase 1 the VC Initiative was introduced, facilitated via a series of 

‘Champions Forum’ (IN01PA08S36L02a) and ‘Innovation Board’ (IN01PA08S36L02a/b) sessions that 

alternated every six weeks.  The goal was to support innovative and creative thinking and offer a 

platform where staff could be heard, present their ideas, gain ‘support’ (IN01PA06S21L06), and 

‘request resources’ (IN01PA07S23L08).  Participating staff could ‘take their ideas to culture champions’ 

(IN12PA27S180L02) and access ‘support facilities’ (IN14PA05S20L32b) that included the CS1 CI team, 

and an influential knowledge network.  Ideas would initially be shared at the Champions’ Forum, and 

those perceived as holding the potential to ‘benefit the masses and within scope’ would be taken ‘to 

the Innovation Board’ (IN20PA23S144L03) where having ‘spoke with X, Y and Z to get their buy in’ 

(IN20PA30S184L06b) and support, would secure approval and resource.  The CIO demonstrated 

support by participating in the Innovation Boards and bringing in ‘executive team members who could 

help in terms of sponsoring concepts and supporting via additional resources’ (IN05PA04S24L01).  Staff 

recognised the opportunity to meet, converse and gain support from executive members as, 

‘something really good and lasting’ (IN14PA13S56L03), one commenting ‘I know that I could go to the 

CIO and he will listen to me because of my experience with him in Viral Change and other past CI 

activity’ (IN14PA18S74L07).  ‘People would come in from different parts of the organisation’ 

(IN07PA08S48L01) to participate, ‘one of the guys had a great idea to do Lunch & Learns’ 

(IN07PA23S156L03) to build a better understanding and respect between individuals, teams, and 

functions.  The CIO ‘was really supportive straightaway and actually did the first Lunch and Learn 

session’ (IN16PA13S72L12b), demonstrating that ‘he encouraged the idea of self-directed learning’ 

(IN16PA13S74L01a) and a collaborative workplace. 

 

While the VC initiative was aligned with the ‘people and behaviour’ (IN16PA06S30L01) objective it 

encountered considerable cynicism due to the time, support, and resource granted to ‘experimental’ 

(IN06PA08S54L01) concepts that were perceived to lack clear alignment with departmental and 
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organisational need.  Although most VC concepts were not integral to departmental need nor aligned 

with participants’ everyday roles, the executive group defended its continued presence by stating that 

the ‘money that has been spent on them, is in reality very little’ (IN08PA05S10L06b), examples such as 

‘Tai Chi and massage doesn’t cost much’ (IN03PA15S60L01) yet sanctioning them verifies support, and 

carries the benefit of ‘stress reduction’ (IN08PA03S04L09) and wellbeing for those who engage.  Other 

resourced VC concepts include ‘fuse meeting video conferencing’ (IN06PA40S312L01), ‘the travel 

portal’ (IN14PA08S32L07), ‘mood monitors’ (IN14PA27S116L01b) which received widespread 

criticism, and the ‘Do it in 30 notion that solved room resource shortage’ (IN21PA15S120L01) and was 

adopted organisation-wide.   

 

Although ‘hotspots of activity, participation and supervisory support’ (IN16PA11S58L02b) 

remained, a continued appetite for CI was evidenced by the CS1 CI team of five who were ‘getting 

around 200 queries a week’ (IN18PA02S06L02) from across the organisation.  During Phase 2 ‘the 

executive team were happy to put their faces’ (IN20PA28S178L01b) on CI efforts, yet whilst ‘some 

managers had bought in’ (IN20PA21S124L01b) ‘the reality was that not all were supportive’ 

(IN16PA16S94L01), staff level employees reporting that supervisors did not encourage participation, 

and ‘to improve, it required buy-in from middle management’ (IN20PA28S176L01).  Middle managers 

themselves suggested they could not always ‘afford the time of their people’, the ‘perceived cost’ of 

covering resources, or the potential ‘impact against customer metrics’ (IN39PA09S12L08/10/11).  

Middle management can clearly serve as a central ‘resource issue’ (IN20PA22S134L01) most notably 

regarding the allowance for their team members to spend time participating in CI activity.  While the 

CS2 team was able to build middle management support, the CS1 issues were perceived by all three 

groups to be due to a lack of alignment with departmental need, and so the buy-in was more difficult 

to establish.   

 

A notable resource challenge for the CO was ‘technology per se’ (IN39PA09S12L32a), CI is seen as 

more challenging when ‘technology is 20 years old’ (IN39PA09S12L38b) and outdated for a digital age.   

The CEO came to understanding that ‘technology was a differentiator for’ (IN44PA04S22L01b) the 

company, and during Phases 2 and 3 permitted a substantial capital investment into the organisation’s 

internal Information technology (IT) and systems (IS).  The combination of new IS and AGILE allowed 

a new way of working, drawing together heightened performance and collaboration.   The IS team in 

particular pulling benefit from the investment, the ‘developers adopting pair programming’, where 

there is ‘one keyboard, one screen, and two people coding’ this ’improving the success rate of the 

actual code because you have two heads’ (IN39PA06S04L66/68a/68b/69).  While ‘senior management 
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saw this as expensive; the collaboration saved time, money, and increased success rates’ 

(IN39PA06S04L70), the team was able to evidence a clear tangible return.   Complementing an 

increase in the ‘speed of delivery’ and decrease in ‘the defect rate’ the team welcomed an escalation 

in ‘friendly debate, and learning’ (IN39PA06S04L72/74/75).  The CS2 team led a scheme to make 

accurate real-time front-line performance metrics available to staff via ‘wall monitors and wall 

boards’.  This ‘created a real buzz’ and ‘was felt across the entire organisation’, serving as an example 

of changing ‘the way we work’ (IN39PA07S06L21/22a/22b/23b), in response to the impact the concept 

was ‘rolled out to multiple departments within the organisation’ (IN39PA07S08L03).  

 

In making a statement of support regarding the adoption of an integrated and centralised Phase 3 

CI System design (AGILE & CFB) the executive board introduced a companywide 5% CI allowance.  

Participants were required to develop a ‘continuous improvement plan’ to ‘evidence what they had 

planned for and accomplished’ (IN40PA02S11L07/8a) that incorporated individual and team-based 

impact, success, and failure.  Whilst encouraging all to work collaboratively and to be ‘creative in their 

thinking’ (IN44PA03S18L08c) and ‘innovative in their actions’ (IN44PA03S18L09), the CFB head was 

required to ‘maximise the utilisation of resources’ (IN44PA03S14L04).  

 

4.3.2.4 People Cooperate Across Divisions & Functional Groups and CI Activities Involve 

Representatives from Different Organisations Levels  

‘Shared Problem Solving’ holds the third highest ED numeric across the eight MM themes (13.6%), 

the most prominent codes being ‘People Co-operating across Divisions and Functional Groups’ (CDED 

26%), and ‘Involving Representatives from Different Organisational Levels’ (DCED 16%). The 

perceptions and stories shared by the executive, management and staff groups representing the 

essential role of horizontal and vertical collaboration.  The following narrative interpretation evaluates 

these two codes concurrently, reviewing the executive, management, and staff groups in turn.  

 

4.3.2.4.1 The Executive Group 

The Executive group desired ‘people to feel that they can make a difference in the environment in 

which they work’ (IN13PA03S10L08) and offered all ‘the opportunity to take part in help and shape in 

what we do and how we do it’ (IN03PA02S02L020).  Enhancing the level of vertical and horizontal 

collaboration was perceived as essential in accomplishing these goals, while also being regarded as a 

key form of attained CI value.  Operational and behavioural benefits were drawn from bringing 
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together the authority and influence of senior members, the skill and support of CI facilitation teams, 

and the tacit knowledge of front-line staff.  Cooperation between function and level equipping 

participants to better ‘expose, explore’, ‘understand and act’ (IN03PA06S16L03/01) to solve problems, 

and empower staff to actualise planned solutions. 

 

Through Phase 1, the CS1 and CS2 CI systems moved from an initial scope of ‘crowd control to one 

of collaboration’ (IN13PA10S70L03), encompassing the goal of ‘breaking down the silo mentality 

within the functions’ (IN13PA05S28L06a) where ‘different towers just weren’t talking’ 

(IN13PA10S72L01a), and move towards the development of a more cohesive organisation through 

‘the power of improvement and community’ (IN08PA04S08L08).  The CS1 and CS2 CI teams were 

tasked to introduce and ‘leverage social collaboration tools and techniques’ (IN03PA07S20L04) to 

encourage functional teams to work more effectively together, and to raise the level of ‘cross-

collaboration, by moving people from site to site and getting them to meet people they had never met 

before’ (IN03PA14S52L01).  This provided an opportunity to build new, effective working 

‘relationships’ (IN13PA10S72L01b), where individuals, teams and functions could collaboratively 

‘flourish’ (IN15PA17S92L01), ‘boost morale’ (IN08PA03S06L01), and form new knowledge networks.   

 

The executives’ recognition and acceptance that ‘things were siloed and broken’ 

(IN44PA04S22L02a) in the past and their efforts of repair, were valued by staff.  Although the 

executives’ CI aspirations were seen to swing between people and operational efficiency, the staff 

group bought into the communicated message that meaningful collaboration between individuals, 

teams, and functions, ‘consistency in CI behaviour’ (IN44PA07S48L17), and heightened 

‘encouragement for people to network’ (IN07PA08S48L03a) could aid the development of a new way 

of working.  Management and staff shared their views of the invaluable impact the support, 

participation, and collaboration of executive personnel proved.  Credibility and buy-in of the CI 

systems design, and CI initiatives such as the ‘Viral Change’ (IN33PA02S06L03), and ‘Change for 

Brilliance’ (IN44PA04S20L01/2), which were initially introduced by the CIO, and were boosted by the 

representation of executive level members.  In alignment with the Motive and Expectation (M&E) 

System code, an internal marketing campaign ‘by the CIO and CEO about needing to have more 

collaboration’ ‘had a big effect’ (IN44PA06S48L06b/07) on purpose and credibility.  The executives’ 

valued and continued support was evidenced by their sustained involvement in a range of CI 

initiatives, collaborative CI activities, front-line facilitation, and in being ‘the first to go through 

processes’ (IN29PA04S24L02b) such as the leadership and diversity training initiative - collectively 

demonstrating their desire for CI to permeate the organisation.  The staff group observing that the 
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‘executives appeared to be very, very supportive’ (IN20PA21S126L01b) with ‘very high levels of 

visibility’ (IN20PA21S128L01), and through action they proved to be ‘big supporters’ and ‘authentically 

passionate’ (IN29PA04S24L03&L04a) about the sharing of new ideas and driving effective CI initiatives 

forward.   

 

While openly recognising the value derived from ‘horizontal and vertical’ (IN46PA04S20L08a) 

participation and collaboration, the executive group coveted a need to ‘improve the understanding of 

the business requirement’ (IN39PA05S04L43a) and ‘ensure resource efficiency and utilisation’ 

(IN36PA04S38L02a).  In response, through the later part of Phase 2 and into Phase 3, they called for 

the components of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems to be centrally positioned, drawing the CI ‘threads 

together into a cohesive whole’ (IN46PA05S24L01) and ‘more of a shared resource’ (IN46PA02S06L22).  

The Phase 3 centralised format, through the AGILE and CFB provisions, was expected to ‘create 

practices and communities’ (IN46PA04S20L07b) that moved ‘beyond internal divisions’ 

(IN46PA04S22L01a) and ‘levels of the organisation’ (IN46PA01S06L08) to span the entire business.  

The aspiration of the executive was that ‘the power of community would come in two ways’ 

(IN46PA10S76L02).  Firstly, in ‘the sharing of stories, failures, and successes’ (IN46PA10S76L03a) so 

that ‘the community can learn, pick the best bits, and go off and try for themselves’ (IN46PA10S76L04), 

and secondly, ‘giving people in the community courage’ (IN46PA10S76L06b) to ‘come along and 

challenge’ (IN46PA10S76L07) current state operations and to find a better way. 

 

The board moved to recruit new executive members to improve diversity, gather sought after 

experience, and held a mind-set aligned with an environment of CI.  With the addition of a new HR 

Director, the movement of people became the movement of ‘talent’ (IN44PA07S50L03).  In 

recognising value in sharing skills and capability ‘she has made big changes’ and has further enhanced 

the level of cross-collaboration by ‘moving people across boundaries’ (IN44PA07S50L04a/b).  As a 

result, a sustainable and organic form of collaboration had evolved, with open lines of communication 

becoming more widespread, and noted by staff members as an example of ‘seeing cultural change’ 

(IN44PA02S12L01b) in action.  The executive’s belief was that it was essential to ‘to orchestrate an 

environment whereby people would start to think across site’ (IN01PA12S64L10), and that only when 

a collaborative core to the CI system had been developed would there be ‘a good chance of creating 

an infrastructure that would live beyond the programme’ (IN46PA04S20L08b) and allow the desired 

behaviours to become ‘embedded’ (IN46PA06S34L05) and ‘part of the DNA of a whole new eco-

system’ (IN46PA06S34L06b).   
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4.3.2.4.2 The Management Group 

The CS1 and CS2 HoIs reported directly to the executive group, shared considerable CI experience, 

and were portrayed by those who they worked with to have exuberant personalities.  They were 

people persons, serving as an important and ‘regular touch point’ (IN07PA12S70L05) for and between 

the executive members, function heads, line managers and front-line personnel.  Their sustained 

‘frequency’ (IN01PA08S36L06) in exhibiting enthusiasm, belief, encouragement, and participation 

were essential in driving collaborative CI actions and building CI traction.  A central ambition of the CI 

systems was to build a more collaborative environment where members could more frequently, 

effectively, and at times ‘organically find like-minded individuals to drive change and ideas through’ 

(IN01PA05S13L18).  While the CI systems adopted district designs the HoIs agreed that by ‘having like-

minded people thinking in the right direction anything is possible’ (IN36PA01S01L02), and that via the 

introduction of collaborative platforms individual ‘fires of CI activity could join up’ (IN32PA04S14L03b) 

with enhanced purpose and traction.  In establishing ‘collaborative systems’ (IN01PA10S41L21) 

management and staff were encouraged to ‘use their networks’ (IN01PA05S13L15a) to drive levels of 

CI activity and participation.  As they evolved the CS1 and CS2 systems evidenced increasing degrees 

of ‘peer-to-peer networking’ (IN07PA12S70L04) which ‘created a buzz and allowed new relationships 

to be initiated’ (IN33PA04S14L28).  Individuals and teams built new bonds through CI activity, and 

from an everyday perspective management evidenced a notable increase in people ‘getting up and 

talking to each other across the office’ (IN01PA10S43L07) where ‘previously they were just sat’ 

(IN01PA10S43L08) working with a silo mentality.   

 

The CS2 Head worked collaboratively alongside CI team members and departmental staff to ‘give 

troops focus and purpose’ embracing the mantra of ‘Karma and imbunto – I am because we are’ 

(IN36PA01S01L08/09).  He steered line and middle manager participation with clear planning, by 

utilising appropriate tools, openly recognising, and responding to staff and middle management 

concerns, and regarding all as a knowledgeable asset rather than a potential obstacle.  CS2 welcomed 

friendly ‘competition within and between the CI teams’ (IN41PA08S90L04) and aimed for each CI 

intervention to be delivered ‘more collaboratively’ (IN41PA08S90L02b) than the last.  This, alongside 

the integral positioning, and emphasis on ‘team effort’ where ‘everyone works towards a common 

goal’ (IN41PA08S90L03a/b) served to increase the buy-in from middle management and front-line 

staff; a challenge that the CS1 system was unable to accomplish.  The HoI impact was further 

acknowledged when, after leaving the role early in Phase 3, the CI team members commented that 

levels of ‘engagement and collaboration slipped back’ ‘due to the lack of leadership’ 

(IN43PA09S92L01a/b) and participative CI leadership style.  
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‘Improvement culture wise [CS1] was a long way behind’ (IN41PA08S88L01) CS2 with sustained and 

more significant concerns regarding CI orientated middle management support.  Due to the CI system 

being perceived to lack integral design and positioning, line and departmental managers were 

reluctant to participate, and/or authorise the involvement of their staff members.  Through Phase 1 

and 2, while some embraced the CI opportunity and realised potential value, others preferred to 

prioritise everyday team and role responsibilities without input from the CI team.  Although there 

were pools of staff members who wanted to participate and ‘challenge the status quo, some people 

had leaders that were unsupportive’ (IN06PA13S80L01), the frustration magnified ‘as the message 

given by the executives was that everybody would be supportive’ (IN11PA14S64L01a).   

 

While CS2 drove departmentally focused collaborative CI interventions, CS1 ‘activity was always 

across’ (IN31PA04S25L01a) the organisation, facilitating valuable yet less tangible formal and organic 

development of CI and CE knowledge and competency, rather than actualising a steady and constant 

stream of operational improvements.  With continued growth in the ‘involvement of different 

functions that had not met each other before’ (IN30PA12S107L10) came the opportunity to bring 

collaborative solutions to ongoing problems, and ‘build networks and bridges’ (IN30PA13S109L01a) 

between pools of knowledgeable people.  This facilitated and accelerated the development of 

valuable cross-functional relationships and served as a catalyst for individuals to reflect on ‘how they 

work across their networks in a work capacity’ (IN05PA18S132L01) and the value of ‘networking and 

sharing’ (IN01PA06S21L13).  The broader ‘department to department’ level of communication and 

collaboration allowed for a better ‘understanding of the critical points’ (IN37PA04S19L07b/8) and 

‘reengineering of end-to-end customer journeys and experiences’ (IN30PA12S103L05), expedited with 

an intent to ‘blend technology, process and people’ (IN32PA09S38L09b).   

 

Developing the CI ‘environment across multiple locations’ (IN01PA14S69L03) did though serve up 

a plethora of challenges.  Phase 1 supported the introduction of two CI systems, ‘focus[sing] on two 

of the main centres’ (IN25PA01S08L05), yet with ‘20 locations’ (IN07PA21S140L01) that varied in size 

and function, not all had the opportunity, or desire, to engage.  While the segregated geographic 

locations fed a long existing ‘silo mentality’ (IN25PA02S12L01) that was in part initially fuelled through 

the period of acquisition, the reality was that whilst some locations would ‘look out and see stuff going 

on and ask why somebody is not doing that for us’ (IN25PA02S08L10), others simply ‘didn’t want to 

know’ (IN32PA04S12L04a).  The intent of CS1 though remained to ‘try and break down barriers’ 

(IN01PA06S21L15) between functions and ’create networks’ (IN07PA20S128L20b) that would allow 

people and teams to ‘really work off each other’ (IN01PA09S38L06) effectively.  However, with 
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ongoing capacity constraints caused by the size of the CS1 team, time was not consumed fighting 

battles with non-believers and opposers, the team instead focused on those ‘areas that actually 

wanted the help’ (IN32PA04S12L07a).  It was later evidenced, that having built a sense of ‘credibility, 

… the team went back to some areas’ (IN32PA04S12L08) that had previously been cynical, but then 

requested aid in their improvement aspirations.  

 

4.3.2.4.3 The Staff Group 

Senior Management noted that it was an amazing feeling when it was possible to ‘get everyone in 

the organisation to feel included’ (IN29PA06S35L09b), recognising that ‘participation and 

contribution’, led staff to ‘feel good’ (IN42PA07S66L11b/12) about their role and performance.  The 

impact of working collaboratively was intensely felt by CS1 and CS2 staff level employees who desired 

and were encouraged to participate in CI activity, valuing the opportunity to drive new innovations 

and/or operational efficiencies.  The ‘massive network opportunity’ (IN20PA23S142L01) was a 

significant benefit, staff members appreciating the chance ‘to work with people in the business they 

wouldn’t necessarily work with’ (IN20PA23S142L02) on an everyday basis.  Through the evolving 

networks staff members were not only able to ‘find people who could serve as experts’ 

(IN17PA06S40L04) in a particular area and/or skill set, but evidence suggested that individuals and 

teams connected on a ‘more personal level’ (IN17PA08S56L04). 

 

The CS1 staff group observed an increased number of people ‘wanting to get things done and 

sharing a willingness’ to get involved, offering themselves, their skillsets, and their valuable time to 

participate, guide and ‘help each other’ (IN16PA08S40L01b/2b) when called upon.  People were 

‘interacting with each other’ (IN26PA01S01L01a) more than ever, some enhancing their reputation 

and perceived credibility by offering ‘ongoing support’ (IN27PA04S33L09a) and becoming respected 

as ‘influencers around the company’ (IN29PA01S02L01).  They shared that ‘the power of networking’ 

(IN20PA23S142L03b) should not be underestimated, and that working in a ‘supportive’ 

(IN26PA01S09L03c) and ‘more open company’ (IN12PA03S18L01a) can deliver enhanced operational 

performance and, from a cultural perspective, the development of happier workplace.  For CS1 and 

CS2 staff alike, the value of ‘working with different skill sets’ (IN06PA08S52L01) and the opportunities 

to work in a creative and collaborative space were welcomed with staff collaborating and 

communicating while ‘looking through different lenses’ (IN43PA03S20L16) serving to facilitate the 

generation of new, more and ‘better ideas’ (IN29PA05S35L05).   
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Intensifying the interaction between ‘managers’ (IN43PA01S12L02) and ‘front-line personnel’ 

(IN45PA03S28L05) was a key aspiration for CS2 through all three phases of CI evolution, better 

recognising the staff as ‘the matter experts’ (IN43PA02S14L08a) and building a common goal to ‘to get 

them more involved’ (IN45PA03S30L01) in improvement activity.  The combination of front-line tacit 

knowledge, intervention/facilitation skill sets, and management authority served to deliver an 

advanced understanding of how a particular process, and the potential solutions, fitted into the ‘larger 

operating model’ (IN43PA03S20L25).  Value in gauging ‘customer insight from the handlers on the 

frontline’ (IN45PA03S32L02) grew to be respected and led to a desire to harness and capitalise upon 

their tacit knowledge as central to CI activity success.  

 

 Employees shared an aligned perspective with the executive and management groups that efforts 

to ‘bring people from different parts of the organisation together’ (IN29PA08S51L14), and ‘to break 

down the silos, and enable talents to cross’ (IN29PA09S65L10) from one function to another were 

essential in building and sustaining valuable CI traction.  While significant advancements were noted, 

the agreement among staff was that ‘we need to collaborate more’ (IN47PA04S28L02) and although 

such activity could organically spread, efforts to invigorate and refresh collaborative action should be 

a continual and consistent CI consideration.  

 

4.3.3 CI Failure Factor Model: Distribution Analysis and Code Selection 

Figure 4.5 present the DACS visual map, drawing focus on the codes of the Mclean et al., (2017) CI 

Failure Factor Model.  Through undertaking steps 1-4 of the thematic analysis, two Traction (Training 

& Employee Involvement Levels), two System, and two Value codes have been selected (Step 5); the 

subsequent narrative interpretation addressing the TCs. The ‘Implementation Approach’ code is broad 

in scope and aligned to all aspects and objectives of the study, and therefore evidences a high excerpt 

EC through the three Data Sets: DS1 (26.3%), DS2 32.8%), and DS3 (61.1%).  Due to its holistic 

positioning, the code is not placed within the CI Traction, System or Value components, and is not 

considered independently, as it is reviewed through the entirety of the research.  The story, 

evaluation, and narrative interpretation of each considers the CS1 and CS2 CI systems over the three 

CI phases (Launch – Evolution – Integration & Centralisation), and reveals the experiences and 

perceptions of the executive, management, and staff level groups through the inclusion of selected 

empirical excerpts.   
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Figure 4.5: Distribution Analysis & Code Selection - Mclean et al. (2017) Failure Factor Model 

     Source: Author   
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4.3.4 Failure Factor Model: Narrative Interpretation  

4.3.4.1 Training  

‘Training’ has a 11.6% DCEC numeric, DS1 (2.5%), DS2 (18%), and DS3 (17.1%), and is mapped 

against 33 (3.5%) of the empirical second Tier codes (Figure 4.15).  Due to training’s natural association 

with the CS1 and CS2 CI tools, techniques, initiatives and interventions, the code aligns with the CI 

Maturity Models ‘CI Tools and Techniques’ code.   

 

The Executive group and CS1 CI team considered the first 12 months of CI implementation to be ‘a 

year of educating people on what process improvement was’ (IN46PA01S06L07) and laying the 

foundations to develop a change-friendly environment.  The HoI perceived that ‘in addition to bringing 

in process improvement techniques’ (IN01PA03S09L01b) and promoting a CI mindset, ‘education and 

training’ (IN01PA04S11L07) was imperative, and without training the adopted tool would deliver little 

benefit.  At CI launch (Phase 1) a sufficient budget to introduce a formal, department-wide training 

programme was lacking, so a more organic tactic was adopted.  The initial ‘intent of the CI team was 

to go out and teach a man to fish and leave them to it’ (IN31PA04S23L07), and to ‘give staff a few skills 

about how you structure problems’ (IN01PA05S15L03b) by ‘practically applying them and helping 

teams use them’ (IN47PA04S28L08).  At this early stage, the team viewed ‘training as a facilitative 

role’ (IN05PA04S22L02), achieved through ‘coaching’ (IN30PA07S53L05a) and ‘mentoring’ 

(IN30PA07S53L05b) with a ‘learning through doing’ provision.  While the intention was for training to 

be made available to all staff, not all were supported by their managers to participate, and were left 

unable to take up the opportunity, and the large number of tools introduced, and limited size of the 

CI team caused additional concern.   

 

Staff members shared management’s view on the importance of ‘training and learning’ 

(IN40PA03S13L01a), and, although the CS1 CI team continued to work hard to deliver, and ‘positively 

influence and promote the CI tools’ (IN47PA04S28L07), capacity was limited, and the availability of 

training was not seen to be as wide-reaching as required.   One staff member suggested that the CS1 

CI system needed to adapt the offering so that a higher ‘percentage of people’ (IN30PA04S31L05) 

could partake in the training provision.  While ‘support from management to organise tool training’ 

(IN41PA06S68L01) existed, staff level opinions were voiced that ‘there’s not really much in the way of 

training for the new techniques’ (IN41PA05S58L02a) introduced.  There was however encouraging 

evidence that front-line staff were ‘doing it in part off our own backs’ (IN41PA05S58L02b), staff 

members coming together to organise the sharing of skills and competencies, which was a welcome 
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signal that the objective ‘to educate and inspire’ (IN47PA08S60L01) had gained a level of organic 

traction.  

 

Through Phase 2 (CI Evolution) the question of ‘how can we best give people the required training?’ 

(IN37PA08S62L04a) and offer a ‘more strategic training selection’ (IN37PA08S62L05) was considered.  

The outcome being a much-improved training schedule and provision, supported by the executive 

group, that aimed to build the desired ‘skills, knowledge and capability’ (IN37PA08S62L02) that could, 

in time, enhance organisational competence.  While ‘almost all [training] was internal’ 

(IN32PA03S08L01a) some was facilitated ‘via external courses’ (IN18PA02S06L03a) or ‘delivered by an 

external trainer’ (IN32PA03S08L06a), several elements of which contributed towards ‘individual 

certification’ (IN18PA02S06L03b), that resulted in heightened system credibility and attention from 

staff.  Towards the end of Phase 2, and aligned with the refined CS1 ITB, the training provision adopted 

a ‘modular design’, that offered ‘a clear training path’, where staff members could register for CI 

associated courses that ranged from ‘three hours to three days’ (IN30PA08S65L10/13a/13b) in 

duration.  The ‘plug and play’ (IN33PA10S60L01) design was complemented by a continuation of 

informal learn-through-doing facilitation that incorporated introductory training ‘modules based on 

various tools’ (IN33PA10S60L02) formulated to develop a ‘greater awareness in how to use them’ 

(IN33PA10S60L05) effectively.  The CS1 evidenced training ‘activity across’ the organisation 

(IN31PA04S25L01a) moving beyond internal boundaries in its training provision. 

 

Reflecting the success of the improved suite, in Phase 3, the CS1 training programme became a 

central provision.  The scope expanded to include a ‘new manager modular suite’ (IN18PA05S22L01b) 

incorporating an advanced understanding of ‘what key metrics we’re trying to hit’ (IN18PA05S24L03a), 

‘how do we design to ensure that we hit those metrics’ (IN18PA05S24L03b), and embracing the 

‘intangible provisions of coaching’, diversity and recognition (IN18PA06S26L01a).  The ‘executive 

group were the first’ (IN29PA04S24L02b) to complete a ‘leadership awareness training’ 

(IN29PA04S24L01a) course, demonstrating to the workforce their sponsorship of, belief in, and 

‘authentic passion’ (IN29PA04S24L04b) for the extended programme.  Consideration that the staff 

body now comprised of ‘a younger population’ led to the recognition that the organisation needed to 

‘adapt to their learning needs’ (IN44PA02S10L23), the preferred choice of the new generation being 

‘a community of learning rather than a formal and rigid training programme’ (IN44PA02S10L24).  

Regarding a more organic provision, the CS1 VC, and CoP initiatives had ‘started communities’ that 

incorporated the informal sharing of skills and, in doing so, had ‘started a movement’ 

(IN44PA02S12L04b), where the workforce could ‘learn from colleagues in other parts of the group’ 
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(IN44PA02S12L06), and subsequently ‘spin up a learning community of’ their own (IN44PA02S12L07).  

Through collaboration and community, people bought into ‘the idea of brilliance’ (IN44PA02S12L05), 

understanding their roles in driving their personal development, in building a better work 

environment and involving themselves in CI activity for enhanced operational efficiency and customer 

satisfaction.   

 

All CS2 CI team members received ‘Lean awareness’ (IN45PA06S70L01a) training, within which the 

Plan, Do, Check and Act (PDCA) Improvement Cycle (Deming, 1986) served as an early and core 

component.  This was delivered via a ‘three-day course’ (IN45PA07S72L01) that incorporated tools 

including process mapping, load charts, and root cause analysis (RCA).  The CS2 CI team members 

became the trainers of the departmental staff members, through their CI facilitation and intervention 

activity.  In advance of CI intervention activity, all applicable staff members were offered the 

opportunity to attend a ‘one-day training course’ (IN45PA06S70L02b), to build capability and increase 

the potential efficiency and effectiveness of the collaborative intervention.  

 

The CS2 HoI viewed continuity and consistency in the training and certification of the Change, 

Process Improvement, and Business Intelligence team members as crucial from the outset, each 

member’s development was planned and tracked via team and individual training roadmaps.  One 

frustration was that some ‘underestimated the effort and resource required’ (IN36PA01S03L01) to 

ensure that those facilitating the CI interventions developed the desired combination of hard and soft 

skills, departmental managers questioning the need and worth of ‘taking the guys away every quarter 

for two days’ (IN36PA01S03L02a) for training purposes, several suggesting the training plan was 

‘extravagant’ (IN36PA01S03L02b).  Yet despite criticism, the HoI’s belief in the importance of training 

remained undiminished, contending that, although some questioned whether there was ‘too much 

training’, actually ‘it wasn’t enough’ (IN36PA01S03L03a).  To get ‘the best out of people’ 

(IN36PA01S03L03b), he ‘insisted on’ (IN36PA01S03L04) each CI team member undertaking ‘24-month 

personal cycles’ (IN36PA01S03L05a) that allowed flexibility, demonstrated progression, and evidenced 

clear alignment of impact with departmental and strategic need.  Team members were encouraged 

to ‘stand up and go and learn something’ (IN36PA01S03L05a), ‘bring it back in to the rest of the group’ 

and ‘share the learning with the rest of the team’, this fortifying the adopted training and development 

mantra of ‘Train, Do, Learn and Share’ (IN36PA01S03L06a&b). 
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4.3.4.2 Employee Involvement Levels  

Considering the motives and expectations of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, it is clear why driving 

‘Employee Involvement Levels’ (Figure 4.5) serves as an essential facet in developing CI traction.  The 

code holds an ED of 23.1% across the Data Corpus, DS1 (22.4%), DS2 (16.2%), and DS3 (29.1%), and is 

aligned with the ‘People Participate, Initiate, and Carry through CI’ Bessant et al., (2001) Maturity 

Model code (Figure 4.4), and the ‘Challenge and Involvement’ CE Conceptual Model code (Figure 4.6), 

this discussed later in the chapter.  

 

The original organisational ‘problem statement was how do we get people more engaged in the 

process of change?’ (IN03PA02S02L01) and give ‘our people the opportunity to take part in, help and 

shape what we do and how we do it?’ (IN03PA02S02L020).  ‘The whole purpose of CI is to get 

employees more involved’ (IN03PA12S40L04).  The executive group and HoI accepting their duty to 

create opportunities that ‘encourage’ (IN08PA03S04L07) all to ‘contribute’ (IN15PA12S60L07) and 

allow staff and middle management to ‘get back into the saddle of making decisions’ 

(IN03PA03S04L07c) and to ‘use their initiative and technical expertise to tackle a problem within their 

own domain’ (IN08PA03S04L08).  Whilst driving buy-in and system credibility through participation, 

the executive group did not wish to get excessively ‘involved with the day-to-day stuff’ but rather ‘to 

help create and then champion the CI environment’ (IN15PA18S102L01/02).  Through organisation-

wide communication the CEO shared a desire for ‘everyone in the organisation to feel included’ 

(IN29PA06S35L09b) and ‘feel they were coming to work to add value’ (IN13PA03S10L01b), and the 

aspiration that with time and ongoing support, collaborative CI activity would become ‘embedded as 

normal behaviour’ (IN13PA10S70L01).  The long-term aim was to foster local and cross functional 

involvement to a ‘tipping point where CI actually becomes self-sustaining’ (IN01PA12S66L01a), where 

‘the engine is running and ticking over’ (IN01PA13S66L06) and the formal and organic mechanisms 

adopted create a perpetual CI traction.  The Executive group recognised ‘the important thing being 

that people engage’ (IN15PA13S66L01b) and demonstrate a ‘want to get involved’ 

(IN13PA08S52L01b).   

 

The balance between desire, opportunity, and need to be involved were unified through the 

integrally positioned CS2 CI system, where CI interventions formed the backbone of the platform and 

operational benefits delivered via the collaboration between facilitator, middle manager, and front-

line staff.  The CS2 scenario is discussed further in this regard through the CE ‘Challenge and 

Involvement’ section (4.4.2.1).  
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The CS1 HoI and CI team, sought to ‘create an environment where staff could take ownership’ 

(IN01PA04S11L04), ‘make change’ (IN10PA09S52L02), and where ‘things can be done’ 

(IN01PA04S13L12).  CI value and worth was initially spread via early adopters and CI champions driving 

participation, involvement, and buy-in.  The HoI noted that ‘as people see more people getting 

involved, they ask how do I get involved’ (IN01PA12S64L18) and then having participated themselves, 

in snowball fashion, they ‘get their colleagues to engage’ (IN05PA15S114L05).  The benefits of 

participation became clearer to staff as they were ‘given the opportunity to stretch themselves and 

push boundaries’ (IN07PA24S160L01b), the HoI remarking how ‘the smiles around a room of 

colleagues was fantastic to see’ (IN07PA24S156L05), contently watching staff with ‘drive and passion’ 

(IN07PA33S212L01a) collaboratively and creatively ‘using their brains’ (IN10PA05S32L01a).  One 

departmental manager revealing their early observations that via participation, staff were building a 

sense of self-value, heightening their health and wellbeing, and developing new skills and capability, 

and in ‘applying these to the productivity of their normal everyday job’ (IN10PA15S99L01), their 

personal reputations, and potential future career opportunities could be impacted positively.  The 

staff group though communicated that the CI facilitation team should be weary of the consequence 

of scenarios whereby individuals ‘feel included versus feeling undermined’, and where members are 

‘present but not feeling included’ (IN29PA07S51L01b).  Staff also noted the imbalance in opportunities 

to get involved and that the ‘unintentional exclusion led to talented people being overlooked’ 

(IN29PA05S34L03) and resulted in a ‘failure to leverage all the talent available’ (IN29PA05S34L04).  

These circumstances running the risk of ‘drip feeding negative micro-messages’ (IN29PA07S51L02a) 

and potentially harming the individual and CI system.  

 

One participant, who was originally cynical of the CS1 CI system, shared that the CI message ‘caught 

me on a day when I said how can I expect improvements if I don’t get involved’ (IN11PA05S221L02), 

and they decided to participate to discover whether it was truly a platform where ‘you are granted 

the power’ (IN11PA13S54L01) to influence, to make a difference.  Another staff member, who also 

lacked initial interest, chose to engage six months later because ‘I felt that I really wanted to’ 

(IN14PA03S10L02) utilise what was becoming a credible ‘offering’, to share and get support for an 

idea that came ‘from the heart’ (IN14PA03S14L03/05) and could make a real difference to many within 

the organisation.  In addition to leading an operationally focused CI project, the individual, with an 

emphasis on ‘health and wellbeing’ (IN14PA04S18L02) (H&W) gained support through the VC Initiative 

to introduce ‘Tai Chi’ (IN14PA04S16L01) and a ‘masseur’ (IN14PA05S20L15).  While such wellbeing-

based programmes may have only touched a small percentage of staff, additional H&W based 

initiatives were introduced by others, and collectively perceived as ‘a rip-roaring success’ 
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(IN14PA05S20L25a), resulting in a sense of personal achievement and empowerment, and further 

exhibiting that the opportunity was there, through the VC Initiative, for the more obscure ideas to 

gain support.    

 

As the CS1 CI system moved into Phase 2 more CS1 frontline staff acknowledged the growing 

span of opportunities to ‘get involved and see the best happen through everything that we deliver’ 

(IN12PA03S14L01).   Several members noting the added benefit that ‘when you got to your 

performance development review, if you were involved’ (IN11PA13S54L09) it was seen as 

advantageous.  The CI HoI and team communicated to those who participated ‘to be proud of what 

we’re doing’ (IN16PA06S30L015), that the executive group was giving them ‘a great deal of trust and 

was ‘proud’ (IN16PA06S30L014a) of their accomplishments, communicating that they could now serve 

to share, ‘persuade and influence people’ (IN16PA03S08L06a) to drive new levels of participation.  

Despite ongoing challenges and cynicism, levels of involvement increased within and beyond the CS1 

departmental boundary, more people showing a desire ‘to be part of an environment’ 

(IN17PA03S12L04) where they could ‘be more proactive’ (IN21PA04S26L01b), develop new skills and 

competencies, and were able to ‘make a difference’ (IN21PA04S26L01b).  With growing participation 

came an appreciation of the chance to collaborate with a ‘vibe of destructive innovation’ 

(IN06PA06S38L04), to ‘challenge the status quo’ (IN06PA13S80L01) with confidence, and to work and 

communicate more freely with those within and outside normal workgroups.  CI activity was ‘starting 

to have the ripple effects’ (IN21PA04S26L01a) initially desired. 

 

While the CS1 CI system could evidence ‘crossing departmental boundaries’, ‘bringing 

stakeholders together’ (IN30PA12S103L06a/06b) and ‘building networks’ (IN30PA13S109L01a) 

through CI and CE facilitation and training, the desire of and permission for CS1 staff members to 

become involved continued to be challenging.  Middle management support, workload pressure, hot 

spot patterns of buy-in, laggards who were ‘stuck in their ways’ (IN09PA18S140L01), and the 

challenges faced in ‘involving the other locations’ (IN21PA13S108L02) continued to serve as restrictors 

to CI activity and employee involvement levels.    

 

Due to the previously discussed CS1 CI ITB and initiative confusion calls were being heard for a 

‘real attempt to actually synthesize’ (IN17PA04S22L03) and align the CI platform.  Hesitancy in 

involvement endured due to perceptions that ‘there’s a lot of messing around’ (IN17PA11S78L08) and 

insinuations that some were in it ‘for what it could do for them’ (IN17PA04S24L04) or as a path to ‘get 

their way up the greasy pole’ (IN17PA05S30L04).   
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The continued challenges led the executive group and CI team to reconsider the balance between 

‘intent versus impact’ (IN29PA05S35L02a).  In an important step in the development of a more credible 

and aligned CS1 system the ‘combination of Viral Change, the Fast-Track programme, the CI/Process 

Management Team’ and other CI initiatives, evolved into a ‘companywide’ CI platform named 

‘Innovate’ (IN32PA12S52L12/06) (Figure 4.2).  This platform reflected upon lessons learned, 

demonstrated clarity of value, produced ‘the next generation of ideas’ (IN32PA12S52L07), and 

established an increased and more balanced opportunity to become involved.  A goal was that staff 

could act with confidence in ‘challenging’ (IN32PA12S52L08a) the current state and be ‘rewarded for 

their sustained involvement in’ CI activity and in ‘solving challenges’ (IN32PA12S52L09/10a).  A 

combination of executives, CI team members, and ‘30 CI champions’ (IN33PA03S12L01a) toured the 

organisation’s locations via a ‘rolling series of roadshows’ (IN33PA02S06L17) to alert the workforce to 

the change in CS1 CI structure, and to encourage and cultivate participation.  At this time participating 

staff reiterated that ‘getting involved allowed an opportunity to be noticed and gain future promotion 

to a managerial level’ (IN27PA01S01L06), the refreshed CI system was a gateway to build new 

capabilities via a suite of ‘courses’ (IN27PA01S07L01b)   

 

As the CI endeavour moved into Phase 3 (Integration & Centralisation), the CI vision (M&E) 

remained ‘to embed improvement as a natural way of working’ (IN30PA03S21L06a) yet adjusted to 

drive alignment with the strategic imperative of cost efficiencies and derived value.  In adopting the 

AGILE and CFB initiatives, the intention was to build upon past successes, and ‘move beyond internal 

divisions’ (IN46PA04S22L01a) and ‘create a sense of vertical’ (IN46PA04S22L01b) and ‘horizontal’ 

(IN46PA04S20L08a) community and collaboration.  By ‘bringing the threads together into a cohesive 

whole’ the executives and CI management aspired to offer the most effective blend of initiatives and 

find a CI ‘sweet spot’ (IN46PA05S24L01/02) that would reenergise staff and reinforce the 

organisational commitment.  The executive group asserted that the combination of formal and 

‘organic, is where you get true value’, developing an open community of improvement while ensuring 

clarity of the ‘economic reality of how this contributes in hard value terms’ (IN46PA05S30L01a/b).  The 

CI team members reported that the integrated evolution brought ‘progress’, ‘heightened 

commitment’ (IN41PA07S78L01a/b), and ‘re-engagement’ (IN41PA07S78L03a), which established a 

refreshed sense of worth and credibility by safeguarding that the participants were ‘doing the right 

thing for the right reason’ (IN41PA07S78L02) and producing clear cultural and/or operational value.   
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Staff recognised the ‘hard benefits’ and a positive ‘impact on the mentality’ (IN42PA03S20L01a/b) 

of being ‘able to ‘participate and contribute’ (IN42PA07S66L11b) within a more cohesive and balanced 

CI system.  With ‘engagement and participation on the rise’ (IN42PA08S78L04c), staff and 

management better recognised the potential value of examining a scenario collectively ‘through 

different lenses’ (IN43PA03S20L16) and as a result became more open, confident, and comfortable in 

sharing perspectives.  CS1 staff reflected upon what had become ‘an experience of learning’ 

(IN47PA07S58L01a), working together within and across functions to ‘educate and inspire’, and 

collaboratively working with sense of ‘permission and opportunity’ (IN47PA08S60L01/03).  With an 

increase in the sharing of knowledge, collaboration, and involvement, the executive group leaned 

upon management to offer greater autonomy for communities to drive sustainable improvements 

that focused on the ‘root cause’ (IN42PA08S72L01a).  The centralised CI system evidenced ‘a rise in 

awareness and increase in participation’ (IN45PA07S80L01a), the ‘growth in involving people on the 

front line’ (IN45PA03S28L05) and ‘making people feel included’ (IN29PA08S51L19b) ‘essential’ 

(IN45PA03S30L01) to fully understanding the customer experience and capitalise upon the tacit 

knowledge of the staff.  The CS2 mantra of ‘their goals are our goals’ (IN45PA06S60L02) was adopted 

as it encapsulated a sense of collective effort and respect.  

 

The employee involvement levels of the CFB community grew quickly from launch, staff valuing 

the formation and impact of new relationships, extended networks, and the sustained opportunity to 

‘come together and share knowledge’ (IN44PA02S10L19a) and enhanced level of learning and 

understanding.  An early illustration being ‘400 people from across the change community’ 

(IN44PA02S12L03) coming together to review future collaborative activity.  The movement gained 

traction in the emergence of ‘five communities’ from the IS Support group, where ‘business analysts’, 

‘project managers’, ‘testers’, ‘project management officers’, and ‘developers’ 

(IN44PA03S14L01a/b/c/d/L02), coming together and collaborating across location, function, and 

level, was a new and more effective way of working for all.  It was identified that ‘innovation is the 

differentiator in the market that we operate, and we need to be an innovative organisation to survive’ 

(IN44PA03S18L10).  The CFB communities were ‘allowed to be creative in their thinking’ 

(IN44PA03S18L08c) and ‘innovative in their actions’ (IN44PA03S18L09), progressing with autonomy in 

‘gaining the required efficiencies by working across the group’ (IN44PA04S22L04).   
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4.4 The Creative Environment 

 

4.4.1 CE Conceptual Model: Distribution Analysis and Code Selection 

Figure 4.6 presents the DACS visual map, drawing focus on the themes and associated codes of the 

Conceptual CE Model.  Through undertaking steps 1-4 of the thematic analysis, a series of 8 Traction, 

3 System, and 4 Value codes have been selected (Step 5).  ‘Sufficient Resources’ hold alignment with 

the Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model ‘Managers Support CI via Allocation of Resources’ code 

(Figure 4.4), and due to the complementary nature between 4 of the selected TCs, they have been 

grouped together (the code combination mapped with Figure 4.6); the following narrative 

interpretation analysing the following TCs in turn.  

 

1. Challenge and Involvement 

2. Supervisory Encouragement 

3. Work Group Support  

4. Creative Atmospherics 

 

While the ED metrics are relatively for the Creative Atmospheric codes, in addition to the thematic 

analysis of DS1, DS2, and DS3, as discussed through Section 3.6.3, the study incorporated a CE focused 

Questionnaire (DS4) which integrated the codes from the CE Amabile et al., (1996) KEYS Model, and 

the Ekvall (1996), modified by Moultrie and Young (2009), Creative Climate Model (CCQ).  The analysis 

of this Data Set is considered through the following review.  Figures 4.14 and 4.15 draw from the raw 

data (Appendix 8.2.14) to offer visual representations, that deliver a CE focused code assessment, 

mapping their perceived evolution over the following three time periods / CI phase, the measures are 

considered through the narrative interpretation.  Time periods is used rather than CI phases through 

the DS4 review as the 3 CI phases were not known nor mapped at the time that the questionnaire was 

conducted.  

   

- Past State (CI Phase 1): Perceptions regarding 2012 and before (Doted Line) 

- Current State (CI Phase 2): Perceptions regarding 2013 to 2014 (Questionnaire Completion 

Date) (Dashed Line) 

Desired Future State (CI Phase 3): Perceptions regarding 2014 and after (Continual Line) 
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Figure 4.6: Distribution Analysis & Code Selection - CE Conceptual Model  

     Source: Author   
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Figure 4.7:  CE Questionnaire Averages: KEYS Framework Codes (DS4) 

      Source: Author 

 

Figure 4.8:  CE Questionnaire Averages: CCQ Framework Codes (DS4) 

      Source: Author 
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4.4.2 CE Conceptual Model: Narrative Interpretation  

4.4.2.1 Challenge and Involvement  

The CE ‘Challenge and Involvement’ code aligns with the Mclean et a., (2017) CI Failure ‘Employee 

Involvement Level’ (Figure 4.5) code previously discussed.  To reduce duplication these narrative 

focusses upon the ‘Challenge’ component (Figure 4.6).  The code demonstrates consistency in ED with 

28.6% in DS1, to 22.8% in DS2, and 28.9% in DS3, and the DS4 analysis shows an increase from 2.0, to 

2.9, and 4.4 across the three applied time periods. (Figure 4.15).   

 

Through their recruitment, a sought-after characteristic of the CS1 and CS2 CI team was that they 

‘love to solve problems’ (IN36PA06S46L34).   Many of the staff level participants through each of the 

three phases of CI maturity evidenced a common desire to be personally challenged, and motivation 

to challenge the operational status quo and the search for effective of valuable solutions.  In giving 

‘everybody an opportunity to say what they think and to then take part in trying to recommend some 

way in fixing it’ (IN03PA03S02L24) staff felt that they had support, ‘autonomy and freedom’ 

(IN46PA02S08L01) to be ‘able to do something about it’ (IN46PA02S06L45).  ‘The inclusion part is how 

all those different ideas are brought around a table’ (IN29PA02S12L11b).  ‘By seeing where they can 

take action’ all members of staff ‘can participate and contribute’ and as a result ‘feel good about it’ 

(IN42PA07S66L11a/b/12).  In being part of a collaborative team that worked towards solutions to 

notable challenges staff drew ‘empowerment’(IN07PA11S60L04a), satisfaction, and an elevated level 

allegiance.   

 

The CS1 CI system looked to deliver the opportunity ‘to challenge everything’ (IN32PA02S02L22), 

to be creative in thinking, to share ideas of a ‘better way’ (IN22PA06S44L01b) and build ‘confidence 

that they will get the support to fix it’ (IN20PA26S164L01).  The use of CI ‘mechanisms’ 

(IN03PA02S02L03) and creative problem-solving tools and ‘techniques’ (IN32PA03S08L13a) were 

positioned to better allow review of the current state performance and actualise improvement 

activity.  The adopted tools allowed for a review of ‘the rationale’ (IN36PA05S46L10a), and richer 

‘understanding’ (IN27PA03S29L01) of the challenge.  Both staff and management perceived that 

‘without a true understanding of what the problem is’ (IN06PA03S10L02) and an accurate diagnosis of 

‘the challenge’ at hand, it was very difficult to assess the potential root cause and so agree ‘what 

outcomes you are looking for’ (IN30PA08S61L04b/5a).   The CS1 HoI communicated that ‘the process 

piece is our main rock to build from’ (IN32PA11S50L03) and through training in and use of CI tools and 

techniques the challenge is to better envisage ‘opportunities in processes’ (IN32PA06S26L17).  In the 
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use of simplified and appropriate ‘vocabulary’ (IN42PA07S66L06), designed to derive a shared 

‘understanding’ (IN37PA03S09L07b), facilitator and front-line staff worked together to ‘find out where 

the inefficiencies are’ (IN17PA26S220L02a) and ‘recognise waste, waste, waste’ (IN32PA06S26L12b).  

Staff ‘knew there was a lot of waste’ (IN42PA01S08L04) and were pleased with the opportunity to 

finally ‘take action’ (IN36PA04S27L04) and challenge their long-term frustrations.  While much of the 

CS1 activity was organic and initiative based, the more focused CI facilitation reviewed a balance of 

relatively simple ‘point-to-point’ (IN37PA04S19L07a), and more complex end-to-end processes that 

crossed from ‘department to department’.  Each of these required an ‘understanding of the critical 

points’ (IN37PA04S19L07A/08), and patience to solve the ‘jigsaw puzzle of how activities were 

interlinked’ (IN37PA04S19L06).    

 

CS2 front-line staff were ‘agitated at the ineffectiveness of the process’ (IN46PA02S06L44) and its 

impact upon the customer experience, many being motivated to participate within CI intervention to 

challenge the current state, and to consider and implement of sustainable solutions.  Through CI 

intervention, the facilitation teams were able to ‘look at what was being proposed’ 

(IN17PA31S262L05), and after initial measurement and diagnosis, to review the potential impact, and 

determine whether to progress.  Upon agreement to move forward and so ‘improve the existing 

process’ (IN47PA06S40L02a) the collaborative team, following the Define and Plan stages of the 

modified PDCA, actioned a more in-depth review of ‘how it should be performed’ and ‘how it is 

currently performing’ to with clarify, understand and ‘identify the gap’ and then ‘close it’ 

(IN37PA05S27L05/06/07/08).  In initially focusing on well-known issues, further inefficiencies became 

visible, and with hem the recognition that there were many unknowns, challenged them to accept 

that they ‘didn’t know what they didn’t know’ (IN31PA04S21L01a) and to embark upon new paths of 

learning.  During Phase 2, due to an increase in intervention requests and the resulting capacity 

concerns, the interventions were refined as ‘core and secondary interventions’ (IN32PA03S08L08a), 

which through problem diagnosis, and the adoption of ‘the pareto 80/20 rule’, the teams’ ‘focus on 

the issues and challenges that needed to be prioritised’ (IN37PA06S31L01c/02) was ensured.   

 

Through the evolved state of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, the use of a ‘high discovery skill set’ 

(IN06PA07S38L01) by participating individuals and teams led them to ‘find out where we need to 

improve’ (IN17PA26S206L03), ‘where the issues are, and where change needs to occur’ 

(IN17PA13S96L03).  ‘Visual techniques, creative thinking’ (IN07PA10S54L06) and performance 

‘measures’ (IN36PA03S24L05a) served as vital in ‘improving our understanding of the business 

requirement’ (IN39PA05S04L43a) and allowed the CI teams to more effectively ‘measure impact in a 
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tangible way’ (IN30PA08S61L05b).  Used most predominantly though CS2 operationally based CI 

interventions, in ‘capturing data systemically’ (IN42PA02S10L04a), and using ‘check data to form 

decisions’ (IN42PA02S12L06), led to a better ‘understanding’ (IN37PA04S19L03a) of ‘current state’ 

challenge (IN43PA01S12L03), and clarity regarding the ‘need for improvement’ (IN36PA03S24L05b).  

In collaboratively ‘evaluating’ (IN17PA31S262L04c) the issue, the teams were better able to form an 

agreement of ‘what is the cause of the problem’ (IN37PA04S19L04) and discover the ‘root cause’ 

(IN21PA02S06L04) so a ‘proof of concept’ (IN20PA15S84L04) could be shaped, visualised, and feasible 

solutions developed and actualised.  The HoI agreed that CI worked most effectively with a blend of 

‘reactive’ and ‘proactive’ (IN30PA07S57L05/06) activity, and with a balance of small incremental 

improvements and larger more significant change projects.  One sudden, unexpected, and critical 

challenge felt to all ‘like a bomb going off’, resulting in the whole organisation having to ‘react very 

quickly’ (IN33PA08S48L05/6a).  Previous CI activity served to have built a sense of readiness, comfort 

in working collaboratively, and the knowledge and skills of process management and CI tools to 

successfully plan for and implement the required solutions.   

 

Based on the successes of CS2 and challenges of CS1, the integrated CI system set the challenge 

for ‘every project tried to make something better’ and ‘help reach a strategic goal’ 

(IN47PA06S40L01a/b), where all activity sought to ‘reengineer the end-to-end customer journey 

experience’ (IN30PA12S103L05) and ‘make the customer experience better’ (IN26PA04S37L01c).  By 

taking the time to systematically review the challenge, apply performance measurement, and so 

understand the problem, the teams involved were positioned and informed for the emergence of 

‘simple’, valuable, and ‘alternative solutions’ (IN01PA15S73L20a/b).  In ‘crossing boundaries’ and 

‘bringing stakeholders’ (IN30PA12S103L06b) with ‘broad and diverse ways of thinking’ 

(IN29PA02S12L15a) together, a heightened understanding of the challenge can be acquired, and a 

‘large commercial gain’ (IN29PA02S14L02b) obtained.   The challenge is ‘to get to the point where 

people get relentless in making things better’, where CI has a chance to become a ‘sustainable’ 

(IN46PA02S08L02&04) entity, that impacts ‘cultural behaviour’ (IN46PA03S10L01a), operational 

efficiencies, and the customer journey.  

 

4.4.2.2 Supervisory Encouragement 

‘Supervisory Encouragement’ (SE) has been discussed previously through the narrative 

interpretations and while holding a level of alignment with CI and CE oriented ‘leadership’ codes, SE 

is selected as a TC.  The code holds a DCED numeric of 10.8% (Figure 4.6) and tracks an increasing 
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average from 1.5 to 2.1, and an aspired future state of 4.3 through DS4 (Figure 4.7), the most 

significant gap between all current and future state levels.  The level of SE to actively participate in CE 

and CI activity is essential; the unique design, positioning, and alignment of CI activity evidenced within 

the CS1 and CS2 CI systems (Section 4.2) had a significant impact in the perceptions and buy-of middle 

management.  

 

At the CS1 and CS2 CI system launch, the executive group indicated that CI activity did not ‘always 

have to be something that had big business impact’, declaring that the delivery of environmental and 

cultural benefits such as increased ‘health and wellbeing’ (IN03PA03S02L10a/b) was also sought.  

While this reflected the aspiration to ‘change as an organisation’, and desire to be ‘a big company 

with a small mentality’ (IN08PA03S06L010/14), the perceived lack of operational gain led to CS1 

middle management and line supervisors questioning the value of their team’s potential participation, 

that resulted in an inconsistent permission framework.  The CS1 CI team soon became weary of staff 

being ‘criticised by their line manager’ for participating in creative problem solving and CI activity that 

lay outside their everyday role when they ‘should be doing their job’ (IN15PA19S106L01).  The 

executive group and HoI acknowledging that the active and consistent support and encouragement of 

supervisors had a clear influence on the level of participation of staff, serving as significant ‘blocks’ 

(IN01PA09S39L04) to, or enablers of building and sustaining CI traction.  Through Phase 1 and 2 ‘some 

teams had managers who frowned upon’ (IN01PA33S241L04) participation due to lack of alignment 

between CI activity and operational need, reporting that the ‘strict productivity targets did not fit with 

the concept of I’ve just had a fantastic idea and I want sail off and work on it for an hour, so there was 

a bit of conflict’ (IN05PA14S108L0105).  

 

Some ‘managers bought in’ (IN20PA21S124L01b), acting so that individuals and ‘teams were 

allowed’ (IN21PA09S66L02) to participate, resulting in team members feeling ‘very supported’ 

(IN16PA15S92L01) and encouraged to embrace the opportunity to become involved.  Yet, ‘the reality 

was that not all managers were’ (IN16PA16S94L01) as supportive, staff sharing a common perception 

that ‘middle management is a problem’ (IN20PA21S126L01a), their levels of frustration augmented by 

‘having leaders that are unsupportive’, ‘even though the message given by the executives was that 

everybody would be’ (IN11PA14S64L01a/b).  One staff member revealed that ‘last year my manager 

was very unwilling for me to join and do anything’, holding a ‘no you’re here to do this and that’s it’ 

(IN09PA03S04L10/02) attitude, while ‘the manager I’ve got currently is so good and gives me the time’ 

(IN09PA04S20L01) to participate.  Another participant recounted that their manager ‘was not 

supportive’ (IN27PA01S07L02b) and that they ‘had to take holiday’ (IN27PA01S07L02b/L04a) to 
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engage with CI activity and the associated training provision.  In response to the ongoing concerns, 

during Phase 2, the CS1 CI HoI called for departmental supervisors and middle management to ‘look 

at the whole rather than parts’ (IN33PA09S56L03c), show ‘greater awareness of the CI tools’ 

(IN33PA10S60L05) being used, and recognise how these, and the enhanced training provision, could 

aid improvement efforts ‘in what they do on a daily basis’ (IN33PA10S64L02a).  Staff shared their 

desire for supervisors not only to encourage, but to participate and ‘influence’ positively 

(IN47PA10S86L03) and see ‘the real difference’ CI participation could make to ‘team spirit’ 

(IN47PA01S04L12), their creative problem-solving ability and ‘their day job’ performance, further 

remarking that the ‘training’ (IN47PA10S78L02a/b/c) and their evolving skillsets deserved recognition 

and respect.   

 

While challenges were faced, supervisory support through CS2 became more forthcoming due the 

validation of its integral departmental positioning, collaborative CI intervention design, and alignment 

to operational need.  The HoI conveyed that to ‘understand the strategic purpose of the organisation 

and how what we do impacts upon that’ (IN37PA03S11L01b) is crucial in gaining middle management 

support, and ‘creating a CI environment that allows people to have input and contribute’ 

(IN38PA04S13L04).  However, he did go on to share that, one must remain vigilant, and that it only 

‘takes one person to get in the way, to cause a vortex, fracture the CI efforts’ (IN36PA01S01L04) and 

‘drive the wrong behaviour’ (IN38PA04S18L03a).  CS2 CI team members shared that in including ‘team 

leaders and managers’ (IN43PA01S12L02) from the outset of CI interventions, and by fully engaging 

with the ‘front line, and running pre-intervention ‘workshops’ (IN43PA01S12L01a/b) and audit 

walkthroughs, credibility and buy-in were established.  With a mantra of ‘their goals are our goals’ 

(IN45PA06S60L02), CS2 staff reported that ‘middle management became very supportive’ 

(IN45PA06S60L01a), and through their own participation, further encouraged staff to participate via 

the sharing of knowledge, perceptions, and concerns.   

 

Through Phase 3 of the CI evolution, CS1 and CS2 managers and supervisors alike ‘had to overcome 

cultural disruption’ (IN39PA09S12L20), due to the adapted integrated and centralised CI system 

design. The AGILE and CFB initiatives were integral in driving operational and behavioural 

improvement.  CS2 CI team members and staff had to acclimatise to their CI intervention becoming 

an organisation-wide provision, while those in CS1 needed time to build confidence in the system and 

move beyond ‘historical’ (IN41PA07S76L01a) perceptions where ‘wanting to make a difference had 

been stomped on’ (IN41PA07S76L01b). 
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4.4.2.3 Workgroup Support  

‘Workgroup Support’ embraces the relationships, diversity, skill sets, and ways in which colleagues 

interact, encourage, and support each other daily.  These, when reviewed with CE and CI, incorporate 

the way in which the CI teams interact when people from different teams, functions, and levels of the 

organisation work collaboratively together.  Across the DC the code holds prominence across the 

theme (13.5%), rising through DS1 (8.6%), DS2 (10.2%), and DS3 (21.6%).  The DS4 analysis indicates 

that practical improvements have been seen, increasing from 2.3 to 3.2, with an aspired future state 

of 4.2.   

 

Workgroup support and the dynamic between and diversity of members were considered from 

‘board level, all the way down to everyday role and CI orientated work groups’ (IN29PA03S17L15b).  A 

key development at the executive level was to enhance the level ‘cultural diversity’ (IN03PA06S18L07) 

and improve the ‘demographic split’ (IN29PA03S17L09).  The hope was for the planned changes to 

better characterise and represent the company and to send an important message regarding the 

sought ‘cultural shift’ (IN29PA08S51L19a).  Historically, the ‘executive level were all middle-aged white 

blokes’, which had resulted in a shared and concerning observation that the company ‘lacked diversity’ 

and levels of equality.  A conscious effort was made to recruit new board and senior level members 

that ‘changed and improved’ the balance, the organisation being seen after the changes as ‘better for 

it’ (IN29PA03S17L10a/11/14a/15a).  The executive group envisaged that through dynamic teamwork 

the organisation could ‘retain the energy of a small company’ and become ‘a big company with a small 

mentality’ (IN08PA03S06L012/14) yet recognised that a sustained effort was essential to building and 

gaining the benefits associated with a heightened sense of workgroup support through all 

organisational functions and levels.   

 

As part of the transformation, the organisation recruited a Head of Diversity and Inclusion (HDI), 

who instigated a ‘review from the diversity inclusion lens’ that considered employees throughout the 

company and the use and suitability of ‘the language and vocabulary’ (IN29PA04S22L03b/04b).  With 

a directive of building ‘a workplace where differences are valued’ (IN29PA01S12L01), ‘visible and 

invisible differences’ were considered via this review and included ‘gender, age, and ethnicity’, 

‘learning styles’, ‘values’, ‘background’ (IN29PA01S08L02/05/07/08a/08b), ‘education’ 

(IN29PA02S12L09b) ‘character, sexual preference, and disability’ (IN29PA02S14L03).  The board 

members asked themselves ‘how do we behave?’ and ‘how should we behave?’ 

(IN29PA06S42L02a/02b) and called upon all within the company to do the same, the aspiration being 

to better understand how to become a ‘brand that appeals to all’.  
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The HDI observed the ongoing ‘creation of micro-inequities’, whereby ‘groups of people hung 

around with people they feel most comfortable with’ so ‘creating patterns of unintended exclusion’ 

(IN29PA05S35L06a/06b/08).  ‘Everyday experiences with other human beings can shape’ 

(IN29PA02S12L10) how staff feel, and how staff perform.  A key CI objective (M&E) was to drive, 

heighten and sustain ‘cross-collaboration, and personal connection’ (IN03PA15S56L01), where all had 

the opportunity to ‘meet people’, ‘know more people’, and ‘recognise more people’ 

(IN29PA01S12L04a/04b/04c) and where organisational members could work together more freely 

and dynamically.  The CI systems facilitated initiatives to improve group collaboration and welcomed 

‘diversity of thinking’ (IN29PA02S12L07b) where issues could be reviewed from multiple perspectives, 

and an appreciation of the different ‘lenses we look at the world through’ (IN29PA02S12L10/11a).  

‘The inclusion part is how all those different ideas are brought around a table’ and ‘how we use them 

to solve business problems’, supporting workgroups is challenging the status quo whilst being open 

minded of ‘broad and diverse ways of thinking’, and the willingness to examine a problem from 

different perspectives (IN29PA02S12L11b/12/15a).  There are scenarios where different people need 

different mechanisms to stimulate thinking, and different support mechanisms to build the confidence 

to share their voice, the HDI sharing that a ‘lack of confidence is not the same as lack of ambition’ 

(IN29PA07S43L01).  The CS1 and CS2 CI teams were trained to consider how best to ensure that 

introverts, those who lacked confidence, ‘those who were junior’, and ‘those in minorities, to feel 

included’ (IN29PA06S42L01a/b).  The CI team members commenting that their own growth in 

understanding and considering of creative atmospherics, such as playfulness and humour, had 

enhanced their abilities to drive balanced collaborations where all could find the confidence and 

comfort to share valuable insights and tacit knowledge. 

 

Throughout his leadership of the CS2 CI system, the HoI was eager to recruit motivated problem-

solving individuals to the Change, Process, and Business Intelligence teams who through CI inventions 

were able to facilitate an effective, collaborative and value-bearing group dynamic.  He suggested that 

while improvement activity needs a ‘focus on the quality, cost and schedule’, the ‘softer side, the 

people side is often forgotten’ (IN38PA02S05LLO6b/07) and that it is essential to develop an 

‘environment that allows people to have input and make a contribution’ (IN38PA04S13L04).  The teams 

themselves worked dynamically and embraced the opportunity to learn from one another, and during 

facilitation, welcomed the skills, knowledge, and perceptions of the front-line staff and management. 

 

On the launch of the CS1 CI system, the HoI ‘brought quite a few eccentric people’ 

(IN10PA07S42L01) into the CI team to help ‘create the atmosphere’ (IN10PA09S52L01) where people 
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would build a perception of the CI system as a valuable and engaging entity and, through CI 

participation, work together more collectively on the office floor.  Early in Phase 1 ‘it was about 

individuals quite organically finding like-minded individuals and driving change and ideas through 

themselves’ (IN01PA05S13L18) where they could engage with the CI initiatives to gain support from 

CI team members, expand their ‘network, share’ (IN01PA06S21L13) ideas, and work dynamically as a 

team.   In a short time, the CI team observed that communication between individuals and teams had 

increased, where ‘people were getting up and talking to each other across the office’ 

(IN01PA10S43L07) and through ongoing conversation ‘getting their colleagues to buy into CI and get 

involved’ (IN05PA15S114L05).  Participants valued the collaborative and supportive CI nature and 

showed recognition that ‘you need different types of people’ (IN31PA01S07L01) to work dynamically 

and drive improvement.  Staff shared their enjoyment of working alongside others ‘with different skill 

sets’ (IN06PA08S52L01) and within groups that assembled a diverse range of gender, age, experience, 

and education, the fresh team dynamic leading participants to remark ‘we can be proud of what we’re 

doing’ (IN16PA06S30L015).   

 

‘The Facilitators Network’ (IN37PA09S68L05) was a group that emerged through Phase 1, as part 

of the CS1 ‘CI community’ (IN37PA09S68L07a) that pooled CI orientated individuals from across the 

organisation to assist in collaborative CI facilitation, and the CE and CI training provision.  The group 

was established as a virtual presence in 2009, and swiftly evolved to become a 46-person strong ‘face 

to face entity' (IN37PA12S21L04) that built a reputation for being a team that consistently exhibited a 

blend of motivation, dedication, and skill, and drew individuals together in an effective and dynamic 

fashion.  CS1 HoI valued their impact as a dynamic workgroup, reflecting upon their experience of 

creative gamification, and sharing that ‘I cannot tell you the impact that the Lego game has had on my 

leadership team, it is amazing’, ‘we had to build a model of what our role represents’, and then were 

challenged to combine it into a ‘model that represents us as a team’ (IN40PA03S13L09/10a/b).   

 

CS1 CI traction was evidenced through Phase 2 as participants ‘helped each other’ through CI and 

everyday activity, and ‘showed willingness’ that moved beyond lip-service whereby people would 

‘come through’ to offer valuable guidance and support to get ‘things done’ 

(IN16PA08S40L02a/b/c/1b).  The executive team and the CS1 and CS2 HoIs in agreement that 

encouraging a healthy and effective dynamic ‘makes it a nicer place to work’ (IN36PA05S46L02), 

evidencing an increase in people ‘coming together to share knowledge’ (IN44PA02S10L19a) and 

thriving in being able ‘to be creative in their thinking’ (IN44PA03S18L08c).  As new relationships and 

networks were established, staff members reported ‘a genuine good feeling amongst us’ 
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(IN17PA37S316L01b) and an ‘amazing sense of wellbeing’ (IN16PA08S44L07).  The emergence of 

dynamic collaboration within and between teams ‘was a powerful message’ (IN42PA02S12L05b) that 

aided the desired cultural shift, and ‘showed the importance of communication’ (IN42PA03S20L03c) 

in developing an environment that had a positive ‘impact on mentality’ (IN42PA03S20L01b) and 

growing expression of ‘team spirit’ (IN47PA01S04L12).  Having previously sat with a silo mentality, 

department-based teams questioned ‘how do we work better together?’ (IN45PA03S22L01b), how do 

we instigate further ‘involvement of people on the front line’ (IN45PA03S28L05) to ensure that the 

‘customer perspective’ (IN45PA03S32L03a) is fully considered.  

 

The introduction of a new CS1 CI HoI brought a new CI team dynamic.  The change was not 

universally popular with members of the CI team, who openly shared that they missed the freedom, 

creative drive, and presence of the original HoI.  While the original HoI was perceived by staff to be an 

eccentric people-person, who enthused and motivated others, with a passion for collaborative and 

creative problem solving, his replacement, who took the role early through Phase 3 (Figure 4.2), 

aspired to make the required adjustments to the CI system align it with the strategic imperative and 

focus towards operational and service-based value and efficiency.  The new HoI acknowledged the 

wave of creative thinking and CI activity that been created yet commented that there was ‘a lack of 

clarity and direction’ (IN30PA01S09L02/03) in the roles and responsibilities of the CI team members.  

With the adoption of a CS2 style CI intervention provision, she commented that ‘it was fantastic 

bringing the team together’ (IN30PA01S09L06), to work greater ‘purpose and proposition’ 

(IN30PA01S09L07b), where ‘all have objectives’ and ‘a line of sight regarding’ (IN30PA02S09L08a/b) 

the required operational drive.  The new CS1 HoI shared that with ‘clear role profiles’ and ‘clarity 

regarding role progression’ (IN30PA02S09L09b/10), ‘they’re now flourishing’ (IN30PA02S09L09a) and 

‘working together with one common purpose and goal’ (IN30PA02S11L01c). 

 

4.4.2.4 Creative Atmospherics 

This passage brings together the codes of ‘Trust and Openness’ (DCED 2.9%), ‘Playfulness and 

Humour’ (DC ED - 1.4%), ‘Dynamism and Liveliness’ (DCED - 1.2%), and Debate (DCED - 0.2%), which 

although are relatively low, their collective value is evidenced through the perceptions, experiences, 

and stories of the executive, management, and staff groups.  The increase between the past, current, 

and aspired future states, presented in Figure 4.8 (DS4), justifies further consideration, their potential 

role in building CI traction is more apparent when the applicable codes are specifically evaluated, the 
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analysis indicating that ‘Trust and Openness’ (1.5 / 2.8 / 4.3), and ‘Playfulness and Humour’ (1.3 / 2.0 

/ 3.9) can serve as crucial drivers or inhibitors of CI.   

 

Working within an environment that conveys and embraces the creative atmospherics of trust and 

openness, playfulness and humour, dynamism and liveliness, and debate, can stimulate innovative 

thought and open minded problem-solving, be a lot of ‘fun, and really motivate a lot of people to get 

involved’ (IN08PA05S12L01b).  The executive level recognised that building an environment of CI 

‘requires trust’ (IN29PA06S36L01) between staff and leadership, and that when ‘like-minded people 

[are] thinking in the same direction, anything is possible’ (IN36PA01S01L02), and ‘really amazing things 

can come out’ (IN08PA08S26L09).  The board communicating that creative problem solving, and 

creative atmospherics were important in achieving the overall ambition to ‘create a culture where 

people feel safe’ (IN13PA03S10L03b), to share ideas, and ‘challenge the status quo’ (IN06PA06S36L01).  

While the CS1 CI initiatives, and CS2 CI interventions, were unique in their adopted designs and 

delivery systems, each of the HoIs and the CI teams sought to ‘create an atmosphere’ 

(IN10PA09S52L01) that encompassed these creative attributes to best facilitate effective and 

enjoyable collaborative improvement activity.  Staff remarked that it was ‘engaging and very positive 

to bring together lots of different minds to work on an issue’ (IN17PA17S126L01) and collaboratively 

reflecting upon ‘different points of view’ (IN29PA02S14L01b) via vibrant conversations and ‘healthy 

debate’ (IN29PA02S12L18).   

 

The CI HoIs each recognised that establishing a creative working dynamic would be ‘really good 

fun’ (IN01PA19S110L06) for staff and stimulate innovative thought, the CS1 system in particular 

embracing creativity, and creative problem-solving as a central component through several CI 

initiatives.  The CS2 HoI remarked that ‘you can get a lot out of people if they are comfortable and 

happy’ (IN36PA05S46L01) and spoke passionately of the link between ‘productivity’ and ‘happiness’ 

(IN38PA03S11L02) whereby ‘creating happiness’ (IN38PA03S11L04) will drive ‘most people to want to 

achieve’ (IN38PA03S11L05b) and result in them ‘feeling good’ (IN38PA03S11L05a) about their 

accomplishments.  He noted that a ‘sense of achievement is key’ (IN38PA03S11L07) in building 

‘committed long term stakeholder interest’ (IN39PA06S06L08), and is best achieved through a 

dynamic, open, and collaborative working environment.   

 

Early in Phase 2, with the desire to support and further harness the benefits of building a creative 

environment the executive team, in partnership with the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, sponsored the 

capital investment of refurbishing a 2000 square foot office floor into an open, comfortable, and 



183 
 
 

technologically enhanced creative space.  Located on the top floor of a Head Quarter building, the 

area, purposely named the ‘Creative Space’ offered all employees, CI activity based or otherwise, an 

accessible and vibrantly designed area to collaborate and stimulate a sense of ‘creative energy’ 

(IN08PA03S06L012).  Switchable smart glass partitions and working walls divided the space into 

flexible zones, high-end visual technology aided the advanced and effective use of CI tools, all 

complemented with subtle yet inspiring colour and modular furnishings.   

 

The executive, management and staff groups agreed that the space offered a safe and open 

environment and a consistent ‘permission framework for people to put their hand up and say I don’t 

like that, that doesn’t work’ (IN03PA06S18L01), to say ‘I don’t think it is right and I want it to’ 

(IN11PA13S54L05), and for ideas to be shared and reviewed via ‘experimentation’ (IN06PA08S54L01).  

Middle management and staff divulged that the creative space developed its own ‘culture and 

behaviour’ (IN39PA06S06L04) that addressed the ‘softer, people side’ (IN38PA02S05L07) of 

improvement.  In addition to enhancing the ‘opportunity to network and collaborate’ 

(IN34PA02S08L09) the space welcomed and drove a sense of playfulness and ‘humour’ 

(IN11PA05S22L09) where ‘happiness’ (IN38PA03S11L04) and ‘fun’ (IN08PA05S12L01b) were apparent.  

People were ‘walking away saying I feel good’ (IN38PA03S11L05a), appreciating the change to ‘using 

their brains’ (IN10PA05S32L01a) in a dynamic and collaborative fashion.  Having used the space to 

facilitate cross-functional collaborations, the AGILE lead observed how participants became ‘really 

enthused’ (IN39PA05S04L56b) and ‘committed’ from working under creative and innovative 

conditions.  The space was swiftly used on a more regular and broader basis, aiding the move away 

from the previous climate of ‘tension’ (IN16PA06S30L05) and is widely regarded to have driven 

positive levels of ‘friendly debate, learning’ (IN39PA06S04L72) and ‘destructive innovation’ 

(IN06PA06S38L04).   
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4.5 Inductive 

 

4.5.1 Inductive: Distribution Analysis and Code Selection 

Figure 4.9 presents the DACS visual map, drawing focus on the themes and associated codes of 

that emerged through steps 1 – 4 of the thematic analysis.  19 inductive codes emerging from the 

empirical data, these clustered under 4 themes: ‘CI Identity’; ‘CI Evolution’; ‘Head of CI’; and ‘CI 

Influencers’.  Two additional themes were included on the final coding template, ‘Benefits’ and 

‘Impediments’, each with two aligned codes, these being ‘Operational’, and ‘Behavioural’.   Due to 

their important yet general scope, these, alongside the specific ‘Value’ code are discussed through the 

chapter and explored explicitly through the Discussion and Conclusions Chapters.  A series of 6 

Traction, 5 System, and 3 Value codes have been selected (Step 5); the subsequent narrative 

interpretation addressing the TCs.  Due to the complementary nature between three of the selected 

CI TCs, the following passage addresses the following: 

 

1. Head of CI 

2. Staff Level Voice  

3. Visual Management  
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Figure 4.9: Inductive - Distribution Analysis & Code Selection   

     Source: Author   
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4.5.2 Inductive: Narrative Interpretation  

4.5.2.1 Head of Improvement (HoI) 

Whilst not holding prominence through ED (Figure 4.9), with a DCED percentage of 4.4%, and 5.8%, 

4.7%, and 4.4% through DS1, DS2, and DS3 respectively, the guiding and facilitating role of a creative 

and knowledgeable ‘Head of Improvement’ (HoI) proved essential through CS1 and CS2 in establishing 

and sustaining traction towards an environment of CI.  The analysis and narrative interpretation 

consider the purpose and impact of each HoI in adopting a CI ‘Mantra’ and adapted ‘Vocabulary’ to 

better serve the local population.   

 

The role, actions, and perceptions of the CS1 and CS2 CI HoIs have been discussed throughout this 

chapter, the research evidencing that each has served as essential in building and sustaining traction 

towards an environment of CI.  Regarding their initial recruitment, the executive group conveyed that 

‘you need somebody to harness CI and create some of the governance and enthusiasm’ 

(IN03PA12S40L02) required, an individual who can bring energy, enthusiasm, and a wealth of 

experience, and ‘teach us as a delivery organisation to do things differently’ (IN08PA03S06L06) and 

become ‘a creative role model’ (IN13PA18S124L01) to the workforce.  To achieve CI traction, it is 

important to have someone to adapt to ‘what an organisation is doing and how it is shaping and 

moving’ (IN36PA01S01L06), an individual who spearheads the CI efforts, who holds an appropriate 

‘skill set’ and ‘people management’ (IN36PA01S01L07a/b) a person, who is ‘able to give troops focus 

and purpose’ (IN36PA01S01L08).  The executives shared that though the HoIs leadership many staff 

had ‘flourished’ (IN15PA17S92L01), and were ‘re-engaging with the organisation’, some through their 

CI based participation ‘going on’ (IN15PA17S94L01a/b) to take on new roles and gain promotion.  

Although unique in their design and positioning the CS1 and CS2 CI systems, the HoIs evidenced 

several similarities in their drive and leadership of CI, Figure 4.10 presents an analysis of the mapped 

2nd tier codes and depicts six key attributes: credibility; collaborative drive; behaviour; ability to 

humanise; use of language; and evolving mantra.   
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CS1 CI traction ‘began when the organisation brought in the Head of Improvement’ 

(IN46PA01S04L10), an individual perceived by the executive board as an energetic and ‘evangelical 

presence’ who possessed the ‘personality that the organisation needed’ (IN46PA02S06L19/20) to drive 

CI forward, and ‘change the “you said we did”, into a “you said and you did’ (IN15PA04S16L21) 

mentality.  Recruited via a company ‘acquisition’ (IN01PA03S07L59) in 2008 (Figure 4.2) and with 

expertise and credibility in CI and creative problem-solving CPS, the initial assignments were to build 

a small team, initialise the CI effort, and build and mentor a group of ‘role models’ (IN01PA05S13L24) 

and CI Champions through the department.  A shared perspective across the executive, management 

and staff groups was that the HoI needed to be ‘people person’ (IN07PA08S44L01) who was ‘a problem 

solver at heart’ (IN07PA09S54L01) and able to effectively serve as a ‘regular touch point’ 

(IN07PA12S70L05) for and between all.  Whilst facing ongoing challenges, the CS1 HoI built a 

reputation as a credible and authentic lead, who through their nature and careful use of vocabulary 

was able to influence and spread awareness organically, ‘empower’ individuals through participation, 

and through sustained involvement ‘really encourage people to think creatively’ 

(IN07PA08S42L01/02).   

 

 

 

Figure 4.10: 2nd Tier Code Analysis – Head of Improvement   

      Source: Author 
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Having swiftly assembled a small CI team of five the early intent was to build ‘confidence’ in the 

team’s ability to deliver, communicating that ‘they just needed that little bit of support’ 

(IN01PA06S21L05/6) in developing their own skills in facilitating and steering improvement activity.  

In ‘demonstrating a sense of tenacity and passion’ (IN01PA09S41L03) for CI and CE, the HoI looked to 

create belief in the CI system via his behaviour, attempting to implement impactful CI initiatives, whilst 

humanising the system and offering a sense of ‘tender loving care’ (IN01PA15S73L24) to team 

members and CI participants alike.  Through Phase 1 and 2, the CI team enhanced their CI knowledge, 

proficiency in the training of CI tools, and comfort in facilitating CI activity, noting that ‘the principles 

of social collaboration, ecosystems, and communities of practice’ (IN26PA05S43L08) served to build a 

shared mind-set and desire to facilitate high quality facilitation.  

 

It was initially ‘about lighting those individual fires’ (IN32PA02S02L01a) and driving a desire for 

improvement and ‘education, through training and participation’ (IN31PA04S25L05).  ‘There were 

three prongs’ (IN31PA04S25L04) to what became an evolving CS1 CI philosophy or ‘mantra’ 

(IN32PA02S02L17).  The original format was to ‘educate, deliver, and communicate’ with ‘an emphasis 

on delivery’ (IN31PA05S27L03a/b) and a desire to ‘blend technology, process and the people together’ 

(IN32PA09S38L09b).  The first adaptation saw it revised to become ‘educate, execute and 

communicate’ (IN32PA10S42L03b) to highlight that CI activity was being actualised through the 

organisation, and later, ‘educate, collaborate and communicate’ (IN32PA10S42L05b) to stress the 

importance of working more cohesively via a structure of collaboration and community.  Educate and 

communicate remained constant through Phases 1, 2 and 3, deriving from the desire to sustainably 

support the development of staff competency, and essential need for ongoing CI based 

communication.     

 

 The HDI shared that ‘If you can get everyone in the organisation to feel included’ it ‘is an amazing 

feeling’ (IN29PA06S35L09b/10), communicating that a key responsibility of the HoI was ‘about making 

people feel included’, and ‘be their best selves’ in a ‘safe’ (IN29PA08S51L19b/20a/20b) environment 

that welcomed the sharing of ideas, perceptions, and challenges.   The staff group shared that the HoI 

was a ’highly visible’ and ‘very supportive’ (IN20PA21S128L01) CI spearhead, who valued their 

participation and ‘humanised’ (IN11PA08S32L05) the CI effort through the use all-inclusive and 

industry-relevant ‘language and vocabulary’ (IN29PA04S22L04b).  He was portrayed as a ‘role model 

and example to others’ who ‘helped the organisation shift’ (IN29PA08S51L16/18) to become a better 

place to work, commenting that to work under the mentorship of someone so resolute yet caring and 

humorous was an experience not to be underestimated.   
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The CS2 CI team concurred that ‘CI started to evolve with the Head holding the reigns’ 

(IN45PA01S08L01a) after his recruitment in 2010 (Figure 4.3).  The CS2 HoI adopted a mantra of 

‘Karma and Imbunto - I am because we are’ (IN36PA01S01L09) driving CI interventions that were 

strategically aligned and facilitated collaboratively beside front-line managers and staff.  The CI based 

change, process, and later business intelligence teams served the department with ‘single minded 

purpose’ via a CI group mantra of ‘Test and Learn, Fix and Move’ (IN36PA01S01L12a/b).  The team 

members continually developed via the HoI leadership, each moving through a continuous path of 

learning, ‘via a roadmap of Train - Do - Share’ (IN36PA01S03L06b), whereby all communicated 

successes and failures, utilised new skillsets, and competencies, and reflected on the questions ‘how 

do you get it’, ‘how do you keep it’, ‘how do you sustain it’ (IN36PA05S40L02a/02b/02c).  

 

 The CS2 HoI acknowledged that he and the CI teams required ‘a balance of control and agility’ 

when moving between proactive and reactive CI interventions, suggesting a need to maintain ‘calm 

over panic’ (IN36PA06S46L28/29) when large CI based ventures had to be delivered over a short and 

pressured timescale.  His intent was that calm leadership would lead to a ‘reduction in chaos and 

noise’, and so serve as an effective platform to collaboratively ‘solve problems’ (IN36PA06S46L33/34).  

He reflected that without care ‘you can find yourself changing chaos for more chaos’, and that 

‘calmness and language is so very crucial’ (IN38PA02S01L15a) through CI, noting that ‘when you get 

control of the chaos the calmness will take’ (IN37PA05S29L01a/b).  Departmental management and 

staff shared that the use of language could ‘draw people in or serve as an obstacle’ 

(IN38PA02S01L15b), it was seen as crucial to ‘use the right vocabulary’ (IN39PA09S14L07) to include 

and engage with the front-line tacit knowledge-bearers effectively and efficiently.  In ‘using more 

suitable terminology’ (IN42PA07S66L05) front-line staff were better positioned to ‘see where they can 

take action’ and practically ‘participate, visualise and contribute’ (IN42PA07S66L11a/b). Though his 

own sustained participation he led from the front and was ‘able to get the most out of the teams’ 

(IN32PA03S08L13b), the CI system design, and adoption of a facilitative CI intervention toolbox, to 

‘take the cataracts off their eyes’ (IN37PA02S07L07a) and enlighten front line staff to see how they 

could impact the customer journey and experience.   

 

The HoI fervently shared a poem by ‘George Bernard Shaw who said progress is impossible without 

change’ (IN38PA03S07L01), which conveyed his intent to develop shared purpose, and a supportive 

and collaborative style of CI intervention (IN38PA03S05L15–L20):  
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‘Come to the edge he said’ 

‘They said we are afraid’ 

‘Come to the edge he said’ 

‘They came’ 

‘He pushed’ 

‘They flew’ 

 

Over the duration of their tenures and through the three phases of CI, the role, personality, impact, 

and influence of the CS1 and CS2 HoIs were acknowledged across the executive, management, and 

staff groups.  Early in Phase 3, each of the HoIs left their roles17.  A new CS1 HoI was appointed in 2014, 

the replacement was internal and a ‘certified Master black belt’ (IN31PA03S19L01b) who ‘loved’ 

(IN31PA03S19L04a) ‘wearing the two hats’ of ‘trainer and practitioner’ (IN31PA03S19L07a/7b), and 

with a wealth of ‘practical experience’ (IN31PA03S19L08).  The new HoI moved swiftly to refine the 

adopted CI tools and initiatives under a cohesive and more strategically aligned CI Umbrella (Figure 

4.2), to secure the funds to introduce a new ‘three-day problem-solving course’ (IN30PA08S65L10) 

that was accessible across the organisation and to adopt a CI intervention style drawn from experience 

with the CS2 CI system.  The change was not received positively by all CI team or participating staff 

members, who shared that ‘a vacuum was created’ (IN33PA04S16L23b), that ‘the programme wasn’t 

being nurtured or supported’ like it had in the past, and that the ‘positive language’ 

(IN33PA05S18L01a/b) was now missing.  Disruption was also felt through the CS2 CI team, members 

reporting that ‘within a space of a year we’ve had three different people’ (IN43PA09S94L02), and ‘due 

to the lack of leadership’ (IN43PA09S92L01b) the extent of departmental improvement interventions 

‘slipped back’ (IN43PA09S92L01a), the uncertainty and change in role leaving ‘the team quite unstable’ 

(IN43PA09S98L01b), and losing the impetus and direction previously held.   

 

4.5.2.2 Staff Level Voice 

‘Staff Level Voice’ represents the need for staff level employees to have the platform, opportunity, 

and confidence to share their ideas and frustrations, to participate in collaborative activity, and to 

challenge the status quo.   The code holds an DCED figure of 14.8%, this increasing from 9.7% in DS1, 

to 14.6 in DS2, and 20.8 in DS3.  Building upon the previously reviewed collaboration and involvement-

 

 

17 The CS1 HoI moved internally to a senior Management role, while the CS2 HoI left the organisation. 
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based codes, central to the CS1 and CS2 CI system success was to ensure that the adopted delivery 

system served as an effective vehicle from which the staff level voice could be shared, listened to, and 

recognised to be heard and considered.   

 

The Executive group revealed that ‘if you truly value your people you need to give them the 

opportunity to contribute to the organisation’, this challenge requiring consideration of ‘how do you 

let them contribute?’ (IN15PA12S60L06/07), and how do you develop a platform to share their 

‘individual’ (IN13PA16S112L01) and ‘shared voice?’ (IN15PA12S62L01a).  ‘At the heart of CI people 

genuinely need to think they have a voice and opportunity to be heard’ (IN15PA13S64L01) and can be 

‘listened to’ (IN14PA18S74L05) with genuine consideration and respect.  The CS2 CI system focused 

on the facilitation of collaborative improvement interventions of which a key thread was to hear and 

consider the front-line voice from the outset, to move beyond a single ‘platform to let their voice be 

heard’ (IN15PA05S20L06b) and introduce a variety of initiatives from which they could choose the one 

that ‘they were most comfortable with’ (IN15PA05S20L11).   

 

However, committing to hearing the staff voice can be ‘a brave thing to do’ (IN01PA18S99L05). 

While it can serve to enhance levels of engagement, break down barriers, and provide valuable 

opportunities to harness and capitalise upon tacit knowledge, it can run the risk of opening the 

‘floodgates for all to say what they think’ (IN27PA09S95L01).  This may not be limited to innovative 

ideas and creative solutions, but also provide a platform for frustrations and ongoing issues to be 

expressed in an unhealthy manner, and so the importance in the role and competency of the of the CI 

facilitation team increases.  

 

4.5.2.3 Visual Management 

‘Visual Management’ (VM) holds a DCED of 13.6%, evidencing a notable increasing trend of 0.6% 

in DS1, 10.8% in DS2 (10.8%), and 30.5% in DS3.  The combination of ‘creative thinking’ 

(IN07PA10S54L06), creative problem-solving techniques, visual management, and ‘traditional’ 

(IN16PA05S24L03) process documentation served as crucial in achieving ‘actionable and tangible CI 

value deliverables’ (IN40PA03S11L11b).   

 

During Phase 1, VM practices including CI boards, brown paper wall mapping, and customer 

journey touchpoints were utilised to better explore the challenges, and to drive heightened levels of 

clarity, transparency, and collaboration.  Through Phase 2, these were complemented with access, 
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and training in more technological-based methods through the investment into the ‘Creative Floor’.   

The Creativity Floor offered a comfortable and appropriate space for collaborative discussion and 

problem-solving, the setting containing smart glass and working wall visual technology that allowed 

participants to move around, voice perceptions while plotting and reviewing challenges openly.  The 

staff group agreeing that CI activity ‘needed to be very visual’ (IN11PA06S24L14).  

  ‘There were some really positive pockets of people embracing’ (IN30PA08S65L09a) visual methods 

through CS1, utilising prominently creative problem solving and gamification.  The CS1 CI system was 

itself visually branded, CI boards, ‘videos’ (IN05PA17S124L02) and ‘catchy and punchy’ 

(IN22PA12S88L01) posters were used to spread awareness and share aspirations and impact.  

 

  ‘Visual management was’ (IN30PA04S31L07) adopted through all aspects of the CS2 CI system, as 

a key component of CI interventions, and team members’ learning cycles.  The CS2 HoI was ‘passionate 

about it’ (IN30PA04S33L01a), believing it to be an essential component in all CI-based activity, 

adopting a manual and technologically enhanced use of ‘customer journey mapping’ 

(IN30PA08S65L07b), improvement cycles, and ‘failure demand’ (IN30PA08S65L08) techniques that 

served to ‘provoke meaningful conversation’ (IN26PA05S41L02c) and process evaluation.  All CS2 CI 

interventions would ‘start with the intent’ to identify the ‘purpose of the process’ 

(IN37PA03S11L04/05b) though a walk-through analysis to ‘take initial performance measures’ 

(IN37PA04S19L02) and a ‘seven waste review’ (IN37PA04S15L06).  The collaboration would progress 

via a ‘five why analysis and process mapping within the plan stage of the PDCA cycle’ 

(IN37PA02S07L04), implemented to enhance understanding of ‘the customer journey’ 

(IN37PA03S09L09a) and ensure an accurate depiction of the process and so allow for an effective ‘as-

is and to-be’ (IN37PA03S11L03a) review.  The notion was to effectively picture ‘how many touchpoints 

were actually required’, ‘which steps added value’, and to ‘recognise the waste’ 

(IN36PA04S27L02a/b/04).   

 

Building on the use of visual technology, the CS2 team were granted ‘wall monitors and wall 

boards’ (IN39PA07S06L21) which transparently tracked and shared real-time performance measures.  

Staff noting that the constant visual display of meaningful measures ‘changed the way we work’ 

(IN39PA07S06L23b) and ‘created a real buzz’ that ‘was felt across the entire organisation’ 

(IN39PA07S06L22a/b).  Having served to swiftly identify fault points, and in demonstrating the 

potential impact of CI interventions, these were ‘rolled out to multiple departments within the 

organisation’ (IN39PA07S08L03). 
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Embracing a mantra of Train-Do-Share, the CI team members ‘24-month personal cycles’ of training 

and development were also planned and realised in visual form, each instructed to ‘go and learn 

something’ (IN36PA01S03L05a) and then ‘bring it back in to the rest of the group’ (IN36PA01S03L06a) 

and share via the presentation of a visual roadmap. 

 

 

 

This chapter provides the basis for the researcher to draw from the empirical examination, and 

build upon the literature to discuss those aspects pertinent to the research objectives; these are 

discussed in the following chapter.   
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5 Discussion  

The discussion commences with a synopsis of the three research objectives.  Then the chapter 

draws together the findings related to the three research objectives, introducing, examining, and 

justifying the three components of the proposed Continuous Improvement Traction Framework 

(CITF): the study’s primary contribution to knowledge.  The identified ‘Actualisation’, ‘System’, and 

‘Realisation’ CI components (RO1) (developed from the conceptual ‘Internal Traction’, ‘System’, & 

‘Value’ Components drawn from the Literature Review) integrate the unique influence of CE as a 

promoting force towards CI traction (RO2).  Each CI component is presented and reviewed in turn, the 

Actualisation and Realisation parts in the form of lemniscates which have been adopted to structure 

the interactive CITF configuration (RO3).   Collectively, the two parts of the of the discussion review 

the significance of findings in the context of literature.  The Research Objective synopsis, and 

introduction and examination of the CITF draws from the study to state what the research has 

confirmed, and evidence and justify the new CI and CE aligned contributions.  

 

5.1 Research Objective Synopsis 

5.1.1 Research Objective 1: CI System Components  

Identify, explore, and critically review the key components for developing a system of continuous 

improvement (CI) in a 21st Century service organisation 

 

CI is intended to deliver constant, incremental developments through a willingness to challenge 

the status quo, an endeavour to encourage and capitalise on staff participation, collaboration, and the 

shaping of new capabilities, with a motive to increase organisational and operational performance, 

customer satisfaction, and the development of competitive advantage.  Through RO1 the benefits and 

challenges of developing a system of CI, have been evaluated, critical success factors identified (Figure 

2.4), and models of CI evolution and maturity surveyed and empirically applied.  Both the literature 

and the empirical exploration show that CI is perceived as something that an organisation either has 

or does not have (Aloini et al., 2011) that has a pattern of features and observed behaviours that need 

to be supported and nurtured to effectively evolve over time.   This research has unearthed many 

reasons to support the Jurburg et al., (2019, p.359) statement that ‘CI initiatives fail mostly due to a 

lack of employee engagement and participation’, and corroborates the Bessant et al., (2001) notion 

that literature and modelling surrounding CI does not treat the behavioural aspect well, that it has a 

tendency to be prescriptive and fails to cover implementation, and assumes a binary split between 
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having or not having CI rather than seeing it as an emerging and learning pattern of behaviours.  It is 

in this regard that this study seeks to develop a framework that moves beyond current theory to better 

guide organisations in the implementation of CI.  The proposed construct encompasses the facilitation 

of effective and ongoing horizontal and vertical collaboration, a supportive structure, and realisation 

of operational and behavioural value generation.  

 

It is clear that ad hoc initiatives alone will not be effective in sustaining either CI or creative practice, 

and to effectively embark on a journey towards CI an effective road map is required to move beyond 

the recognition of the key components and towards heightened guidance in how to implement and 

promote initial and sustained traction.  In the realities of an organisation, it is unlikely that a smooth 

progression along a continuum of CI development will be discernible (Joergensen, et al., 2003), and 

more probable that there will be a combination of leaps forward due to the enhanced facilitation of 

innovative practice and efforts to rejuvenate, and set-backs due to the pressures of difficult business 

conditions, challenges in the attainment and reporting of value, and difficulties relating to 

participation and/or cynicism among staff.   

 

While the awareness and consideration of the CI critical success factors is important, and models 

such as the Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model (CIMM) demonstrate the development and 

movement between the learning, practising, and mastering of CI associated behaviours, routines, and 

abilities, the current literature does not explicitly cover the concept of how to implement and establish 

CI traction.  Van Hillegersberg (2019, p.145) notes that while the ‘growing number of maturity models 

demonstrates their potential, there seems to be a lack of structure in the development of these models 

and an unclear sense of quality’.  Whilst the CIMM provides a powerful basis for evaluating CI maturity 

(Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2006), Attadia & Martins (cited by Oprime et al., 2011) argue that the levels need 

greater clarity, and Joergensen et al., (2003) challenge the relative linearity of the maturity modelling 

concept, suggesting that CI maturation follows a much more random and non-linear pattern.  

Furthermore, Sánchez-Ruiz et al., (2019, p.51) note that ‘due to the complexity of the implementation 

process, many companies fail’ in developing an environment of CI and they too join the call for the 

development and validation of new theoretical constructs in the field.   

 

The culmination of this study answers this call from literature for a more distinct and transparent 

roadmap towards the achievement of CI proposing three key components in the development of a 

credible and practically viable CI system, which can serve to lay the foundations for a self-sustaining 

cycle of CI.  The proposed components have evolved from the Traction, System, and Value 
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components and codes reviewed through the previous chapters, into three interactive parts: 

Actualisation, System, and Value.  A summary of each is presented in Figure 5.1 and they are 

introduced, evaluated, and justified through this chapter.  The researcher concludes that these three 

are the key components for developing a system of CI in a 21st Century service organisation (RO1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1: RO1 – CI System Components  

      Source: Author 



197 
 
 

5.1.2 Research Objective 2: The Role of Creativity  

Analyse and critically evaluate the role of a dynamic Creative Environment (CE) in promoting 

traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations 

 

Through the analysis and critical evaluation of the potential role of a dynamic CE in promoting 

traction to CI and innovative practice in organisations, the researcher asserts that CE can serve as an 

influential factor within the context of CI.  Creativity has long been regarded as ‘critical for success and 

survival through its role as a key input to innovation’ (Litchfield & Gilson, 2012, p.108), and aiding in 

‘fundamentally challenging existing ways of doing things within and across organisations’ (Andersen 

& Kragh, 2013, p.82).  Through the formation, review, and empirical application of the proposed CE 

Conceptual Model (CECM) (Figure 2.11 & 2.12) and CE focused Questionnaire (3.13 – DS4), the 

research suggests that organisations must encourage and nurture creativity to aid in and accelerate 

traction towards an environment of CI.  This chapter discusses the proposed CI Components (RO1) and 

aligned CITF Lemniscates (RO3) which incorporates evidence to review and justify the extent to which 

a CE (RO2) and CE originating codes can aid in promoting and sustaining CI and innovative practice.   

 

Figure 5.2: RO2 – The Role of Creativity 

      Source: Author 
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This study presents a novel evaluation of the potential role that CE can have in the development 

of an environment of CI. Several CE codes have been selected for inclusion within the proposed 

‘Actualisation’ and ‘System’ components of CI (RO1) and their respective positioning within the 

proposed CITF (RO3).  In addition to offering a line of reasoning regarding their influential role, the 

passage will introduce the novel proposition of ‘Creative Energy’ (CEN) as an important factor of 

behavioural value, and the organic construction of a ‘Creative Wave’ (CW) which serves as a significant 

ingredient in the development of a virtuous cycle of sustained CI practice and evolution.  Figure 5.2 

presents a summary of each of these CE encompassing attributes. 

 

5.1.3 Research Objective 3: The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) 

Contribute a novel Framework to guide sustainable traction in realising both behavioural and 

operational value from a dynamic and creative environment of CI 

 

The proposed Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) presented in Figure 5.3, is the 

assembly of the three interactive CI components (RO1), which whilst translating the important role of 

CE (RO2) answers the call from literature for a valid construct to better guide organisations in the 

successful implementation of CI and promotes sustainable traction (RO3) towards an environment of 

CI via the realisation of behavioural and operational value.  The three parts of the model are classified 

as the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’18, ‘System Component’, and the ‘Realisation Lemniscate’, each 

containing an aligned combination of CI, CE, and inductive sourced codes.   While the interactions and 

relationship among the three parts is important, for the purpose of discussion, the focus moves 

independently between them. 

 

The CITF moves away from the existing, and relative linear pattern of development to an interactive 

combination of Lemniscates.  With greater clarity than other models provide, these move beyond 

prescription of key CI considerations, to a structure that more explicitly guides service-based 

organisations to develop, implement, and sustain traction towards an environment of CI.  The 

Framework deploys a level of coordination, execution, and support, through the Actualisation and 

Realisation Lemniscates, positioned within a set of System factors, to integrate CI into the 

organisation’s cultural mind-set (Milner & Savage, 2016)

 

 

18 A Lemniscate is a Figure of Eight Curve, consisting of two loops that meet at a central point, signifying in this 
regard the concept of continued/infinite motion and interaction.  
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Figure 5.3: RO3 – The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) 

      Source: Author 
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5.2 CI Component / CITF Lemniscate Evaluation  

The introduction and exploration of the CITF lemniscates shows the alignment between the three 

Research Objectives.  The discussion and evaluation of the lemniscates, their associated cycles, and 

the interactive relationship draws from the literature (Chapter 2) and empirical findings and analysis 

(Chapter 4) to justify the novel assembly of the proposed components.  The discussion of each CI 

Component / CITF Lemniscate commences with an introductory synopsis, and the presentation of a 

visual map (Langley, 1999) which serves to clarify the source, alignment and clustering of the CI, CE, 

and Inductive orientated codes; Figure 5.4 offers a Key for the component / lemniscate visual code 

maps.  The code maps are aligned with, and progress form the DACS Figures (4.4, 4.5, 4.6, & 4.9).  The 

subsequent reviews showing the individual and collective codes derived through Step 6 of the 

thematic protocol (Figure 3.16). 

        

Figure 5.4: CITF Component – Code Map Figure Key 

      Source: Author 
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Figure 5.5: CITF - Actualisation Code Map 

      Source: Author 
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5.2.1 The Actualisation Component / CITF Lemniscate 

 

The two interactive cycles within the ‘Actualisation’ lemniscate (Figure 5.6) are ‘Facilitate’ and 

‘Collaborate’, this drive and promote initial and sustained traction in the introduction and 

development of an effective CI system.  Assembled via the exploration and alignment of selected 

deductive and inductive codes, the interactive cycles function as the internal mechanisms within the 

CITF Framework.  The ‘Facilitate’ cycle relates primarily to the role of CI and organisation management 

in actualising a creative wave (CW), through the combination of the four Traction codes mapped 

through Figure 5.5.  Appropriate ‘Tools and Training’ (T&T) are needed in the form of a service oriented 

CITB, and suitable arrangements made for the use of applicable ‘Performance Measurement’ (PM), 

ensuring results can be captured for the benefit of the business, and staff can be recognised 

appropriately for their efforts.  Subject to the format and design of the proposed CI system, ‘Sufficient 

Resources’ (SR) are required to shape, drive, and support the CI endeavour, as is the promotion and 

assurance of a consistent level of ‘Supervisory Encouragement’ (SE) for staff to engage in improvement 

activity.   

The four codes of the ‘Collaborate’ cycle relate to the activities of and between staff, managers, 

and CI facilitation/intervention members.  The cycle involves ensuring scope for the ‘Involvement and 

Voice’ (I&V) of all and the organisation of a productive ‘Work Group Dynamic’ (WGD) containing 

diverse characteristics and skills.  Here, networks of skilled work groups need to be able to interact 

within a culture that values creative thinking and innovative action, where employees feel empowered 

to initiate and engage with CI practice.  Thus, management need to ensure that appropriate ‘Creative 

Atmospherics’ (CA) of engagement and learning are developed and persist.  Steps must be taken to 

ensure that employees feel involved, are able to question and challenge the status quo, and have their 

ideas taken seriously in a no-blame culture.  Within CI practice there is an emphasis on problem 

recognition and problem solving, fresh challenges arise continually, and staff must be encouraged to 

utilise their creativity in collaboratively addressing challenges in an effective and consistent manner, 

aided by use of ‘Visual Management’ (VM) techniques. 
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At the heart of the Lemniscate lies the crucial role of the HoI, who whilst responsible for 

spearheading the CI system, also serves as a creative role model.  While the notion of a specific HoI is 

not evident through literature, the executive group clearly expressed that ‘you need somebody to 

harness CI and create the governance and enthusiasm’ (IN03PA12S40L02) required, and to provide a 

springboard of CI activity through a balance of personality, experience, and enthusiasm.  It is this 

person’s passion for improvement that provides an impetus for, and balance through the 

‘Actualisation Lemniscate’, who in ‘giving troops focus and purpose’ (IN36PA01S01L08) is an essential 

force in driving the aspired motion between the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ cycles.  The CITF proposes 

the HoI as a symbol and guiding light for the CI initiative, one that is likely to serve as the touchpoint 

between executive, senior, middle management, and staff, though whom their support is seen to flow 

and via whose feedback into strategic thinking and resourcing is achieved.  The HoI needs to bring 

 

Figure 5.6: Actualisation Lemniscate 

      Source: Author 
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credibility and experience of CI and charismatically inspire staff members, through their own ongoing 

levels of sponsorship and participation, to gain buy-in and engage with the CI endeavour.  S/he need 

to listen to staff at all levels, embrace the contextual knowledge of front-line staff, and be able to 

adapt the shape of the CI system to changing strategic needs and the internal organisational 

mechanisms in play.   If the underlying dimensions of CI are people, process, product, and 

performance, then the HoI adds to these purpose and perspicacity.   

In a dynamic environment, in which business must be re-imagined on an on-going basis, effective 

HoIs are able to harness enthusiasm, creativity and tacit knowledge by empowering, supporting, and 

motivating people to innovate and challenge the status quo.  Amabile and Kramer (2011) reinforce 

the importance of employee engagement and creativity as critical components in high performing 

companies, and these fast became core threads of CI ‘when the organisation brought in the Head of 

Improvement’ (IN46PA01S04L10), serving as an energetic and ‘evangelical presence‘ 

(IN46PA02S06L19) and who endeavoured to change the ‘you said we did process, into a you said and 

you did’ (IN15PA04S16L21) way of working.  However, one figurehead alone may not be able to carry 

forward a CW; they need the support of further role models and influencers in the form of CI 

champions throughout the organisation.  Drawing from the literature and this empirical exploration, 

the following section reviews the ‘Actualisation’ lemniscate, and the associated cycles and codes in 

more detail.  
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5.2.1.1 The Facilitate Cycle: Synopsis and Code Representation 

 

Bessant et al., (2001) impart that the successful transition between the CI levels of maturity is 

dependent upon an organisation’s commitment to and the development of appropriate enabling 

mechanisms and policies for embedding, monitoring, and measuring CI behaviour within the 

organisation.  Their CIMM noting that if employees are to explore challenges and generate new ideas 

and feasible solutions, they will need appropriate tools and techniques.  These will vary, depending 

upon the nature of the business and the field within which they are employed.  Some tools are linked 

to wider systems and methodologies such as Lean and Six Sigma, whilst others are free-standing 

techniques to help people explore their capabilities, and current organisational challenges (i.e., PDCA, 

DMAIC, RCA, CJM, & 7WR).  To complement these operations and service-based tools, CI should also 

embrace collaborative and creative problem-solving, a sample of which is presented in Appendix 8.3.1.   

 

CS1 and CS2 each recognised that processes under review must be ‘mapped out properly’ 

(IN17PA29S242L03), and the CI teams used SB and CJM to explore current processes to accurately 

identify waste and review potential issues and fault points.  Enhanced customer satisfaction (Gallagher 

et al., 1997) is a desired goal of CI, and so CI activity must position itself ‘in the customer’s shoes’ 

(IN06PA07S42L01) and ‘understand the end-to-end customer journey’ (IN36PA04S27L01a) to allow for 

the planning and implementation of effective and sustainable improvements.  While employees 

 

Figure 5.7: The Facilitate Cycle 

      Source: Author 
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should feel empowered to utilise their preferred tools and techniques when appropriate, the 

formulation and use of an appropriate CITB through structured CI activity and intervention should be 

carefully considered and implemented.  While CS2 was specialised and focused from the outset, the 

range and choice of initiatives and tools made available through CS1 led many to a ‘point of confusion’ 

(IN27PA02S13L02).  CI and organisation management came to recognise that staff had reached a level 

of ‘initiative overload’ (IN07PA09S52L01) and accepted that a more refined blend would better serve 

the CI purpose and align with business needs, confirming the Mclean et al.,  (2017) CIFF, that it is 

pointless to make tools available unless staff are aware of the circumstances in which each could be 

useful and have the knowledge as to how to use them effectively; training therefore must occur in a 

timely manner.   

 

As identified through the empirical exploration, training can be facilitated through formal and 

organic mechanisms, be internally led, or externally delivered, and may involve group engagement 

and/or be made available on an individual basis through live or on-line facilitation.  The sustained and 

evolving training mechanisms employed through CS1 and CS2 highlighted the importance of the 

training and learning provision of the CI associated teams, the participating front-line staff, and 

management, and aiding the development of individual and team competency, heightening levels of 

engagement and buy-in, and driving the collaborative success of CI activity.  It is in this regard that 

leadership is required to detect, nurture, and train employees to develop relevant skills, and to 

monitor (Woodman et al., 1993) growth and development to ensure awareness of, and the sharing of 

skills and knowledge (Giustiniano et al., 2016).  The combination of an appropriate, refined, and shared 

CITB, and an effective training provision is a corner stone of the Facilitate cycle, one that offers a 

flexible yet consistent approach that provides a clear decision-making process for the best tools for 

each problem situation.  Adopting a CITB that that is used across the organisation, and ensuring the 

facilitation of an effective training provision, sets the foundations for successful end-end 

collaborations that cross internal boundaries.   

 

Performance measures (PM) and ‘metrics are a means of telling a complete story for the purpose 

of improving’ Klubeck (2011, p.13) operational efficiency and service delivery, where the adopted 

tools, can serve as effective instruments to control, measure, learn, and improve (Martin, 2018) 

everyday performance, and to ‘track the implementation of business strategy by comparing actual 

results against strategic goals and objectives’ (Simmons, 2013, p.7).  Both the literature and empirical 

exploration agree that as new ideas are captured and actualised for sustainable development, it is 

important that their impact is measured through appropriate and credible methods.  
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The two aligned codes drawn from the Bessant et al., (2001) CIMM (Figure 5.5), support Slack 

(2018) in their proposition that CI performance can and should be applied at an operational and 

strategic level.  The code selection supports the use of real time metrics that include waste and cost 

reduction (Gallagher et al., 1997) and that verify faster response time, and process efficiency (Womack 

& Jones, 1996), whilst appraising the overall CI system performance (Martichenko, 2004) against 

strategic need.  Measurement though should be continuous and focus on benefits to be achieved, 

rather than accounting mechanisms alone, effectively reviewing Return on Investment (RoI) in 

numerical terms, whilst recognising cultural and behavioural changes that cannot be numerically 

measured.  In view of the challenges faced by CS1, and the successes of the CS2 CI system which 

evidenced the central use of PM through all CI interventions, and RoI of the CI system, this study 

proposes that it should be common practice for PM to be applied through the following three CI 

considerations, and that all need to be shared and made transparent through 

communication/feedback loops, and VM techniques to build CI traction and legitimacy: 

 

- Individual CI Activity / Intervention  

- Overall CI System Performance  

- Departmental / Strategic Alignment & Impact  

 

 While the use of PM through CS2 aided CI intervention and system-wide success, its absence in 

CS1 served to impede buy-in and progression.  Through the initial stages of CS1, an emphasis was 

placed upon learning and development rather than operational efficiencies, and although the 

executive group shared that ‘there is a lot of provable evidence that this does have a downstream 

impact’ (IN03PA15S58L01), through the three phases of CI, the lack of tangible impact soon caused an 

ongoing thread of concern.  The executives who had supported and resourced the introduction of CI 

called for a ‘more tangible’ (IN08PA02S02L012) output, and for the CI system to be ‘steered more 

behind the departmental and organisational objectives’ (IN13PA11S78L01/3c), staff level employees 

concurring that they ‘wanted to see impact’ (IN18PA08S40L02b) in a more definitive fashion.  While 

the cultural, creative, and collaborative benefits where appreciated, challenging market conditions 

made it necessary to make a ‘hard-nose commercial case’ (IN15PA14S74L02) for the CS1 CI system, 

and although efforts were made ‘it proved very hard to quantify and measure CI’ (IN47PA08S62L02) 

in the same manner as CS2, due to its broad scope of activity, and the CI system’s overall design and 

positioning.  
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Reflecting on the CS1 and CS1 CI journeys, the use of PM through all CI activity and the associated 

tools and techniques is essential.  CI traction and system ‘legitimacy’ (IN46PA07S42L03) can be aided 

in the sharing of simple ‘facts and figures’ (IN22PA13S104L01) regarding the CI system and individual 

CI activity, facilitation and/or intervention, the impact can be amplified by ‘publicising results’ 

(IN14PA25S106L01) and ‘value’ (IN46PA07S44L01a) that evidence alignment with departmental and 

organisational need.  

 

The allocation of ‘Sufficient Resources’ (SR) is drawn from the Bessent et al., (2001) CIMM, and the 

CECM.  Identified by an array of CI- and CE-based researchers as an essential consideration, Ekvall 

(1996) declares that the availability and extent of resource can serve either as a stimulant or as a 

barrier to sustained improvement activity and creativity in the workplace, Andriopoulos (2001) 

suggested time, skillset, knowledge and expertise, funding, materials, data and information, and the 

availability of training as core resource factors.  Dependant on the design, implementation, and 

ambitions of a CI system, the variables and quantity of resource can be broad, and as evidenced 

through the empirical exploration, so can the way resources be utilised and consumed.  The Case 

Organisation (CO) supported and resourced the establishment and sustained existence of the CS1 and 

CS2 systems through the three phases of CI maturity.  The principal expenditure was in the recruitment 

of the two HoIs, the associated CS1 and CS2 CI teams, and the development of the creative space.  

 

The CS2 CI system was a larger capital investment than CS1, yet due to the clear, measured, and 

aligned CI activity, integral positioning, and delivered RoI, the level of support was maintained.  While 

middle management and front-line staff did buy-in, it took a period for them to recognise that the 

true potential impact of CI inventions could significantly outweigh the time outlay.  The CI facilitation 

teams, the front-line staff, and management all served as resources in themselves, who collectively 

sourced the required data and information, effectively trained, and facilitated, and held the tacit 

knowledge and motivation to drive the improvement forward successfully.  The HoI perceived the 

continued learning of all CI team members as crucial, and although initiatives such as quarterly away 

days were perceived by some as extravagant.  The initial CS1 CI system investment was in the HoI and 

single team of four, who with focus on cultural, people and behavioural aspirations, offered a blend 

of inclusive CI based initiatives (Figure 4.2).  These served as a gateway for staff members to seek 

support and guidance for new ideas and innovations through initiatives such as VC, where they could 

gain advice and access to ‘resources and support facilities’ (IN14PA05S20L32b).  While the team did 

facilitate specific CI-based activity and a training provision within and beyond the departmental 

boundary, due to the perceived lack of alignment with organisational need, cynicism of its worth 
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existed through the three CI phases.  The facilitators’ network and CoP succeeded, yet through Phases 

1 and 2 where not resourced by the company, but for the most part by individuals from across the 

organisation who volunteered their time.  In development of the integrated and centralised CI system 

the organisation funded the operational based AGILE, and community based CFB platforms.    

 

The question an organisation or department must reflect upon is to what extent will the proposed 

CI system be resourced and supported, and how will this investment allow for the ‘Motives and 

Expectations’ (M&E) to be met.  Whether organic in nature, or more formal through the suggested 

appointment of an HoI and CI invention team, resources including time, knowledge, training, 

information, skillset, and space are essential considerations in driving initial and sustained CI traction. 

 

The role of ‘Supervisory Encouragement’ (SE) stems from the Amabile et al., (1996) CE Keys Model, 

which highlights the need for supervisors and line managers to empower, accommodate personal 

idiosyncrasies and allow employees personal discretion in their participation in improvement activity 

and creative endeavours.  As evidenced through the empirical exploration, the positioning of a CI 

system and the alignment of its associated activity can have a substantial and understandable bearing 

on the level of SE.  In whichever format the system is designed, and CI activity facilitated, supervisors 

need to be consistent in their level of support and action, flexible to the ideas of change and 

improvement, and open to their areas to be reviewed and challenged.  Organisational leaders and line 

supervisors must encourage constructive activity that challenges the status quo and fuels good 

decision-making.  Mistakes must be viewed as opportunities for learning in an environment that 

encourages questioning without fear of reprisal (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015), and for their teams, within 

reason, to be able to participate through CI collaborations and potential training provisions within and 

outside of their specific everyday roles.     

 

While a central pillar in establishing the CS1 system was building a conducive ‘environment for 

people’ (IN01PA29S191LO3) to make a difference, to ‘empower people to be able to do their jobs’ 

(IN15PA03S16L02) and ‘to ensure people feel they were coming to work to add value’ 

(IN13PA03S10L01b), it was soon recognised that in order to fulfil the aim, the ‘CI system needed 

greater buy-in from middle management’ (IN20PA28S176L01).  Although some supervisors needed ‘to 

overcome cultural disruption’ (IN39PA09S12L20) it was essential that they did not encourage cynicism 

and a lack of positive engagement among employees (Clumber & Pierce, 2017), it must be recognised 

that it only ‘takes one person to cause a vortex, and so fracture the organisational CI efforts’ 

(IN36PA01S01L04).  The empirical exploration confirmed Kumar and Raghavendran’s (2015) 
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identification that managers and supervisory staff can serve as blockers of improvement and 

creativity, rather than as role models who encourage and motivate employees to generate and 

implement new ways of working.  Even when supervisors have bought-in to the CI efforts, like in the 

case of CS2, they need to be open to suggestions and acknowledge that they do not have all the 

answers to the myriad issues in a complex business environment, and should solicit employee inputs, 

and empower their people to contribute their knowledge and ideas.  In their role as leaders, through 

everyday action and communication, they facilitate the development of the heart and mind of the 

organisation by supporting the emergence of creative energy, excitement, ambition, and motivation, 

of the individuals and teams.  

 

Motivated employees are more likely to be ‘persistent, creative, productive, and turn out high 

quality work’ (Amabile, 1993, p.185), and in conditions of economic stringency, in which more must 

be achieved with less, organisations need a motivated and productive workforce more than ever.  High 

performing organisations tend to have happy employees, who build upon their extrinsic motivation 

factors, such as financial rewards, with an intrinsic drive stemming from passion and interest in their 

work roles, a personal sense of challenge, and pride in their performance.  The CS2 CI HoI conveyed 

that the ‘sense of achievement’ (IN38PA03S11L07) that can result from these attributes is key to 

building ‘committed long term stakeholder interest’ (IN39PA06S06L08) in CI.  While the ideal scenario 

is clearly aligned CI activity and intervention, workloads can become unrealistic (Bhuiyan et al., 2006) 

when employees are expected to carry out their normal roles, while undertaking training to build new 

skillsets and capability and engaging in outside collaborations and creative approaches to 

improvement.  This can result in a feeling of pressure and overburden, that can potentially be 

amplified if supervisory support, talent management (Audretsch et al., 2012) and recognition (Fryer & 

Ogden, 2014) are ineffective or absent.   

 

In the facilitation of strategically aligned CI activity, supervisors should move beyond 

encouragement and support, and enhance the involvement of their staff via their own participation.  

They can serve to drive or indeed impede CI traction, yet to build the CW and prevent the potential 

hot spotting of CI activity, the CI system needs a consistent and coherent level of supervisory and 

middle management support and buy-in.  
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5.2.1.2 The Collaborate Cycle: Synopsis and Code Representation 

 

 

Whether in review of literature or the empirical exploration, the concept of effective and open 

collaboration is an essential driver of and valuable yield from CI.  Mapped from a combination of three 

Bessant et al., (2001) CIMM codes (Figure 5.5) ‘Collaborate’ serves as a code cluster and is positioned 

as a cycle within the Actualisation Lemniscate of the CITF Framework.  The ‘Collaborate’ cycle 

encompasses four aligned codes (Figure 5.9) which collectively amplify the extent and impact of 

collaborative activity.  The essence of the cycle, in conjunction with the ‘Facilitate’ cycle, is to enhance 

CI traction via the development of a creative group dynamic and acceleration of vertical and horizontal 

collaboration. These together fulfil the needs of local CI activity, and end-to-end processes and 

customer journeys that reach beyond internal divisions.  CI activity is likely to be enhanced when 

individuals can collaborate in groups to openly discuss current and future challenges and develop new 

ideas and potential solutions.  Whether in the formation of an everyday workgroup, or in review of an 

operational process that requires the involvement of cross-functional and hierarchal team working 

(Plenert, 1999), heightened levels of communication, knowledge-sharing and open innovative practice 

lead to higher levels of creativity (Amabile, 1996; Yström et al., 2015) and success.   

 

Figure 5.8: The Collaborate Cycle 

      Source: Author 
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The study highlights how crucial it is for an organisation to promote a culture of engagement and 

collaboration.  The CS1 HoI stated that CI ‘is all about collaboration’ (IN01PA09S38L05a) with the 

intent to ‘break down barriers’ (IN01PA06S21L15) between individuals, teams, and functions across 

the organisation and shape effective communication within and across work groups to better facilitate 

creative CI practice.  The CS1 and CS2 HoIs supported Kallio’s (2015) argument that accomplishment 

of the creative process is heavily dependent on social interaction among individuals, workgroups, and 

departments, which will not be facilitated where hierarchical organisational structures are employed, 

which restrict integration between groups and functions, and encourage one way, top-down 

communication (Tidd & Bessant, 2012).  Senior managers within the CO commented that sustained CI 

success depended upon raising levels of ‘cross-collaboration, and that staff work best with people they 

can put a face to and have some personal connection’ with (IN03PA15S56L01), sharing their aspiration 

for the CI systems to improve the historic lack of communication within and between workgroups.  

One negative impact of this was the ‘creation of micro-inequities’, whereby ‘groups of people hung 

around with people they feel more comfortable with’ so ‘creating patterns of unintended exclusion’ 

(IN29PA05S35L06a/06b/08) from which a silo culture had resulted.  Organisational change cannot be 

achieved while cultural silos exist (Eaton & Kilby, 2015), a CI system has an important role in shifting 

this state.  

 

Horizontal interaction where employees work together to imagine and implement new ideas (Foss 

et al., 2013) and the development of communication channels (Mumford et al., 2002) and working 

relationships among colleagues as they endeavour to refine new concepts and solutions (Clark, 2003) 

are crucial, and were well represented through the CS2 CI interventions.  Collaboration among staff 

members, and interaction with their immediate and broader working environments (Ford 1995; Dul 

et al., 2011), must be supported and encouraged in the development of CI.  In making use of the CI 

tools, techniques, and initiatives, staff discovered the welcome and long-term desired opportunity to 

‘network and share’ (IN01PA06S21L13) by coming together as teams and working together in a fresh 

and dynamic fashion.   

 

 Vertical participation and communication channels are also needed, the role and impact of senior 

management in their encouragement, sponsorship, and ongoing support of the CI system 

substantiated through the empirical analysis.  In addition, vertical interaction allows decision-making 

to be sanctioned and monitored, safeguards that performance measures are applied effectively, and 

that results of innovative CI practice can be captured, evaluated, and fed into the process of creating 

new strategy for the future.  The outcome of sustained collaborations can lead to a richness and 
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diversity of discussion and ideas and create opportunities to harness and capitalise the contextual 

knowledge of employees into effective practice (Denti, 2007) and the ongoing vertical and horizontal 

alliance can promote organisational resilience (Milner & Marwa, 2013).  Yet in this regard, it is 

necessary to move beyond mere permission to act, and towards the empowerment of staff to utilise 

their creativity and to innovate.  

 

Primarily drawn from the Mclean et al., (2017) CI Failure Factor (CIFF) ‘Employee Involvement 

Levels’, and inductive ‘Staff Level Voice’ codes, the ‘Involvement and Voice’ (I&V) code is an important 

factor within the ‘Collaborate’ Cycle.  Increasing levels of participation and involvement not only serve 

as a CI objective, but also fuel ongoing traction in a CI system’s development, and in the delivery of 

operational, behavioural, and cultural improvements.  Staff should have the opportunity to share and 

be supported in the construction, discussion, refinement, and development of new innovative 

thought.  While this may happen spontaneously, through CI management can provide a means 

whereby leaders are able to encourage staff to ‘challenge the status quo’ (IN06PA13S80L01) and for 

the organisation to harvest and exploit their ideas. 

 

Service delivery processes, as experienced by customer are crucial (Halvorsrud et al., 2016) and 

attention must be paid to all the possible organisational touch-points customers may encounter 

during service exchange (Rosenbaum et al., 2018).  Everyone in an organisation must understand the 

needs, preferences, motivations, and behaviours of their customers on an on-going basis (Crosier & 

Handford, 2012), and the place that their contribution has in meeting them.  Such awareness is key to 

identifying opportunities and calls to action (Risdon, 2011), and through the sustained inclusion of 

front-line staff becomes the springboard for innovation.   It is in this area that there is the immense 

scope for disruptive innovation.  As suggested by Gates (2006) no organisation can expect to please 

customers on every occasion, but unhappy customers are also a great source of learning potential, 

the participation of front-line staff and the engagement of middle and senior managers are crucial 

ingredients in encouraging both awareness of and creative responses to changing customer needs.  In 

the aspiration for all staff to have a voice, management recognised that there were risks being 

negotiated, particularly in opening the ‘floodgates’, since being ‘able to say what we think’ 

(IN27PA09S95L01) may not be limited to innovative ideas and interesting solutions, and without 

effective facilitation healthy debate can degenerate into conflict.  Yet, within reason, such creative 

tensions should be welcomed (Marwa & Milner, 2013) whereby a tolerance and appreciation of open 

disagreement between viewpoints, ideas, experiences, and knowledge can serve as insightful forms 

of disruptive innovations, ‘where many different voices and points of view are exchanged and 
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encouraged’ (Isaksen et al., 2009, p.9).  Richness and diversity of discussion and ideas can create new 

opportunities to harness and capitalise upon both explicit and tacit knowledge of employees, and are 

key in the progression (Denti, 2007) of CI. 

 

The executive level challenged the HoIs and their associated CI systems to develop a platform 

where staff could impart their ‘individual’ (IN13PA16S112L01) and ‘shared voice’ (IN15PA12S62L01a), 

communicating that ‘at the heart of CI people genuinely need to think they have a voice and 

opportunity to be heard’ (IN15PA13S64L01) and can be ‘listened to’ (IN14PA18S74L05).  While unique 

in their design and delivery system, the CS1 and CS2 systems each aspired to offer staff the 

opportunity to become involved and participate in CI activity.  The CS2 CI system focused on the 

facilitation of collaborative improvement interventions of service delivery processes of which a key 

thread was to hear and consider the front-line voice from the outset, where staff were given the 

opportunity to openly review their frustrations, waste, and ‘ineffectiveness of the process’ 

(IN46PA02S06L44).  More than £10 million was saved on an annual basis.  While the CS1 system 

focused upon cultural aspirations and looked to introduce ‘as many platforms as possible in which 

people can use and share their voice’ (IN03PA03S02L26) and partake in innovative practice outside of 

their everyday roles, there was evidence of more focused operation-based CI activity, that aided in 

the ‘reduction in the number and nature of touchpoints’ (IN36PA04S27L03) and where staff members, 

via the combination of brown paper wall, and CJM, could ‘recognise waste and take action’ 

(IN36PA04S27L04).  Examples include two core customer-involving processes whereby CI activity, 

facilitated by the CI team, reduced one from 29 to five days, and another from 11 days to six hours, 

each signifying heightened efficiencies and an improved customer journey.   

 

A focus on talent management, where employees through their inclusion can work within a healthy 

and happy workplace and with a greater degree of interaction between managers and their staff, will 

enhance organisational and financial sustainability, and in turn, augment the commitment and 

engagement of employees (Michela et al., 1996; Temponi, 2005).  This can create a virtuous cycle in 

which an organisation transcends to a higher level of CI integration.   

 

Collaboration can be further enhanced via action to intensify an effective ‘Work Group Dynamic’ 

(WGD) and the heightened occurrence of ‘Creative Atmospherics’ (CA).  Positioned within Theme 2 of 

the CE Conceptual Model (Figure 2.11), and primarily drawn from the Amabile et al., (1996) KEYS 

Model (Figure 2.9), and the Ekvall (1996) (adapted by Moultrie and Young (2009)) CCQ Model (Figure 
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2.10), the inclusion of WGD and CA distinguishes the role that a dynamic CE can have in promoting 

traction towards an environment of CI (RO2).  

 

The CS1 and CS2 HoI each recognised the need to ‘create a culture within which people feel safe’ 

(IN13PA03S10L03b) to share ideas, opinions and to ‘challenge the status quo’ (IN06PA06S36L01) 

without fear of negative consequence or criticism.  Establishing a culture where all staff are open to 

participation is a significant challenge (Bhuiyan et al., 2006), yet CI calls for all members of an 

organisation to work together on an on-going basis (Fryer et al., 2007; Caffyn, 1999) and effectively 

share tacit knowledge in the diagnosing of problems and implementing of effective solutions.   

Valuable tacit knowledge is the raw material of improvement, and it exists at all levels in the 

organisation.  CI activity must therefore engage with top management (Bhuiyan & Baghel 2005), 

middle managers, and shop floor level employees (Bessant & Francis 1999), so that all workgroups, CI 

based and otherwise, adopt a learning orientation that kindles creative behaviour through beneficial 

CI ‘collaboration and interaction (Sik, 2016, p.148).  A cohesive and supportive workgroup, where 

composition, structure, cohesiveness (Woodman et al., 1993), diversity and mutual openness are 

considered, can make a considerable difference to individual, team, and organisational performance 

(Purcell et al., 2003).  Workgroup support and the dynamic between and diversity of members were 

considered from ‘board level, all the way down to everyday role and CI orientated work groups’ 

(IN29PA03S17L15b), with a directive of building ‘a workplace where differences are valued’ 

(IN29PA01S12L01), where ‘gender, age, and ethnicity’, ‘learning styles’, ‘values’, ‘background’ 

(IN29PA01S08L05/07/08a/08b), ‘education’ (IN29PA02S12L09b) ‘character, sexual preference, and 

disability’ (IN29PA02S14L03) were all considered to be attributes of the desired diverse environment, 

and key to effective CI-based teams.   

 

The CS1 and CS2 HoIs shared their understanding that CI ‘requires trust’ (IN29PA06S36L01), 

supporting Shalley & Gilson (2004) who convey that truly effective relationships and group 

collaboration need respect and openness between colleagues and leadership.  The CS1 and CS2 CI 

systems facilitated initiatives to improve group collaboration and welcomed ‘diversity of thinking’ 

(IN29PA02S12L07b) where issues could be reviewed from multiple perspectives, and an appreciation 

of the different ‘lenses we look at the world through’ (IN29PA02S12L10/11a).    ‘The inclusion part is 

how those different ideas are brought around a table’ and reflected upon ‘to solve business problems’, 

one CI goal was to support workgroups in challenging the status quo whilst being open minded of 

‘broad and diverse ways of thinking’ (IN29PA02S12L11b/12/15a) and with a willingness to examine a 

problem from different perspectives.  The important role of a team’s social dimension in allowing 
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creativity and innovative action to flourish (Gupta & Banerjee, 2016) and the argument that the 

encouragement of the creative process is heavily dependent on social interaction between individuals 

(Kallio, 2015) is well documented through the literature.  The empirical exploration confirming that 

the experience of being constructively challenged (Foss et al., 2013), group support and 

encouragement (Shalley et al., 2004), and individual differences within workgroups, all enhance levels 

of creativity (Hirst et al., 2009) that can enhance CI action.   

 

A heightened WGD will only thrive in a positive, supportive, and creative atmosphere.  Both CE-

based literature, and the CI-focused empirical evaluation, demonstrate how an environment that 

conveys and embraces the ‘Creative Atmospherics’ (CA) of trust and openness, playfulness and 

humour, dynamism and liveliness, and debate, stimulates innovative thought, open-minded problem-

solving, and traction towards an environment of CI. CA is the alignment of four CE based codes, which 

collectively serve to enrich the collaborative setting, and promote and sustain CI traction, Figure 5.5.  

This researcher submits that a creative climate must be established within the ‘Collaborate’ cycle, that 

encourages openness and the tolerance of uncertainty (Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1999) and not only 

focuses on the development of creative action but also values its alignment with organisational 

strategy (RO2). 

 

The executive level recognised that building an environment of CI ‘requires trust’ 

(IN29PA06S36L01) and openness between staff level colleagues and leadership, these factors being 

more apparent in organisations where individuals feel comfortable sharing ideas and perceptions, and 

being frank, honest, and transparent with one another (Isaksen et al., 2009).   It is through CI 

collaboration, facilitation, and intervention that these attributes can increase cross-functional 

communication, knowledge-sharing (Phung et al., 2019) and reveal novel practices that lead to higher 

levels of trust, creativity, and innovative behaviour among members (Amabile, 1996; Yström et al., 

2015), increasing work rate and improving morale (Nesheim et al., 2017).   Andriopoulos (2001) 

suggested that a strong sense of mutual purpose and enjoyment are vital ingredients to employee 

productivity within the workplace, where a relaxed atmosphere that welcomes laughter (Ekvall, 1996), 

playfulness (Lin et al., 2019), humour, and fun, can provide an inexpensive mechanism of engagement 

that correlates directly to increased job satisfaction, improved morale, the quality of customer service 

(Everett, 2011) and lower levels of stress (Isaksen et al., 2009).  The CS2 HoI remarked that ‘you can 

get a lot out of people if they are comfortable and happy’ (IN36PA05S46L01) and spoke passionately 

of the link between ‘productivity’ and ‘happiness’ (IN38PA03S11L02) thereby ‘creating happiness’ 

(IN38PA03S11L04), that will drive ‘most people to want to achieve’ (IN38PA03S11L05b) and result in 
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them ‘feeling good’ (IN38PA03S11L05a) about their accomplishments.  Aligned with the proposed 

WGD, further momentum can be garnered by welcoming psychological turbulence within an 

environment which is fluid and encourages challenge between members and with the status quo 

(Porzse et al., 2012) and allows ‘the occurrence and open disagreement between viewpoints, ideas, 

experiences, and knowledge where many different voices and points of view are exchanged’ (Isaksen 

et al., 2009, p.9).   

 

Albrecht and Hall (1991) emphasised the importance of constructive challenging of ideas and 

shared commitment among staff and management in driving the intrinsic motivation to improve.  

Whilst a positive WGD and CA are essential considerations, the attained value from such can be further 

amplified when sustained within a challenging work environment and/or focused upon deriving a 

solution to a particular problem statement or challenge.  These considerations can have a significant 

influence on innovative CI practice, as creative people seek opportunities to perform in the workplace 

(Mumford, 2003; Carmeli et al., 2007), however, the line between a positive and challenging workload 

and one that generates a feeling of overburden, and fraught with stressors, can be fine.  To effectively 

harness a developing mind-set of CI, it is important to encourage the creative-relevant attributes that 

employees demonstrate, including perseverance, willingness to take risks, tolerance of ambiguity, and 

openness to new experiences and aptitude for divergent thinking (Caroff & Lubart, 2012).  

 

Young (2016, p.413) suggests that ‘encouraging creativity in the workplace has become a major 

concern for the survival and success of companies’, this was recognised by the CS1 and CS2 HoIs in 

their efforts to embrace creativity within ‘the DNA’ (IN07PA15S94L01) of CI and the organisation, thus 

supporting the proposal from Muñoz-Doyague and Nieto (2012) that creativity has emerged from 

being a welcome addition, to one that is valued as a strategic requirement.  However, organisations 

are ‘complex social systems’ (Woodman et al., 1993, p.293) and those aspiring to establish a CI system 

must recognise that creative practices will not happen organically without initial and sustained effort, 

and accept that extreme time pressures, unrealistic expectations for productivity, difficult 

relationships with peers and supervisors are forms of pressure that can serve to be distractions from 

establishing balance and creativity at work.  Circumstances can arise in which an organisation’s 

culture, which reflects the shared beliefs, assumptions, values, and ways of interacting characterise a 

particular social system (Schein & von Ameln, 2019), inhibits an improvement mindset and learning.  

Where there is a culture of blame, with strong defensive routines, individuals may be discouraged 

from using their contextual understandings in a positive way.  For instance, there may be a certain 

discourse that is acceptable to a group and any suggestions that appear to conflict with norms of the 
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group are rejected or even ridiculed, such occurrences are likely to stifle creativity and innovation, and 

so halt traction in CI.  To promote creativity, it is important that a facilitating organisational culture is 

nurtured.  To promote innovation, management must endeavour to set a CW in motion, i.e., a culture 

that supports and rewards collaboration, creative thinking and team working so that all members are 

caught up in its energy, as well as promoting trust and mutual respect.   

 

While this research does not stipulate the need for a CO style ‘Creative Space’ CI leaders should 

consider a well-designed neutrally positioned workspace for CI facilitation, interaction, and learning, 

which can serve as an important catalyst for collaboration, creativity (Fruchter & Bosch-Sijtsem, 2011), 

and knowledge-sharing (Mellard & Parmentie, 2020).  In addition to the physical consideration, a vital 

element of space within which creativity can thrive includes mental space, this related to the Japanese 

concept of ‘Ba’ explored by Nonaka and Konno (1998).   

 

In partnership with T&T within the ‘Facilitate’ cycle there was support for use of innovative tools 

and ‘Visual Management’ (IN30PA04S31L07) (VM) through CI collaboration and intervention, within 

and beyond the creative space, this served to effectively capture multiple perspectives and ideas, 

absorb performance metrics, through the effective review of operational processes and the customer 

journeys.  The combination of ‘creative thinking’ (IN07PA10S54L06), creative problem-solving 

techniques, visual management, and ‘traditional’ (IN16PA05S24L03) process documentation served 

as crucial in achieving ‘actionable and tangible CI value deliverables’ (IN40PA03S11L11b).  VM was 

utilised as an essential component in all CS2 CI activity and intervention, and the use of VM is proposed 

as a worthy factor within the ‘Collaborate’ cycle, playing an important role in driving heightened levels 

of open horizontal and vertical interaction in the transparent review of challenges and formulation of 

effective and sustainable solutions.  
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Figure 5.9:  CITF - System Code Map 

      Source: Author 
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5.2.2 The System CITF Component: Synopsis and Code Representation 

Neither CI nor creative processes will yield actionable improvements or sustainability without 

synergy.  It is vital that the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ processes by which a CI system is developed, 

and value is created, are co-ordinated, controlled and positioned coherently.  A focus on 

organisational viability and coherence, rather than mere alignment between separate units of activity, 

is desirable.  Effective policymaking is needed, based on intelligence about the environment beyond 

organisational boundaries, whist offering the platform for creative facilitation and ongoing 

collaboration, and the mechanics for operational and behavioural value need to be recognised and 

shared.  It is important that executive level policymakers and, the suggested improvement specific 

role of the HoI spearheading the improvement mind-set, allow for the emergence of system maturity 

and sustainability.  The second of the three proposed parts of the CITF, ‘System Component’, within 

which the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ sits, aligns six core codes, across the CI and CE based deductive 

and inductive parts (Figure 5.9).    

 

Presented in its CITF form (Figure 5.10) the CI System codes are represented via system ‘Balance 

and Positioning’ (B&P) to ensure their aligned and integral standing within the department or 

organisation in question.  There is also the need to agree on feasible ‘Motives and Expectations’ (M&E) 

which the CI system and all CI activity should endeavour to accomplish, and to adopt appropriate 

‘Communication’ channels to deliver a clear and coherence CI message and heighten levels of CI 

’Awareness’ (C&A).  The executive team and suggested HoI should use a balance of power and 

influence to aid in the development of CI legitimacy in advocating and substantiating ‘Consistency in 

Delivery’ (CD) and CI engagement and, via their own verbal and physical support and participation, 

forming a belief in and reinforcement of ‘Organisational Encouragement’ (OE).  All organisations must 

be capable of change and adaptation to meet ongoing internal, market, and economic challenges, the 

CI system itself will need to ‘Evolve’ (SE) through unending review and rejuvenation, fostered through 

a fluid and well reported blend of single, double, and triple loops of learning. 
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As introduced through the Case Study Synopsis (Section 4.2), the CO moved through a state of flux 

in strategic imperative, size, structure, leadership, market conditions, and regulation.  Over this 

period, the executive board acting as the ‘body watching what the organisation was doing and how it 

was shaping and moving’ (IN36PA01S01L06) recognising that cost savings in the short-term would not 

ensure long-term sustainability and agreed on the need for transformation.  With organisational 

growth, came the expressed desire to retain the qualities, energy, and ‘entrepreneurial spirit that we 

had as a smaller company’ (IN08PA03S06L10) and with desire to intensify improvement activity, and 

facilitate the desired ‘culture shift’ and ‘change in behaviour’ (IN15PA05S20L05b&c) came the 

introduction of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems (Figure 4.2 & 4.3).   

 

Recognising that to remain viable a system must maintain a stable relationship with its 

environment (Vickers, 1983), the CS1 and CS2 CI systems themselves needed to adapt through three 

Phases of CI (Launch, Evolution, and Integration & Centralisation), which embraced a balance of 

collaboration and community which aspired to encompass cultural and operational value through a CI 

philosophy and mantra of ‘Test and Learn, Fix and Move’.  This study has demonstrated that too many 

revolutionary changes, insufficient co-ordination, and a lack of alignment with its operational setting 

 

Figure 5.10: System Dynamics 

      Source: Author 
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can disturb CI viability, so a constant rebalancing is required to maintain CI’s relationship with the 

environment positively.  The differences in the CS1 and CS2 CI system design, cohesion, balance, and 

positioning (B&P) evidenced through the empirical evaluation as central to their successes and 

failures.     

 

The ‘Balance and Positioning’ (B&P) code is aligned across the evaluation of CI- and CE-based 

models and attributes, Figure 5.10.  Bessant et al., (2001) imparting that successful transition between 

the CI maturity levels is dependent upon an organisation’s commitment to integral positioning within 

its environment, and synergy with departmental and organisational objectives, and emphasis that 

achievement of the later stages in the journey requires a shift towards a clear strategic focus.  

Reflecting on the CS1 and CS2 designs, the proposed CITF framework supports the notion that to build 

early traction towards CI and long-term legitimacy successfully, the system, associated activity, and its 

shared motives and expectations, should be clearly aligned with departmental objectives and 

organisational strategy.   

 

 While the CS1 CI journey was focussed more on people and culture, and successfully drove 

heightened levels of creativity and collaboration, and delivered valuable organisation-wide 

facilitations and CI based training provisions, the CS2 system was more operational with greater clarity 

and alignment to departmental need, delivering commercial and operational efficiencies via the 

central use of collaborative CI interventions.  The CITF advises this level of system cohesion, proposing 

that integral positioning and alignment with organisational objectives and strategy are essential 

elements within the CI System component, which together escalate CI traction, while suppressing 

doubt, cynicism, and residual feelings that the CI system lacks ‘organisational legitimacy’ 

(IN46PA07S42L03).  In positioning a CI system integrally and ensuring clarity in its balanced role of 

facilitating improvement towards organisation goals, the requirement for progress and impact to be 

measured and shared is amplified, and CI value to the organisation made more explicit.  Here B&P 

becomes an essential ingredient to sustainable CI, which moves past effective implementation, and 

towards the aspired notion of ‘creating an infrastructure that lives beyond the programme’ 

(IN46PA04S20L08b), allowing desired behaviours to become ‘embedded in the organisation’ 

(IN46PA06S34L05), and to become ‘part of the DNA of a whole new eco-system’ (IN46PA06S34L06b).   

 

CI must though ‘Evolve' (SE) to become the organisation’s ‘business as usual’ mind-set (Milner & 

Savage, 2016), the associated CI system needs to be reviewed and refreshed on an ongoing basis to 

realise operational and behavioural value.  The CO recognised CI as ‘a voyage of discovery’ 
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(IN03PA04S08L07) where the path can be one of uncertainty and traverse through multiple phases of 

evolution, and where the supporting executive body must ‘persevere and be prepared to take risks 

and take decisions’ (IN03PA04S06L05).  As depicted through the study, via shifts from reactive 

management, the CS1 and CS2 systems were refreshed through a sequence of single-loop adaptions 

and double-loop changes over a period of several years.  While adapting its offering of CI initiatives 

and threads of facilitation initially through the home department, and soon across internal 

organisational boundaries, the major and ongoing call for change, was shared from the executive, 

management, and staff groups alike, to question how the CS1 CI provision ‘fitted into a larger 

operating model’ (IN43PA03S20L25), to ‘improve the return on investment’ (IN18PA09S40L03), and 

‘show the pounds, shillings, and pence’ (IN15PA15S82L05) delivered via CI activity.  Structural changes 

were made to better evaluate, resource, and harvest value from CI activity, the final adaption before 

moving to the integrated and centralised system was a move towards the CS2 design of 

departmentally aligned CI intervention, which had evidenced more than £10 million per annum.  While 

this facilitated a reinvention with clearer operational deliverables, adapting a system with the 

ambition of building capability and capacity with integral positioning proved a substantial challenge.   

The CITF proposes integral and aligned placement from the outset and is positioned to allow for 

ongoing adjustment and evolutionary change, which allows for the emergence of dynamic 

collaborations and deuteron-learning19 (Argyris & Schon, 1978) whereby CI activity reaches beyond 

internal divisions and facilitates operational and cultural challenges to be reviewed through diverse 

lenses.  

 

Ongoing disruptors within the business environment call for adaptation and re-organisation of 

organisational activities. The empirical evaluation evidenced an agreed perception between 

executive, management, and staff that ‘you need to re-invigorate’ (IN03PA12S40L03a) and ‘refresh’ 

(IN14PA19S78L03) CI, recognising that ‘you have got to keep it fresh’ and make assurances that CI is a 

‘wanted’ (IN14PA10S46L02/L03) entity, with an acknowledgement that ‘what worked for us 18 

months ago might not be working for us now’ (IN07PA19S126L01).  Even once CI has shown evidence 

of becoming embedded and a CI way of working becoming the norm, it remains imperative that CI 

continues to be managed and potential changes and evolutions reviewed and implemented as 

circumstances demand.  Adaptations and shifts in resourcing will be needed to ensure that CI activities 

continue to align with business strategy.  While it is understandable that decisions regarding the final 

 

 

19 Occurs when an organisation learns how to carry out single and double loop leaning, with an awareness that 
learning must occur. Learning how to learn, reflecting upon how we learn. 
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system design, the allocated level of resource, and if following the CITF proposal, the extent to which 

the elements of the ‘Actualisation’ lemniscate are adopted, are taken by the executive body and HoI, 

ongoing amendments should be considered by a CI coalition, members of which should span across 

the organisation horizontally and vertically.   This ensures that all considerations are heard and reflects 

the stance of a cohesive system that values the staff voice from a system perspective as well as 

through CI-based collaborations.   

 

The need for system adaption and evolution is further evidenced by Skobelev & Borovik (2017) and 

Paschek et al., (2019) who suggest that improvement is giving way to re-imagining and, with the 

increase in the pace of environmental change, organisations will need to transform approximately 

every three years to keep pace.  Furthermore, disruptors may come suddenly and with drastic impact.  

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020, Sneader et al., (2020, p.2) reflects upon leadership as 

follows: ‘You really do have to think like an attacker all over again. Even if you were the incumbent, 

even if you were the leader before this pandemic, you’re now the attacker, so you must take the steps 

that attackers take. Think very differently. Look for new opportunities, new markets. Reshape the 

portfolio and, yes, look at mergers and acquisitions. Plan to do things quite differently as the future 

unfolds’ It is suggested that not only must leaders be ready to re-image the business and make the 

necessary adjustments to a CI system, but all personnel throughout an organisation must always be 

change-ready and able to exercise creativity for innovation.  An organisation that embraces CI as its 

way of working is arguably better positioned to face this immediate and ongoing challenge.  

 

The study, supporting Mclean et al., (2017), advises the careful agreement and sharing of a CI 

system ‘Motive & Expectation’ (M&E), which facilitates the consideration, framing, and transparency 

of the short- and long-term CI objectives.  With reflection through the first two phases of CI, the 

executive group conveyed that the two CI systems, and at the time, proposed centralised CI system 

‘needed a sensible organisational grounding regarding expectation and deliverables’ 

(IN46PA09S66L08).  Reviewing the empirical exploration, and Mclean et al., (2017), the CITF expresses 

this consideration firstly in suggesting that an organisation reviews the management’s motive in 

seeking to promote a culture of CI and creativity, and secondly by agreeing the expectations those 

visions and policies create.  All management should be focused upon improving the bottom line 

through satisfying customers and generating revenue at efficient cost levels (Goodrich et al, 1998), 

achieving these goals requires management to convey to the workforce their vision for a sustainable 

future, and the perceived role that CI and the CI system must play in their delivery.  Whatever the 

motives behind CI, it is essential that they are considered carefully, agreed, resourced adequately, and 
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communicated effectively to derive clarity, buy-in and organisational legitimacy.  If CI policies are to 

be put into effect, and plans executed, a clear sense of purpose must be communicated to staff, and 

individuals and groups must be motivated to engage with the challenges of their work roles in that 

context. 

 

  The introduction of the CS1 and CS2 CI systems was identified as an important vehicle in building 

traction towards the required operation efficiencies and desired ‘cultural shift’ (IN44PA04S28L01b) 

and development of a positive CI ‘mindset’ (IN47PA04S28L04).  While the empirical analysis evidenced 

operational impact as the core need for a sustainable CI provision, CI was seen as a vital ingredient in 

the case objective of becoming a ‘destination employer’ (IN15PA08S42L06), incorporating a ‘headline 

mission statement making it a great place to work’ (IN13PA07S46L05).  The executive board 

recognised that to capture widespread buy-in and participation, the motives, and expectations of the 

CS1, CS2, and integrated CI systems needed to be effectively communicated, and to have a holistic 

and demonstrable bearing on strategic and commercial value to build ‘organisational legitimacy’ 

(IN46PA07S42L03).  These should be agreed and demonstrated effectively from the outset. 

 

Emerging from the empirical analysis, the inductively sourced ‘Communication and Awareness’ 

(C&A) code corresponds to the important task of effectively publicising the role, position, motives, 

and expectations of a CI System. Leaders must communicate with staff to ensure awareness 

(Giustiniano et al., 2016) which regarding a CI system should aid in the development of a CI identity, 

from which enhanced responsiveness and the generation of enthusiasm for innovative practice can 

be cultivated.  This should not be limited to an initial internal marketing style campaign, as sustained 

progression and commitment requires on-going co-ordination, communication, and support (Choo et 

al., 2007; Anand et al., 2009) where all staff need to be informed and aware of the on-going journey 

towards operational and organisational excellence (Caffyn, 1999).  To ensure balance and consistency 

of the shared message, leaders must communicate among themselves while building effective 

channels of communication with all staff (Bos-Nehles et al., 2013).  

 

 Hierarchical structures, where all messages are top-down, are unlikely to lead to operational 

excellence (Minzberg, 1989; Gupta & Banerjee, 2016), an important aspect of the CO cultural shift was 

the desire to move away from the ‘command control environment’ (IN13PA02S08L03a) and to ‘flatten 

the organisation’ (IN01PA07S23L03a).  The reduction of vertical levels allowed communication from 

members of the executive group and senior management to be effectively transmitted, but also for 

the voice of staff to be heard and considered in bottom-up format, often through CI based initiatives.  
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In addition to communicating their support, the executive group recognised the value and impact of 

their own participation, however, the long-term CI aspiration was about ‘enabling and facilitating, 

rather than doing’ (IN30PA08S63L02c).   

 

While distinctive in their design, the CS1 and CS2 CI systems each sought to build awareness of 

their motive to develop a ‘relaxed yet focused’ (IN07PA36S239L01) ‘ambience’ (IN36PA01S05L01) 

where staff felt ‘empowered to make a difference’ (IN07PA09S50L05a), communicating the aspiration 

that the strategic imperatives could be in part met via ongoing efforts to ‘reengineer and improve the 

end-to-end customer Journey experience’ (IN30PA12S103L02).  The executive group and HoI agreed 

that the CI message communicated to the workforce should encapsulate ‘the purpose and intent’ 

(IN37PA03S09L08b) of the CI system, which while drawing focus on the desire to improve the 

‘customer experience’ and efficiency of operational ‘process’ (IN37PA03S11L04/05a) should 

encapsulate the cultural desire to be ‘a caring organisation’,  ‘understanding value’, and ‘being easy 

to do business with’ (IN01PA32S227L01b/02a/02b). 

 

There were shared perceptions within CS1 that through Phase 1, staff members struggled to 

‘understand what the purpose of’ (IN17PA16S120L01) CI was, and questions regarding the system’s 

‘role in comparison to other initiatives’ (IN19PA06S32L03).  In recognition that staff need to be aware 

that their active participation is both desired and encouraged (Purcell et al., 2003), and in response to 

the uncertainty, the HoI began an ‘advertising campaign to get people involved’ and help drive 

heightened awareness of ‘how it fitted into the general cultural’ (IN03PA13S48L03) ambitions of the 

organisation.  It was hoped that by branding CI, and incorporating ‘threads of communication, staff 

would better understand how it fits in with’ (IN13PA16S114L01) departmental and organisational 

structures, the system’s cultural and operations purpose, and how it fits ‘alongside other initiatives in 

existence’ (IN13PA16S116L01b/L02).  Staff awareness and understanding of the CS2 CI system 

developed with a level of consistency, adopting, and communicating a simple CI identity that 

incorporated its integral positioning, team structure, RoI expectations, and intervention style 

application.  To spread awareness, the CI team utilised internal departmental communication 

channels, shop floor located VM and CI boards, and the voice of the HoI and CI teams to spread the CI 

message daily through formal and informal interaction.  CI traction was developed as the shared 

message was evidenced in practice, whereby the operational and customer experience impact of the 

increasing number of CI interventions were recorded, shared, and recognised.  Through synergy 

between the communicated message and reality of practice came progression in system credibility 

and legitimacy.   
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Success in bringing about a CI transformation requires a conducive environment (Bessant et al., 

1994) of encouragement, participation, and inclusivity, and active engagement from staff at all levels 

and therefore ‘Organisational Encouragement’ (OE) must serve as an important consideration.  

Although the code originates from a CE context (Figure 5.10), within the CITF it serves to encompass 

the important and ongoing role that the organisational structure, and the actions of the executive 

group and senior management group, can have in establishing CE behaviour and the development of 

a CI environment.  

 

The role and participation of the executive group has been discussed throughout the empirical 

evaluation and narrative interpretation, the study supporting the notion that the enthusiasm of senior 

management is a prerequisite for success in innovative strategies (Fryer & Ogden, 2014) such as CI.  

To support the CI drive and development of CI traction, leading representatives of the organisation 

are required to evidence their affiliation, support, and ‘sponsorship’ (IN45PA07S76L02c), show clear 

interest in the pursuit of the goals and expectations, and communicate to staff from all levels how 

they can contribute (Forrester, 2000; Anand et al., 2009).  The empirical evaluation corroborated a 

shared perception of the positive impact of the organisation’s leaders, reporting that ‘it was largely 

down to the CIO’s personality’ (IN07PA29S188L01a) and desire to introduce CI that got it off the 

ground, and that without their active participation, and the spearheading role of the HoI, CI may have 

fallen as an unfulfilled ambition.  They were seen as a group of transformational leaders, who knew 

which qualities to call upon at appropriate times, and through demonstrating positive interactions, 

and encouragement to generate and share new ideas regarding innovations to current product, 

service, and process (Boxall & Purcell, 2011; Reiss, 2012), persisted through ongoing challenges to 

drive the CI movement forward.  It must be made clear to all staff that the person (HoI) leading the CI 

initiative can speak authoritatively for the organisation, making policy decisions clear and drawing 

down resources as required.  Furthermore, it is important that senior staff recognise that the 

contextual and tacit knowledge and ideas sourced from staff are an important resource for effective 

decision-making (Andriopoulos, 2001) and CI problem solving activity.   

 

However, senior managers must themselves make sense of the desired transformation to be able 

to render effective support (Balogun et al., 2015).  In the CO the executives’ ‘buy-in’ 

(IN07PA12S74L01b) was crucial to generate increased CI system credibility, and, although executive 

level concerns regarding the positioning, design, and impact of the CS1 system were evidenced, after 

a year, following the actions of the CEO and CIO, they all became ‘very supportive’ (IN07PA13S80L01a).  

Verbal and physical commitment played an important role through the evolution of the CS1 and CS2 
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CI systems, ‘requiring positive language’ (IN33PA05S18L01b) from the executive level for it to filter 

through senior and middle management and to staff level front-line employees.  One executive 

member commented that their ‘role was to create and then champion the environment’ 

(IN15PA18S102L02) and that, through CI participation and support, they were evidencing their belief 

that to ‘truly value your people you need to give them the opportunity to contribute to the 

organisation’ (IN15PA12S60L06).  The study corroborating Gill (2003, p.308) that such initiatives need 

senior management to show an ‘eagerness to be involved, willingness to invest resources, willingness 

to take tough decisions when required, awareness of the impact of their own behaviour, and a 

consistent message’. 

 

Within the context of OE, deliberation regarding organisational structures is essential, as is 

consideration of the extent to which a system of CI can evolve.  Organic structures that characterise 

the capacity to be flexible and adaptable to changing needs over time are preferred over mechanistic 

(Lindberg & Berger, 1997).  However, with changing structures, comes the need to consider how 

organisational behaviours need to alter (Gallagher et al., 1997) to remain compatible, and to reflect 

on the challenges any potential structural shift may encounter.  Organisation policies and practices 

must also be adjusted and aligned to increase the feasibility of a successful and sustainable change.  

One of the key challenges will be to break any entrenched mind-sets and encourage employees to 

adapt to the new situation (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005).  In the CO, the executive level expressed a hope 

that ‘flattening the organisation’ (IN01PA07S23L03a) and developing an environment where ‘people 

feel valued’ (IN25PA01S08L02) would aid in putting the ‘structures in place’ that would allow CI activity 

and discovery of ‘how to do things better’ (IN32PA07S30L05b/07a) whilst recognising that the existing 

departmental and silo mentality was, and would continue to be, a significant challenge.  

 

Andriopoulos (2001) discussed the significant impact of organisational structures and systems on 

creativity.  While structure may prescribe what employees should do, employees need organisational 

systems and procedures which support and encourage expression and development of their creative 

potential (Shalley et al., 2000).  Kanter (1989) identified traditional bureaucratic and mechanistic 

cultures as stifling to innovation, whereas adaptable, organic cultures were innovation stimulating.  In 

exploring the complex interplay and interaction between creative people, their efforts, and the 

environment in which they operate, the implication arises that a reflexive relationship subsists, not 

only is creativity influenced by context, but contexts are themselves influenced by ongoing creativity 

(Rickards et al., 2009).  Blomberg’s (2016) theory of hegemony indicated that creativity must be both 

desirable and necessary, and organisational leaders must acknowledge the role of creativity as a 
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necessary quality in developing a CI mindset (RO2).  Arnold (2010) identifies creativity as the leading 

leadership competency for the future, the CITF therefore proposes that the appreciation, 

encouragement, and nurturing of creativity should be a crucial feature of leadership and a key enabler 

within any CI transformation.  Young (2016, p.413) suggests that ‘encouraging creativity in the 

workplace has become a major concern for the survival and success of companies’ as it serves to breed 

innovation and provide the means in the development of a competitive edge.  Therefore, creativity 

should be recognised as a strategic requirement (Muñoz-Doyague & Nieto, 2012) where investment 

in the front-line staff skills and involvement in decision-making activities, encourages discretionary 

effort, and so increases operating efficiency and competitive advantage (Appelbaum et al., 2000).  It 

is these desired creative practices that may be inhibited by factors such as internal strife, 

conservatism, or rigid and formal management structures (Isaksen et al., 2009) 

 

The structural and system consideration should serve to facilitate the vertical and horizontal 

collaborations discussed through the CITF ‘Actualisation’ lemniscate and OE and derives the important 

opportunity to develop elevated cultural intelligence.  This can result in leaders being better able to 

recognise and positioned to instil cultures that are supportive of ongoing change (Fryer et al., 2007), 

whereby employees become more tolerant (Upon, 1996), and feel able to participate, and 

empowered to make suggestions themselves, and positioned to identify potential blockers within the 

organisation and to plan and take steps to overcome them.  OE encapsulates management’s role in 

the development of the ‘heart and mind’ of the organisation by supporting the emergence of creative 

energy, excitement, and ambition, and supporting people to explore their contextually dependent 

knowledge, and to share their insights through collaborative activity to generate and bring about CI.  

These are reinforced through recognition of achievement, praise, and appropriate rewards for 

creative endeavours.   

 

Much has been written about different styles of leadership20 (Gallego-Burín, & Lloréns-Montes, 

2019) and while it must be accepted that a broad range will be evident in most organisations, the 

executive team, and HoI must function to ensure that middle management buy-in and do not, as 

evidenced through CS1 and CS2, serve as long term impediments to CI traction.  As discussed in the 

review of SE (Section 5.2.1) the behaviour of level of ‘leadership’ (IN01PA17S97L04c) must be seen to 

support and encourage employees to achieve the best of which they are capable, the constancy and 

 

 

20 authoritarian leadership; participative style; delegative or laissez-faire leadership; transactional style; or 
transformational leadership 
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continuity of their support working to aid or impede the intended vertical and horizontal ‘collaborative 

drive’ (IN01PA17S97L08) and journey in the evolution of CI 

 

Furthermore, the executive group and Hol, must aid and enable the ‘Consistent Delivery’ (CD) of, 

and opportunity to effectively participate in, CI activity.  In adopting effective mechanisms through 

the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ cycles, and in alignment with a balanced and integral system 

positioning (B&P) and M&E’s, it is essential that there is a considered and conscious effort to ensure 

that CI is delivered consistently.  Here, the executive group, and CI leadership must act so that 

departmental heads, and middle management ensure that the opportunities that exist within the CI 

system are made available in an equal and balanced manner, though all functions, teams, and 

individuals.  The CITF supports the Purcell et al., (2003) ‘People Performance Model’ whereby 

performance is a function of ‘Ability and Skill’, ‘Motivation and Incentive’, and the ‘Opportunity to 

Participate’.  
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5.2.3 The Realisation Component / CITF Lemniscate  

In establishing appropriate CI system elements, and actualising CI traction through the internal 

mechanisms of creative facilitation and vertical and horizontal collaboration, the empirical evaluation 

has confirmed that it is imperative for an organisation to recognise and share generated value.  The 

purpose of business operations is to realise value for stakeholders, the CITF is conceived and 

constructed to aid this intention.  This can be optimised by managers engaging with the whole 

business system, establishing self-healing flows of value, and reducing waste collaboratively, yet 

depends upon determining, at an early stage, what constitutes ‘value’ in the stakeholders’ eyes and 

establishing appropriate measures of performance.   

 

 

Figure 5.11: The Realisation Lemniscate 

      Source: Author 
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Section 2.3.2 offers a literature-based review of the benefits and challenges associated with CI.   

The CITF builds upon current research encompassing the necessity to not only the deliver value but 

also its clear recognition.  Through the data analysis and narrative interpretation, the importance of 

recognising and taking account of value sourced from the CI system was deemed essential for 

organisational legitimacy and initial and sustained traction in CI development and evolution.  The CITF 

‘Realisation’ Lemniscate (Figure 5.11), in the same fashion as its ‘Actualisation’ counterpart, is 

assembled via two interconnected cycles of value, ‘Operational’ and ‘Behavioural’.  The inclusion of 

the behavioural cluster was discovered as essential through the empirical evaluation and answers the 

Bessant et al., (2001) call for CI frameworks to no longer neglect the domain.  The construction of the 

CITF moves beyond prescription and towards a roadmap that can aid an organisation in its CI 

implementation.  While taking account of the multiple sources of potential impediment and fragility 

which CI efforts can encounter, the formation of the two cycles of value generation builds upon the 

general view found through literature and offers of a more explicit and service-based portrayal, which 

has been primarily sourced from the empirical evaluation (Figure 5.12).  The arrangement of the cycles 

serves to guide organisations to better recognise and reflect upon the tangible and intangible 

operational impact and behavioural and cultural influence of CI.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.12:  CITF - Realisation Code Map 

      Source: Author 
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The ‘Operational’ Value cycle (Figure 5.13) collates increased levels of ‘Process Efficiency’ (PE), and 

‘Service Delivery’ (SD), the evolution of a vertical and horizontal ‘Collaboration and Knowledge 

Network’ (CKN), and the development of new and existing ‘Organisational Capability’ (OC).  The 

‘Behavioural’ Value cycle (Figure 5.14) absorbs the cultural dynamic, which whilst challenging to 

measure, recognises ‘Creative Energy’ (CE) as a result and driver of CI, the development of ‘Productive 

Learning Spirals’ (PLS), an enriched sense of togetherness and ‘Health and Wellbeing’ (H&W), and 

through training and participation enhanced ‘Individual and Team Competency' (ITC).  Felipe et al., 

(2017, p1) advocate that ‘to remain competitive within the current, uncertain business scenario, it is 

vital for firms to develop capabilities that lead them to adapt and offer quick responses to market 

changes’ and it is here that CI can aid in the development of ITC which, with sustained evolution, can 

progress in the formation of sought-after OC.  

5.2.3.1 Operational Value Generation: Synopsis and Theme Representation 

 

 

PE is crucial to value realisation.  Poorly designed and managed processes lead to a loss in the 

desired standards of quality in the delivery of products and services and the resultant waste and 

potential loss of service and reputation will have the effect of destroying value, for the customer and 

business.  In the past, quality control relied on inspection to provide feedback from output, so that 

corrective action could be taken in the case of problems.  However, such feedback systems are 

 

Figure 5.13: Operational Value 

      Source: Author 
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inefficient (Young & Wilkinson, 2002) and it has long been regarded as preferable to establish 

feedforward control, by designing and setting up processes that will be sustainable in operations and 

require minimal intervention from management.  In actualising the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ cycles, 

CI offers a platform to establish self-healing flows of value whereby fault points can be recognised, 

waste in its various forms identified, and solutions found quickly and effectively, through the 

participation of, and in the long-term, led by those who are best positioned to make subtle yet 

effective adjustments.   

 

From CS2 came a shared recognition that the combination of proactive and reactive action, and 

larger scale change projects and incremental improvement was crucial, each driving and sustaining 

the other, serving as a key ingredient in a CI system’s successful traction, evolution, and delivery of 

increased levels of performance.  One of the goals of the CI endeavour is to keep process efficiency 

under continual review and to track levels of performance and with clarity recognise value, 

performance measurement must be utilised.  The effective use of PM encompasses an applicable and 

relevant combination of metrics applied through the evaluation of current and future state analysis, 

and the planning and implementation of solutions.  While established methods such as process 

mapping and SB should be employed, individual and team creativity also has a role to play in gaining 

important insights into the process in question, amplifying the levels of observation, communication, 

and learning through collaborative review.  Via the use of applicable and effective tools, the facilitation 

of training, and through CI intervention and collaborative action, all who participated were better able 

to recognise and remove waste through the complex web of processes.   

 

The journey and experience of the customer was a crucial factor in the drive behind the 

introduction of, and key in the realisation of value through the CS1, CS2 and integrated CI systems.  

While the affiliation between operational process efficiency and the level of service delivery is distinct, 

process mapping focuses attention on production (Canfield & Basso, 2017) and although a process can 

be regarded as efficient, it may still produce work of little value if the outcome does not meet 

customer desires and expectations.  The gap between customer expectation and perception is crucial 

(Parasuraman et al., 1988).  To judge service quality with a customer-centric view, CJM may be used21.    

This technique may yield insight into customer expectations from the service in question, and a 

broader understanding of the customer experience.  To further enhance the review the empirical 

 

 

21 Representation of the service delivery process as experienced by the customer (Halvorsrud et al., 2016), 
considering all possible organisational touch-points customers may encounter during the service exchange.  
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exploration supports Moon et al., (2016) who suggest using holistic, visual methods to depict the 

service experience, CS1 facilitation and CS2 Intervention using VM to heighten levels of engagement 

and inclusion through collaborative CI activity. This was perceived as particularly important when 

reviewing an end-to-end process and where the tacit knowledge and perceptions of frontline staff was 

crucial.   Results of CJM can lead to innovation and improvement in the service design process 

(Rosenbaum et al., 2017), with resultant improvement in quality-of-service delivery (Andrews & Eade, 

2013).  These can be further enhanced via the adoption the CITF actualisation cycles where the use of 

effective PM will lead to improved value realisation for the business, as well as highlighting learning, 

and future opportunities for review.  Throughout the empirical exploration and uncovered CI 

evolution, there is an essential need to embed current and future state performance measurement 

through all CI activity, and collaboration was key in drawing out the tacit knowledge of staff and 

moving power to act from management.   

 

A search for excellence through CI requires that people within an organisation collaborate.  Vertical 

and horizontal collaboration is evidenced through the empirical exploration as a key factor in driving 

CI traction, yet also an important value output.  Collaboration serves several purposes within 

operations, including the notion that team-working is needed to combine the right balance of skills in 

productive processes, and that employees must collaborate to develop and harness their contextual 

knowledge of business processes and customer journeys in the generation of new ideas, innovations, 

and solutions.  Organisations must recognise that these things will not happen on their own, initiatives 

by management are needed build a culture of collaboration, as proposed via the ‘Actualisation’ 

lemniscate of the CIFT.  When considering the management of organisational knowledge, there may 

be a predetermined focus on talent management, to ensure that the right mix of competencies, in the 

right combinations, is available throughout the productive system.  However, as well as ‘what do we 

know?’ a key question for employees may be ‘who do we know?’ the study evidencing that it is 

important to know who to consult about issues or problems and that through organic and formal CI 

participation a value bearing ‘Collaboration and Knowledge Network’ (CKN) can evolve.  

 

The CO evidenced the tangible and intangible value and appreciation in the growth of individual 

networks, the CI systems offering a platform to collaborate and build dynamic working relationships 

with individuals and teams from across the business.  There was a shared appreciation from the 

executive, management, and staff groups that through working together in new ways came the 

development of planned and unexpected networks.  In addition to the premeditated creation of the 

CS2 intervention teams, and CS1-based facilitator network, VC, and CI team, came the formation of 
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new local and cross-boundary relationships.  Whilst these were formed via CI participation, they 

evolved over the three phases of CI maturity to represent fluid collaborative bodies which came 

together to share knowledge and collaborate in a physical and/or virtual manner, symbolising a valued 

new way of working for the organisation.  Furthermore, much can be achieved through the formation 

of CoP in which employees can collaborate to creatively explore and reflect upon their practice (Saad, 

2020).  Through its emergence as a CS1 CI initiative, and development into a core component of 

Integrated and Centralised CI System within the CO, the CITF proposes its inclusion to function 

alongside CI interventions; together encompassing formal and organic elements, that collectively 

serve to drive traction towards an environment of CI.  Nowadays, technologies can be combined to 

provide swift and flexible tools of communication and collaboration.  Enterprise collaboration systems 

(ECS) combine groupware, intranets, and networked tools to manage enterprise-wide 

communications (Prakash et al., 2020), which with social media can promote collaboration and 

knowledge-sharing.  The collective physical and virtual components of the proposed network can help 

to enhance employees’ affective commitment to their work, the organisation (Naim & Bulinska-

Stangrecka, 2019), and their aspiration to drive improvement.  

 

With the acceptance that some organisations appear to be more successful than others in any 

given business environment, researchers have been led to look for the defining capabilities that 

support this superior performance.  While clear answers have proved elusive, it appears that 

‘Organisational Capability’ (OC) goes beyond the possession of competences among individuals and 

groups of employees, into an organisation-wide resource from which competitive advantage can be 

drawn.  Such capabilities have been suggested to exist where people are empowered and enabled to 

build on competences to learn, be creative, work in novel as well as familiar circumstances, and 

develop self-efficacy (Hase, 2000).  The CO, in the evolved state of CI, aspired to develop current and 

new organisation capability, in part from the development of CI practice, and the emergence of ITC.  

If organisations are to convert capability into value, then it is these higher-level capabilities, enabling 

continual renewal and refreshment through innovation, that are crucial to sustainable realisation 

(Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). 

 

While PE and SD improvements can be measurably drawn and shared, it is important that an 

organisation recognises the evolution of CKNs and OC.  Whether this is accomplished through visual 

mapping or systems-thinking methodologies, the key is that their formation and alignment with CI is 

acknowledged and in the most appropriate format documented and evidenced.  
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5.2.3.2 Behavioural Value Generation: Synopsis and Code Representation 

 

As revealed through the empirical evaluation, CI and innovation are crucially dependent upon an 

open culture in which collaborative behaviour and creative energy are supported and where 

organisational learning can occur.  The CITF implies an emphasis on management as the CI facilitator, 

where the development of stakeholder capabilities and the realisation of soft as well as hard benefits 

should be desired.  To sustain and allow CI to embed itself within the DNA of the organisation, 

behavioural value must be recognised and respected, and the traditional view of management to plan, 

direct, and control yield to an approach in which appropriate resources are provided and people are 

empowered to act within self-healing flows of value, where participation, collaboration and learning 

are key features of organisational life.  Where effective delegation based on encouragement, 

motivation, expertise, and the harnessing of contextual understanding will promote organisational 

well-being.  Within the CITF value is attributed to behavioural factors and the emergence of new 

stakeholder abilities; this code cluster was identified as essential in the journey towards a coherent 

mind-set and balanced organisational system of CI.  The ‘Behavioural’ Value Cycle (Figure 5.15) 

presents these behavioural factors as the central CI deliverables of ‘Creative Energy’ (CE), ‘Productive 

Learning Spirals’ (PLS), ‘Health & Wellbeing’ (H&W), and ‘Individual and Team Competency' (ITC).  

 

 

Figure 5.14: Behavioural Value 

      Source: Author 
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The study has confirmed that to achieve results that stakeholders may perceive to be excellent, 

leaders must endeavour to build an environment that supports and rewards collaboration, creative 

thinking and team working (Schein, 2010).  To cultivate this intent, leaders must go beyond 

expressions of vision to make explicit their expectations of creative behaviour and innovative action, 

the evidence of which can be translated via the stories, physical architecture, rituals, and language of 

the organisation (Hogan & Coote, 2014).  Creative Energy (CE) is positioned within the CITF as an 

important form of generated value, but also as a concept that drives sustained CI traction through a 

virtuous cycle that redirects its influence back into the ‘Actualisation’ lemniscate.  CE depends upon 

the ongoing support and achievement of the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ cycles, these incorporating 

the availability of appropriate resources, physical, virtual, and intellectual space, and a workplace 

dynamic and atmosphere that is inclusive and accepting of diverse range of thinking, and regards 

mistakes as opportunities for learning, not blame.  There is a role for managers at all levels to 

collectively encourage, facilitate and support the building of a creative wave that will energise and 

motivate staff to participate in collaborative co-creation of ideas, solutions, and improvements; for 

which the adopted CI initiatives and training in appropriate tools is key.  While a consequence in 

realising the behavioural impact of CI is an improved attainment of value, the proposed CITF ‘Value 

Generation’ (VG) structure seeks to set a creative wave in motion in the form of a virtuous cycle (Figure 

5.15) so that all members are caught up in its energy, with excitement and an ambition to achieve; 

this providing a novel characteristic to current CI thinking and, in alignment with Research Objective 

2, furthers the role of creativity in establishing an environment of CI.   

 

 

Figure 5.15: CITF Creative Wave - Virtuous Cycle  

      Source: Author 
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Through the narrative interpretation, there is evidence that the evolution of CI led to a sense of 

Creative Energy that served to build traction through the timeline and evolution of CS1 and CS2.  While 

its existence was not simple to quantify, it was through the stories of the workforce where it was most 

corroborated driving enhanced participation and intrinsically led engagement.  It is the combination 

of the ‘Operational’ and ‘Behavioural’ value which serves to drive the required traction of the CITF 

‘Creative Wave’ (CW) and substantiating the important and ongoing relationship between the 

‘Actualisation’ and ‘Realisation’ lemniscates, and the need for sustained support and nurturing of a CI 

system.  While every organisation is culturally unique, this research offers several characteristics that 

can help to generate such a wave.   

 

- Employees must be free to pursue their individual and collaborative goals, including 

development of new skills and competencies. 

 

- The emergence of ‘Creative Energy’ can be supported via an appropriate balance between 

empowerment, co-ordination, and control.  

 

- ‘Creative Energy’ will be enhanced within a culture of mindfulness, in which mistakes are 

regarded as an opportunity for learning, rather than blame (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2015).   

 

- Creativity requires a certain tolerance for risk-taking since no innovation can be risk-free 

 

- The workforce should be allowed the opportunity to explore and utilise their contextually 

dependent knowledge, to collaborate, and use the insights they generate to benefit the 

customer and the organisation.  

 

- These behaviours must be reinforced through recognition of achievement, praise, and 

appropriate rewards for creative endeavours. 

 

The CS1 and CS2 CI aspirations were to offer the stakeholders the opportunity to collaborate, 

surface and utilise their contextual knowledge, to challenge the status quo, and to share ideas on how 

to improve organisational performance and the customer journey and experience.  The CITF proposes 

that action should be taken to solve problems collaboratively within self-healing flows of value, that 

training should be provided to develop new skills and competencies, that mechanisms deployed to 

capture ideas and to capitalise upon tacit knowledge, and that through the combination of the support 
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provision and sustained participation and engagement, the materialisation of ‘Productive Learning 

Spirals’ (PLS) can be achieved.  Organisations should aspire for stakeholders to engage in collaborative 

reflection within a supportive organisational structure, whereby creative spaces are designed and put 

into practice.  It is within this setting that dynamic workgroups are best able and likely to generate 

double loop learning, whereby the solving of problems leads to the recognition of value, the surfacing 

of additional issues, and development of innovative solutions.  It is through ongoing and effective CI 

action that learning loops can emerge, which through reflection can build into PLS of action, where 

reflection-in and -upon CI activity and engagement in creative thinking, lead to the organic 

development of value-bearing knowledge networks.  

 

In considering both individual and organisational learning Popper (1979) pointed out that efforts 

to solve problems are likely to lead not only to solutions but also to more interesting problems.  In the 

context of CI and innovative action this cannot be regarded as a bad thing.  To intensify the proposed 

PLS, organisations should build an understanding of and be able to distinguish between levels of 

learning.  Argyris (1976, p. 367) argued that single-loop learning encourages participants to ‘learn to 

perform as long as the learning does not question the fundamental design, goals, and activities of their 

organisation’, this clearly lacking synergy with the aspired system and environment of CI.  He 

continues that double-loop learning occurs when learners move to incorporate the specific application 

to extrapolate what they have learned to new contexts, and to evaluate their practice.  While this 

serves as a more appropriate and aligned manner for CI, whereby double-loop learning can lead to 

improvements in process and the advent of more innovative thinking, it is important to appreciate 

that a loop must return the learner to the point from which they started, for the purpose of ongoing 

reflection and evaluation.   

 

Bateson (1972) and Argyris and Schon (1978) refer to deuteron-learning, which may be described 

as learning how to learn through a process of collaborative inquiry and reflection.  This in essence is 

what the CS2 CI system aspired to achieve and to some extent accomplished, and what the CITF 

proposes as the intended learning loop goal, serving as an important cog in the development of PLS 

and traction towards an environment of CI.  Here people can better recognise their own learning 

strategies, weaknesses, and strengths (evidenced through the CI interventions, and 12-week 

performance cycles) which in principle should allow them to define problems and recognise 

opportunities, and through enhanced understanding and capability, choose appropriate learning 

strategies and improvement processes for every situation (Sadler-Smith and Evans, 2006) more 

effectively.  As Bateson (1972) points out, when individuals (and groups within organisations) can 
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reflect and evaluate while learning in action, there is something more than a loop, since the point of 

arrival is beyond the point of departure.  Consequently, PLS are created, which serve to augment and 

move forward the creative wave, each an important consideration in the early and sustained traction 

of CI.  

 

As considered through the empirical evaluation, to thrive organisations need to build both agility 

and resilience into the various challenges posed by turbulence in the business environment.  For 

Chapman (2012) teams operating in stressful environments became less collaborative and more 

inclined to make mistakes, and Hamel & Verikangas (2003) identified stress reduction as one of the 

requirements for resilience and innovative action.  Staff who are sick, overburdened, stressed and/or 

frequently absent are unlikely to deliver their best work, buy-in or engage with the depicted ‘Creative 

Atmospherics’, or to develop and use their creative energies for the benefit of the organisation.  Long 

working hours and heavy workloads have a negative association with psychological well-being, and so 

limit the time and inclination to participate in CI activity wholeheartedly.  Organisational well-being, 

which is dependent upon individual well-being, is threated when feelings of division, uncertainty, and 

confusion reign from which the resultant stress can lead to physical health issues among staff.   

 

A key aspiration of CI for the CO was to make it a better place to work and aid the journey to 

becoming a destination employer.  If employees are to perform at a level of excellence and a CI system 

is to invigorate the aspired creative wave, then attention must be paid to the past, current and 

potential levels of ‘Health and Wellbeing’ (H&W), the element identified within the CITF as a CI 

deliverable.  While the lack of sufficient challenge can lead to alienation, indifference, and 

demotivation, and interesting work can enhance performance and emotional involvement, CI must 

seek to embody an environment that is conducive to creating happy employees, who will invest energy 

in their work and generate innovative outcomes (Ekvall, 1996; Ismail, 2005).  Through participation in 

the CS1 and CS2 CI initiatives participants across the executive, management, and staff level groups 

reported a positive individual, team, and cultural impact, which conveyed a heightened feeling of 

togetherness and sense of H&W.  Emotional well-being is therefore a key consideration, as it 

contributes towards a healthier workplace culture, reduces absenteeism, improves teamwork and 

creativity, and hence supports productivity and traction in CI activity.   

 

Fan and Lui (2014) point out that every organisation is unique.  Those that are successful have 

unique qualities that yield the best opportunities to create value by pleasing customers.  Managers 

may attempt to benchmark good practice or identify and copy what is seen as ‘best practice’ 
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elsewhere, yet while this may inspire improvements, it will not be sufficient to achieve CI, nor 

excellence.  It has been suggested (Davenport & Prusak, 2000) that the only sustainable source of 

competitive advantage for an organisation is the know-how of those working in it, excellent 

organisations being those who find ways to harness enthusiasm, creativity, and tacit knowledge by 

empowering their workforce to produce their best work (Offermann et al., 2004).   

 

The CITF proposes that in building an environment of CI, the acknowledgement of the central role 

of staff, and development in their ‘Individual and Team Competency’ (ITC) is crucial.  This has been 

evidenced as a CI deliverable through the study, and the CO’s continued endeavour to facilitate 

collaborative CI-based activity, and development of formal and organic training provisions.   Yet, it is 

not sufficient that individual employees are well-trained and competent to perform their work roles, 

opportunities must be presented where they can perform to the optimum within multi-skilled teams 

and have the drive and authority to challenge current working practices to diagnose and deliver a 

better way.  It is important that the overall skill profile within the organisation is developed to support 

its search for operational excellence, CI offering the required structure whereby people can 

collaborate to develop and harness their contextual knowledge of business processes, and through 

PLS build new skill and competency.  With heightened ITC comes the opportunity for more effective 

CI intervention, yet to realise value it is necessary that employees possess the right skill sets, and that 

leaders have the capability to bring together people with the right combination of skills and insight, 

who can combine their competences in team-working (Senge, 2006; Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 2014).  

This is seen as an emergent quality of a well-designed and resourced CI system. 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter provides answers to the three research objectives.  Drawing from the literature review 

and empirical examination, the three parts of the CITF (Actualisation – System – Realisation) are 

individually explored, their nature and interaction is further explored in the following chapter.    
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6 Conclusions and Contribution to Knowledge  

This chapter summaries what has been done (Research Roadmap) and what has been found 

(Research Synopsis) and leads the reader to the Contribution to knowledge (CITF) which is then 

justified as a theoretical claim.  The framework’s nature and interaction are explored and explained 

to facilitate its use as a guide to promote and sustain traction in realising both behavioural and 

operational value from a dynamic and creative environment of CI.  Finally, the testing of the 

framework and other future research are suggested, and the researcher’s reflections reported.  

 

6.1 Research Roadmap  

The Literature Review (chapter 2) considered and examined the applicable CI and CE theory, 

substantiating the existing gap and calls for a framework to better guide organisations in CI 

implementation.  It demonstrated the need to acknowledge the behavioural proposition more 

effectively and substantiated the potential value of creativity in promoting traction towards an 

environment of CI.  The review culminated by identifying that a CI implementation requires the 

development of and synergy between system factors and internal traction mechanisms to drive 

participation and legitimacy and insinuated that greater consideration of attained value is needed to 

develop traction (Figure 2.13).  Therefore, all associated codes of the Bessant et al., (2001) CIMM 

(Figure 2.8), Mclean et., al (2017) CIFF (Figure 2.4), and CECM (Figure 2.11) were assembled within the 

Final Coding Template22.  Moreover, the CE Conceptual Model was constructed through the analysis 

and clustering of the codes primarily relating to the Amabile et al., (1996) KEYS Model (Figure 2.8), 

Ekvall (1996) modified by Moultrie and Young (2009) CCQ Model (Figure 2.9), and Andriopoulos (2001) 

5EF Model.   

 

The data collection and analysis occurred throughout the eight-year research timeline (Figure 3.14) 

and to explore the CI and CE phenomena through CS1 and CS2 the researcher reviewed, ‘what is 

happening; when did it happen; why is it happening; and how has it come to happen in this way?’ 

(Marais, 2012, p.6), through a six-step protocol of thematic analysis (Section 3.8) of DS1, DS2 and DS3 

(Figure 3.16), adapted from the Braun and Clarke (2006) Thematic Analysis, and King and Brooks 

(2018) template analysis (Figure 3.15) approaches. 

 

 

 

22 Step 3 of the adopted thematic protocol 
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The Findings and Analysis (chapter 4) drew from the initial four steps of the thematic analysis, to 

present a Case Introduction, Distribution Analysis and Code Selection (Step 5), and Narrative 

Interpretation (Step 6) of the 24 Traction codes identified as most pertinent to the research objectives, 

reviewing the CI, CE, and Inductive facets in turn23.  

 

Building upon the System and Traction factors summarised from current literature, the empirical 

exploration proposed three initial CI Components: ‘Internal Traction’, ‘System’, and ‘Value’.  The 

subsequent CS1 and CS2 narrative interpretation (section 4.3, 4.4, & 4.5) presented rich and thick 

insight and further justification of the selected Traction Codes.  The 24 TCs were drawn from the 

original collation of 83 deductive codes24 and 23 empirically emerging inductive codes, within the final 

coding template against which 3594 of the 5516 empirical excerpts, drawn from the three Data Sets 

(DS1, DS2, & DS3), and associated 41 Data Items were assessed.  A compilation of empirical excerpts 

was used through the Case Introduction and Narrative Interpretation to review and compare the 

perceptions, experiences, and stories of the three sample groups (Executive, Management, & Staff), 

through three phases of CI evolution (CI Launch, CI Evolution, and CI Integration and Centralisation).  

 

The Discussion (chapter 5) draws from the Literature Review (chapter 2) and empirical Findings and 

Analysis (chapter 4) to consider answers to the three central Research Objectives whereby this 

research has:   

 

1. Explored and critically reviewed the key components for developing a system of CI; 

 

2. Analysed and critically evaluated the role of a dynamic CE in promoting traction to CI and 

innovative practice; and in consequence 

 

3. Contributed the Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF), which is constructed to 

better guide organisations in the implementation of CI, to cultivate sustainable traction, and 

ensure the realisation of behavioural and operational value.  

 

Together, the exploration into and achievement of the Research Objectives cascade into the 

Research Aim (and title), in the discovery of how organisations can promote sustainable traction 

towards an environment of CI.   

 

 

23 In each case there is a Distribution Analysis and Code Selection Figure (4.4, 4.5. 4.6, & 4.9) which 
consolidated the data from the central spreadsheet: Appendix 8.2.2 – 8.2.13 
24 43 CI and 22 CE codes (deductive aligned with current literature & theory), 
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The conceptual ‘Traction’, ‘System’ and ‘Value’ categories identified through the Literature Review, 

and further examined in the empirical Findings and Analysis, lead to the introduction and evaluation 

of the ‘Actualisation’, ‘System’, and ‘Realisation’ CI Components through (chapter 5); Figure 6.1 

exhibits the CI component evolution through the research, and respective chapters of the thesis.  

These components were reviewed in turn (RO1) in the Discussion via the proposed design of the CITF 

(RO3), which incorporated an examination the role of CE in promoting CI Traction (RO2).  Each CI 

Component / CITF Lemniscate was reviewed through an introductory synopsis, and the presentation 

of a code map (Figures 5.5, 5.9, 5.12) which served to defend and clarify the source, alignment and 

clustering of the CI, CE, and Inductive codes.  The code maps were an evolution of the Distribution 

Analysis and Code Selection Figures (4.4, 4.5, 4.6, & 4.9).   

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: CI Component Evolution 

      Source: Author 
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6.2 Research Synopsis  

TQM in its original and intend form, supported innovation, creativity, and risk-taking in the attempt 

to satisfy customer requirements (Figure 1.1), promoted the adoption of CI practices throughout an 

organisation (Wilkinson & Brown, 2007), and the use of techniques such as participative problem-

solving that incorporate all stakeholders (Ehige & McAndrew, 2005).  While the principles of TQM are 

still relevant, they may no longer be sufficient to ensure survival and growth for organisations; this 

research substantiates Weckenmann et al’s., (2013) assessment of the importance of knowledge, 

commitment, creativity, and the essential role of employees. Organisations must be willing to think 

differently.  As long ago as 2007, Shingo (2007, p.170) suggested that ‘improvement usually means 

doing something that we have never done before’, or in the words attributed to Henry Ford, ‘If you 

always do what you’ve always done, you’ll always get what you’ve always got’ (Doyle et al., 2012, 

p.57).  

 

 An approach of sustainable small-step improvements via the active participation and creativity of 

people (Anand et al., 2009) is essential in making meaningful and valuable contributions to enhanced 

customer satisfaction (Gallagher et al., 1997; Woods, 1997) and for the efficiency of operational 

process.  An accumulation of small wins, leading to a magnification of results can have a major impact, 

where focused and continuous innovation takes place across an organisation (Bessant et al., 1994), 

yet excellence should never be regarded as a point of arrival, but rather as a temporary condition 

needing to be re-evaluated on a continual basis.  Creativity has long been regarded as ‘critical for 

success and survival through its role as a key input to innovation’ (Litchfield & Gilson, 2012, p.108), to 

‘fundamentally challenge existing ways of doing things within as well as across organisations’ 

(Andersen & Kragh, 2013, p.82).  This research proposes that organisations must encourage and 

nurture creativity in the journey towards an environment of CI.  

 

However, on the journey towards the development of CI, ad hoc initiatives alone will not be 

effective in sustaining either CI or creative practice, and while there is a plethora of CI based resources, 

the need for an effective road map remains.  This research has answered this call for a framework to 

better guide organisations in the implementation of a CI system and progression towards an 

environment of CI and innovative practice.  

 

This investigation has moved beyond current theory in the identification and presentation of three 

components pivotal to the successful development of a system of CI (RO1), which collectively embrace 

and substantiate the important role of creativity in promoting and sustaining CI traction (RO2) and 
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innovative practice.  In the formulation and assembly of these three CI components as interactive 

lemniscates, a socio-cultural approach to improvement is proposed (RO3), constructed to guide SBOs 

in the design, implementation, and evolution of their CI endeavours.  The CITF acknowledges the need 

to recognise and distinguish between the behavioural and operational value attained from a dynamic 

and creative environment of CI and recognises the contextually dependent nature of work and need 

to harness the company’s entire intellectual capital.  To empower people to contribute their 

contextually relevant knowledge, it is essential to promote an open culture of mindfulness, so that 

people feel supported to participate and express new ideas, even if these conflict with the status quo.  

Through enhanced levels of facilitation and collaboration, organisations develop a foundation for 

creativity in the cultivation of creative atmospherics and the introduction of useful and usable 

methodologies for inquiry and design of future practice. 

 

6.3 Contribution to Knowledge 

The research has answered the call for the testing of the Bessant et al., (2001) CIMM against a real-

world service sector situation.  The results incorporate CI Maturity Vectors (Appendix 8.4) which were 

published in the International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences (p.5).  The research led to the 

emergence and application of the CE Conceptual Model (Figure 2.11 & 2.12), which, via its inclusion 

on the Final Coding Template, was applied and evaluated empirically to discover CE’s potential role in 

promoting sustained traction towards a CI environment (RO2).  

 

However, the significant and original contribution to knowledge is the CITF, developed through the 

fulfilment of three Research Objectives.  The exploration and identification of the three components 

pivotal to the successful development of a system of CI (RO1), which with the review of the role of 

creativity in promoting and sustaining CI traction (RO2) led to the contribution of the Continuous 

Improvement Traction Framework (CITF).  In assembling the three CI components as interactive 

lemniscates, a socio-cultural approach to improvement is proposed (RO3), constructed to guide SBOs 

in the design, implementation, and evolution of their CI endeavours25.  The CITF is the primary 

contribution to knowledge, and is justified as a theoretical construct (Section 6.3.1) and summarised 

(Section 6.3.2) below.  

 

 

 

25 The CITF Framework evolved over the duration of the study; three previous versions are in Appendix 8.5 



248 
 
 

6.3.1 Justification of CITF as a Contribution to Knowledge  

‘Organisations are complex, dynamic and difficult to observe’ Weick (1989, p.529).  In proposing 

the CITF as a theoretical contribution, the research theory development draws from the work of 

Whetten (1989) and Weick (1989), and Langley (1999).  Whetten (1989) identifies the ‘necessary 

ingredients of a theoretical contribution’ (p.490) in organisational science, asking: what are the 

building blocks of theory development; what is a legitimate value-added contribution to theory 

development; and what factors are considered in judging conceptual papers.  This verification focusses 

on Whetten’s building blocks, Figure 6.2, to review the descriptive ‘What’ and ‘How’, the explanatory 

‘Why’, and regarding, the temporal and contextual factors, the ‘Who, Where, and When’ of this 

research.  

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

Figure 6.2: Four Building Blocks of a Theoretical Contribution  

      Source: Whetten (1989) 



249 
 
 

6.3.1.1 What 

‘What’ regards the balance between the comprehensive inclusions of the right factors, while being 

sensitive to parsimony, i.e., the consideration of whether all factors add value.  In undertaking the 

Literature Review (Chapter 2) and the Six-Step thematic protocol, the Findings and Analysis and 

Discussion chapters show the initial and evolved selection of deductive and inductively drawn CI and 

CE codes.  The evolution of the CITF components and lemniscates, the associated cycles, the individual 

factors/codes, and the terminology used has been demonstrated through each step and chapter of 

the study. Acknowledging that the complexity of data reflects the complexity of the organisational 

phenomena the researcher is bidding to understand, Langley (1999) recommends that credibility is 

enhanced when researchers can demonstrate the sequence of conceptual entities, events, activities, 

and choices over a period, capture data from multiple levels and units of analysis, recognise variation 

in precision, duration, and relevance, and acknowledge that data gained through such studies tends 

to be eclectic and complex, drawing on changing contexts, relationships, thoughts, feelings, and 

interpretations.  To address these points, Langley (1999) suggests seven sense-making strategies 

suitable for qualitative data in the construction of theory; each assessed in their degree of accuracy, 

simplicity, and generality (Figure 6.3).  

 

                    

Figure 6.3: Adopted Sensemaking Strategies – Accuracy, Simplicity, & Generality   

      Source: Langley (2009, p. 706)  
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Three of these strategies have been utilised through the six-step thematic protocol adopted (Figure 

3.16): narrative; visual mapping; and temporal bracketing.  First, high in accuracy, yet low in simplicity 

and generality, the narrative strategy was adopted as a core part of Step 6 of the adopted thematic 

protocol.  The Results & Analysis (chapter 4) present a detailed story and vicarious experience of the 

real-life CS1 and CS2 settings, which moves beyond a chronological review of events, and towards ‘an 

organisational device that serves as a validation tool it itself’ (Langley, 1999, p.697).  The variety and 

richness of the incidents described, and their linkages convey a high degree of authenticity related to 

transferability rather than generalisability.  Secondly, Visual Mapping involves the manipulation of 

words and numbers into graphical forms to present the development and verification of theoretical 

ideas.  These maps have been presented throughout the thesis, predominantly in the form of the 

Distribution Analysis and Code Selection (Figures 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, & 4.9), and the Code Maps (Figures 5.5, 

5.9, & 5.12), which were an intermediary step between the raw data and the more abstract CITF 

conceptualisation.  Finally, Temporal Bracketing was adopted introduce the CS1 and CS2 CI System 

Timelines (Figures 4.2 & 4.3) and in part to structure the subsequent narrative, thus clarifying the 

description of events and permitting the constitution, exploration, and comparison of the two units 

of analysis.  The decomposition of data into successive adjacent periods enabling the explicit 

examination of how actions of one period led to changes in the context that affected action in 

subsequent periods.  

 

6.3.1.2 How  

‘How’ is the reflection upon and conceptualisation of how the proposed factors are related to each 

other, by using boxes and arrows to connect and bring order.  Effective visual representation of theory 

can aid the researcher’s thinking and increase the reader’s comprehension, ‘the more complex the set 

of relationships under consideration, the more useful it is to graphically depict them’ (p.491).  Figure 

6.4 illustrates the proposed the CITF, which is ‘designed to highlight the relationships, connections and 

interdependencies’ Weick (1989, p.517).  The ‘Actualisation’ and ‘Realisation Lemniscates’ are 

positioned with the ‘System Component’, each depicted with its own colour scheme, the coloured 

dashed lines draw together the interactive factors of each part, and the grey dashed lines represent 

the virtuous relationship between the two Lemniscates.   
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6.3.1.3 Why  

‘Why’ seeks the compelling and logical justification regarding the underlying dynamics and 

proposed relationships between the selected factors (Whetten, 1989), whereby validation comes 

from the demonstration, beyond pure chance, that the ordered relationships are viable and plausible 

via its level of interest and applicability (Weick, 1989).  Weick (1989, p.518) citing Bourgeois (1979) 

states that ‘the process should continuously weave back and forth between intuition and data-based 

theorising’, and that theory development is a synthetic process where there will always be an 

uncodifiable step that relies on the insight and imagination of the researcher.  Langley (1999) supports 

this proposal, suggesting that the robust construction of a theoretical product should blend induction 

(data driven discovery), deduction (theory driven testing), and inspiration, whereby creativity and 

insight aid in the drawing from literature and empirical data to create new and plausible connections; 

this combination is evidenced in the development of the CITF.  Through the thesis, the written content 

and sequence of visual representations has evidenced and justified the code/factor progression, and 

the evolution of the CITF lemniscates and component parts.  The relationship of the CITF aspects is 

further reviewed through Section 6.3.2, to further review the legitimate value-added contribution, 

demonstrating the relationships between the variables, and how the consideration of the Creative 

Environment and Value Generation could alter our understanding of the CI phenomena, and aids in 

its successful implementation.  The CITF does not simply re-write but serves to challenge and extend 

existing knowledge, exploring the phenomena of CI and CE to answer the call for a framework to fill a 

void, and better guide organisations in their journeys towards an environment of CI.   

 

6.3.1.4 Who, Where, When  

‘Who, Where, When’ evidences the accepted temporal and contextual factors that set the 

boundaries of the proposition’s generalisability, and consideration of limitations.  While this is 

reflected upon in the thesis (Sections 3.10.9 and 6.4), it is acknowledged that this will be explored 

through subsequent testing and application of the CITF.   
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6.3.2 The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) 

This research expands existing knowledge by building an in-depth understanding of how SBOs can 

establish and sustain incremental performance improvement.  It offers an interactive framework that 

supports holistic pursuit of CI, with a desire to achieve operational and behavioural excellence.  The 

review of literature (Chapter 2) and empirical examination (Chapters 4 and 5) together suggest the 

need for interactive relationships between key components and associated factors of Continuous 

Improvement (CI), Organisational Learning (OL), and the Creative Environment (CE), to promote and 

sustain traction towards an inclusive culture of CI.   

 

In this study, exploration led to identification and justification of the key components and 

associated factors for CI. These are clustered under: 

 

- Actualisation to facilitate a creative and collaborative wave and build CI traction;  
 

- a set of cohesive System factors within which the Actualisation Lemniscate best 

operates; and  
 

- Realisation capturing the generation of operational and behavioural value.   

 

These three are the core components (RO1) in the development of CITF (RO3) (Figure 6.4), which 

may be used as an academic and/or practical tool to support positive and ongoing progress towards 

desired CI outcomes.   

Various authors26 offer a range of CI enablers and critical success factors (Section 2.3.2), which 

recognise the challenges associated with developing and sustaining CI.  Some authors have offered 

maturity models27 that focus on the relationships between the acquisition and integration of key 

behaviours, and corresponding evolutions in practice, and so performance.  These models outline the 

different stages in evolution of CI capability, and the positioning of organisations on their CI journeys.  

While such models can provide a powerful basis for reviewing key attributes of CI and can offer an 

evolutionary path for organisations looking to reach higher levels of maturity, ‘due to the complexity 

of the implementation process, many companies fail’ to develop an effective CI environment (Sánchez-

Ruiz et al., 2019, p.51) and there has been a continued call for a framework to better guide 

organisations in the journey towards and environment of CI.

 

 

26 Jorgenson et al., (2003), Antony & Douglas (2007), Fryer et al., (2013), McLean et al., (2017), and Paipa-
Galeano et al., (2020) 

27 Bessant et al., (2001), Jorgenson et al., (2006), and Fryer at al., (2013) 
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Figure 6.4: The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) 

      Source: Author 
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The CITF moves away from the existing and relatively linear patterns of development to an 

interactive combination of Lemniscates.  With greater clarity than other models, these move beyond 

prescription of key CI considerations, to a structure and guide for SBOs to develop and sustain traction 

towards an environment of CI.  The Framework deploys a level of coordination, execution, and 

support, through the ‘Actualisation’ and ‘Realisation Lemniscates’, positioned within a set of ‘System’ 

factors, to integrate CI into the organisation’s structure and cultural mind-set (Milner & Savage, 2016).  

The CITF lessens any disconnect between Strategic CI Initiatives, and selection/application of CI tools.  

Through its dynamic design, the framework moves beyond describing ‘what’ are the key CI factors, to 

evoke greater consideration of their interactive inclusion, i.e., ‘why’ each serves an important role, 

and ‘how’ they interact to build sustained traction towards a CI culture.  The Framework’s design 

enables and encourages the lemniscates, cycles, and associated factors to combine and generate the 

necessary traction for long-term benefit.  The CITF embraces the important role of creativity (RO2), 

within the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’, to generate and support CI, thus the cultivation of ‘Creative 

Atmospherics’ (CA) and productive ‘Work Group Dynamics’ (WGD) aid in the development of a 

‘Creative Wave’ (CW), and within the ‘Realisation Lemniscate’ in the form of ‘Creative Energy’ (CE).  

Furthermore, their perpetual connection, when nurtured, drive the formation of virtuous cycles of CI 

traction.    

 

The author proposes that, with future testing and customisation, the CITF can be applied effectively 

in large- and medium-sized organisations, both service providers and manufacturers, and in the 

private and public sectors.  While it may also be useful within organisations for which a command-

and-control culture is essential, such as the Armed Forces, or those positioned within very highly 

regulated sectors, such as oil and gas industries, banking, and National Health services, considerable 

adaptations might be required.  The CITF is suitable for organisation-wide deployment by collective 

adoption of the ‘Actualisation’, ‘System’, and ‘Realisation’ parts.  These interact cohesively to drive 

traction and propel value generation.  The dynamic design of the Framework allows for modular 

implementation when circumstances favour a more modest introduction of CI.  This level of flexibility 

allows the CITF to guide and serve as a platform for CI implementation.  The researcher acknowledges 

that customisation may be required to optimise use for the unique structure, nature, and 

requirements of a particular organisation.  Adoption of all or part of the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ is 

most appropriate in this regard.  The CITF may be applicable within organisations that have already 

initiated CI, as well as those that are yet to embark on such initiatives.  It can be deployed through the 

strategic, operational, and tactical domains of an organisation. Further research is planned into the 

precise requirements of application within different environments.   
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To enhance the discussion offered through sections 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 the following review presents 

a summary of the role, purpose, and proposed interaction between the ‘Actualisation’ and ‘Realisation 

Lemniscates’, and ‘System Component’.  The dashed lines within the CITF (Figure 6.4) signify the 

interactive movement and relationship between the aligned cycles and distinguished parts, the grey 

lines between the ‘Actualisation’ and ‘Realisation Lemniscates’ symbolising the sought-after CW and 

desired perpetual motion of a virtuous cycle.  

 

6.3.2.1 The Actualisation Lemniscate  

Jurburg et al., (2019, p.359) state that ‘CI initiatives fail mostly due to a lack of employee 

engagement and participation’.  They join Anand, et al., (2009) in calling for further research to explore 

how leaders might capture tacit knowledge and the creativity possessed by staff, to better promote 

bottom-up generation of process and improvement ideas.  The ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ (Section 

5.2) brings together a combination of factors, that collectively support an organisation to build traction 

where all staff are willing and able to engage and participate.  Here, creativity can be unleashed, 

encouraged, and harnessed to generate value through innovative practice.  Employees can challenge 

present practice and feel empowered to act beyond received wisdom.   This lemniscate utilises a 

bundle of tools and routines (Bessant et al., 2001) in ‘establishing collective visions of where we are 

now and ‘where we want to be’ (Borzsony & Hunter, 1996, p.26).  It helps staff to seek out and apply 

new ways of working (Anand et al., 2009), and supports and encourages horizontal and vertical 

collaboration among staff members, where ongoing interaction with partners in the immediate and 

broader working environments is supported and encouraged.  The ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ 

embraces the role of creativity in establishing and sustaining CI traction (RO2), however, ‘creativity 

doesn't just happen by chance, the prepared environment nourishes it’ (Peterson, 2002, p.7).  The 

emergence of the Actualisation Lemniscate answers Martens’ (2011) call for further research to 

elaborate the connection between creative thinking, the working environment, and its role in value-

generating improvement activity.   

 

The two interactive cycles within the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ are ‘Facilitate’ (Section 5.2.1.1) and 

‘Collaborate’ (Section 5.2.1.2), which together drive initial and sustained traction in the introduction 

and development of a CI system.  The Facilitation cycle relates primarily to the roles of management 

in generating a CW.  Appropriate ‘Tools and Training’ (T&T) need to be in place, and suitable 

arrangements made for application of ‘Performance Measurement’ (PM) to ensure that results are 

captured for the benefit of the organisation, and that staff receive appropriate recognition for their 
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efforts.  ‘Sufficient Resources’ (SR), including time, information, skillsets, and space need to be 

provided, together with a consistent level of ‘Supervisory Encouragement’ (SE) for staff to engage in 

improvement activity.  In facilitating these elements, an effective cycle of Collaboration can be 

triggered, the effectiveness of which is amplified via cross-function and multi-level representation and 

participation.  This cycle involves organising the composition of the ‘Work Group Dynamic’ (WGD), 

with appropriately diverse skills, perceptions, and roles.  Networks of skilled work groups must be able 

to interact and share knowledge within a culture that places a value upon creative thinking.  

Employees need to feel empowered to initiate and engage with CI practice, challenge current ways of 

working and explore new ideas via the effective use of CI tools.  Heightened levels of collaboration 

bring opportunities for the cultivation of appropriate ‘Creative Atmospherics‘ (CA), within which 

engagement and learning can evolve.  In a space where humour, openness and debate of differing 

perspectives are welcomed and supported, new solutions can be found, relationships built, and trust 

developed.  Within CI practice, there is an emphasis on problem-recognition and problem-solving.  

Fresh challenges arise continually; staff must be empowered and encouraged to use their individual 

and collaborative creativity to address process issues, and departmental and organisational 

challenges. The effective nature of idea generation, engagement and collaborative efforts can be 

enhanced via the use of ‘Visual Management’ (VM) techniques.  Collectively, all these elements can 

help management ensure that employees can participate and feel involved, are able to question and 

challenge the status quo, and have their ideas taken seriously within a no-blame culture.  When staff 

feel empowered to be ‘Involved’, and comfortable to share their ‘Voice’ (I&V), levels of participation 

rise; this is a key obstacle and motivator in the development of CI.   

 

At the heart of the Actualisation Lemniscate lies the crucial role of the ‘Head of Improvement’ (HoI), 

who alongside the executive group is responsible for the design of and drive behind the CI system.  In 

the adoption of a CI mantra and use of appropriate vocabulary, they serve to spearhead the CI effort, 

assigned to structure, and apply the most suitable CITB and methods of facilitation and intervention, 

and build CI traction and the desired CW through the ‘Facilitate’ and ‘Collaborate’ cycles.  Aiding in 

the development of system legitimacy, the HoI needs to bring credibility and experience of CI and with 

charisma inspire staff members, through their own ongoing levels of sponsorship and participation, to 

buy-in and engage with the CI endeavour.  The HoI should serve as the touchpoint between executive, 

senior, middle management, and staff, through whom their support is seen to flow and via whom 

feedback into strategic thinking and resourcing is achieved.  S/he should embrace the contextual 

knowledge of front-line staff and be able to adapt the shape of the CI system to changing strategic 
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needs and the internal organisation mechanisms in play.  If the underlying dimensions of CI are people, 

process, product, and performance, then the HoI adds to these purpose and perspicacity. 

   

6.3.2.2 The System Component  

While the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ could be adopted to work independently, the ‘Facilitate’ and 

‘Collaborate’ cycles will not yield sustainable improvements unless they are in synergy with the CI 

‘System’ within which they are positioned.  It is vital that the key factors of the CI system design 

(Section 5.2.2), within which CI activity is developed and value created, are considered carefully to 

ensure co-ordination, control, and coherent positioning.  A focus on organisational viability and 

coherence is desirable, rather than simply alignment between separate units of activity.  Effective 

policymaking is needed, based on intelligence about the environment, within and beyond 

organisational boundaries.  This will offer a platform for creative facilitation and ongoing collaboration 

and provide the mechanics for value to be recognised and shared.  It is important that policymakers, 

as well as those in roles that spearhead the improvement mind-set, allow for the system to evolve, 

mature, and achieve sustainability.  By exploring key CI considerations, this research proposes that CI 

requires organisation coherence through System ‘Balance and Positioning’ (B&P), enabled via the 

integral standing of CI within the organisational structure.  

 

To be effective, the CI system must align with departmental objectives and organisational strategy, 

supporting the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ in building CI traction, credibility, legitimacy, and buy-in.  

The ‘Motive and Expectation’ (M&E) of the CI system should be applicable, feasible, and agreed 

collaboratively.  The HoI is responsible for drawing together a CI coalition, whereby executive, senior, 

and middle management can align with front-line staff to collectively represent all functions and levels 

within the organisation and consider the system’s desired outcomes.  The CI purpose, role, positioning, 

motives, and expectations should be continually shared via appropriate and effective 

‘Communication’ mechanisms, to drive the required levels of organisational ‘Awareness’ (C&A).  

‘Organisational Encouragement’ (OE) is provided via the ongoing sponsorship, support and 

participation of board and senior managers, whereby top-down endorsement aids traction in bottom-

up ‘Actualisation’.  To develop a cohesive and stable CI environment, and to negate cynicism and ‘hot 

spotting’ of CI activity and levels of buy-in, middle managers and line supervisors must convey and act 

upon the CI message with a ‘Consistent’ level of ‘Delivery’ (CD).  Since this notion is more difficult 

when there is a lack of cohesion between CI activity and departmental and organisation need (B&P), 

the CITF proposes the use of CS2 type CI interventions through the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’ to 
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configure a clear value bearing proposition.  Through a process of continual reflection; single- and 

double-loop learning; and response to economic, market and organisational variations, the CI system 

must transition through both incremental and transformative change; this represented on the CITF as 

‘System Evolution’ (SE).  All amendments to the system should be planned collaboratively, agreed, and 

communicated to ensure awareness, and adopted collectively to facilitate ongoing CI legitimacy, 

evolution, and traction.   

 

6.3.2.3 The Realisation Lemniscate  

The purpose of the ‘Realisation Lemniscate’ is to ensure recognition of ‘Value Generation’ (VG) 

(Section 5.2.3), challenging an organisation to ask questions such as: Do we create value? How do we 

capture value? How is that value-creation disseminated to promote and underpin CI through 

meaningful interaction?  It is important to ensure that improvements are fully embedded, both in 

operational processes and in associated staff behaviour and learning, so that beneficial change is 

consolidated, recognised, and shared.  Bessant et al., (2001) identified that much of the literature and 

theoretical constructs surrounding CI fail to deal well with this behavioural aspect of CI; a call for 

further work which this research has strived to answer.  

 

The purpose of business operations is to realise value for stakeholders.  This clearly depends upon 

determining, at an early stage, what constitutes ‘value’ in the eyes of stakeholders and establishing 

appropriate measures of performance.  This can be optimised by managers engaging with the whole 

business system collaboratively, establishing self-healing flows of value, and ensuring that wastes are 

reduced.  In establishing appropriate CI System factors, and actualising CI activity through creative 

facilitation and vertical/horizontal collaboration, an organisation must realise and share Value 

Generation (VG).  The CITF ‘Realisation Lemniscate’ presents two cycles of Value: ‘Operational’ and 

‘Behavioural’.  Both are essential for organisational legitimacy of the CI system, and development of 

initial and sustained CI traction.  The ‘Realisation Lemniscate’ is positioned within the CI ‘System 

Component’, the VG cycles evidencing the ‘Operational’ and ‘Behavioural’ impact and verifying the 

value of the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’.   

 

The ‘Operational’ Value cycle (Section 5.2.3.1) promotes increased levels of ‘Process Efficiency’ 

(PE), the removal of unnecessary complexity, the recognition and reduction of all forms of waste, and 

heightened levels of ‘Service Delivery’ (SD).  It utilises VM in taking a customer-centric view to better 

understand the customer journey touch points, and so close the gap between customer expectation 
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and perception.  To sustain traction, such improvements in operational performance must capture 

numeric measures, and be shared with transparency.  Through the ‘Facilitate’ cycle comes the 

‘Collaborate’ cycle, and through increasing levels of collaboration the emergence and development of 

‘Collaboration and Knowledge Networks’ (CKN) whereby individuals and teams build bridges within 

and across organisational boundaries, and these potentially long-term and value-enabling 

relationships are creative.  Via the combination of the sustained collaborative CI activity, and the 

associated ‘Actualisation’ elements, individual and team competencies evolve.  Acknowledging and 

harnessing these competencies will subsequently support the creation of a fresh wave of operational 

improvements, with, in turn, the potential for the development of existing and new ‘Organisational 

Capability’ (OC), and hence enhanced organisation performance and renewal.   

 

The Behavioural Value cycle (Section 5.2.3.2) absorbs the cultural dynamic, recognising ‘Creative 

Energy’ (CE) as both a result and a driver of CI traction.  This cycle reflects the development of 

‘Productive Learning Spirals’ (PLS) and the generation of a CW, the objective being to set this CW in 

motion so that all members are caught up in its energy, with excitement and ambition to achieve.  It 

is important that the overall skill profile within the organisation is developed to support its operations, 

since the only sustainable source of competitive advantage for an organisation in the long run is the 

know-how of those who work in it (Davenport & Prusak, 2000).  The CITF supports organisations in 

capturing and harnessing both explicit and tacit staff knowledge, and enhancing, through training and 

participation, ‘Individual and Team Competency’ (ITC).  Through participation in CI and creative 

activity, an enhanced sense of togetherness and ‘Health and Wellbeing’ (H&W) can emerge that 

contributes towards a healthier workplace culture, improved teamwork, and creativity, and hence 

supports productivity and traction in CI.  Whist these factors are difficult to quantify, their existence 

and role in the evolution of CI must be acknowledged and recognised as a form of attained CI value.  

 

The dashed grey lines through the CITF (Figure 6.4) present the ongoing motion and relationship 

between the two lemniscates.  In pulling value from the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’, the ‘Realisation 

Lemniscate’ turns provider, and becomes a driver of enhanced traction, embodying the evolution of 

the CW into the desired motion of a virtuous cycle.  The creation, capture and dissemination of 

operational and behavioural CI value, builds natural momentum towards an environment of CI, and 

enhances the harmony between the CITF ‘System’ component, and the ‘Actualisation’ and 

‘Realisations Lemniscates’. 
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6.4 Future Research 

6.4.1 CITF Application, Testing, and Modification 

While the CITF has been evidenced and verified to be academically sound and practically 

applicable, future research is planned to further test and refine the framework over a wider empirical 

sample.  Reflecting the research limitations (Section 3.10.9), supplemental empirical research is 

intended to extend the generalisability and credibility of the proposed framework whilst 

comprehensively testing the viability and construction of the CITF and further considering its ability to 

adapt to the unique structure and nature of different organisations, using an ethnographic, action 

research-based strategy.  This will serve as an opportunity to apply and test the associated cycles and 

factors of the CITF ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’, and ‘System Component’, and further substantiate the 

occurrence of and interactive relationship between the realisation of ‘Operational’ and ‘Behavioural’ 

value, and the aforementioned parts.  This future research will be conducted through evaluation and 

testing within appropriate Case Studies that fulfil a combination of the following variables: 

 

1. Additional Private Sector Case Application   

2. Introduction of Public Sector Case Application   

 

3. Additional Service Provider   

4. Introduction of Manufacturing   

 

5. Additional Large Sized Organisations  

6. Introduction of Small to Medium Sized Organisations  

 

7. Full CITF Deployment and Testing  

8. Modular Deployment and Testing  

 

Completion of these further inquiries will facilitate the development of a CITF implementation 

guide to the effective practical application of the framework.  The guide will incorporate options in 

the development of an organisation’s CITB (to work within the ‘Actualisation Lemniscate’) which will 

include tradition, visual and creative problem-solving methods, direction in how to capture 

operational and behavioural value, with future expansion to include a CITF measurement/evolution 

tool to further guide and track an organisation’s journey towards an environment of CI.   
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6.4.2 Thesis and CITF Publication  

Through the duration of the inquiry, the researcher has welcomed and embraced opportunities to 

attend and present at several field-specific international conferences (see Page 5).  Where 

participation offered the chance to gain valuable feedback on presented papers, and to build 

relationships within, and become part of the international research community.  As a result, the 

researcher’s academic profile has been established, leading to invitations to join the review panels of 

a selection of journals, and to chair sessions during several international conferences.   

 

In completion of the PhD, and alignment with career aspirations, the researcher looks forward to 

building a portfolio of publications and the development of a respected research profile. The following 

CITF based papers are intended for submission to journals over the following 24 months.  While 2* 

journals such as ‘Total Quality Management and Business Excellence’ and ‘The Journal of Creative 

Behaviour’ have been selected due to their interest and reputation regarding CI and CE based content, 

the researcher aspires to publish in 3* and 4* Journals in due course.  These include the ‘Academy of 

Management Journal’, ‘Production and Operations Management’ and ‘Journal of Product Innovation 

Management’.  Early dissemination of the CITF is intended through the following publications: 

 

 

1. Promoting and Sustaining Traction towards an Environment of Continuous Improvement.  

The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF). 

 

2. Promoting and Sustaining Traction towards an Environment of Continuous Improvement.  

The CITF Actualisation Lemniscate: Facilitation and Collaboration. 

 

3. Promoting and Sustaining Traction towards an Environment of Continuous Improvement.  

The CITF System Component. 

 

4. Promoting and Sustaining Traction towards an Environment of Continuous Improvement.  

The CITF Realisation Lemniscate: Operational and Behavioural Value Generation.  

 

5. The role of a Dynamic Creative Environment (CE) in Promoting Traction towards an 

Environment of Continuous Improvement.   
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All future publication submissions will seek to fulfil the proposition of Whetten (1989) (Section 

6.3.1), that all content should ensure clear and logical consideration of his seven key considerations: 

 

1. What is New: In review of current thinking  

2. So What: How the proposition may change organisation practice  

3. Why So:  Inclusion of compelling underlying logic and supporting evidence   

4. Well Done: To evidence completeness and thoroughness, evolved over a longitudinal 

period and formed with extensive peer review.   

5. Done Well: Clearly written with a logical flow, format, and content 

6. Why Now & Who Cares: The level of interest to scholars and potential to stimulate new 

discussion  

 

Throughout the study the researcher’s interest in the CI and CE phenomena has grown, the 

researcher intends to build a research and publication profile in these fields.  The researcher 

anticipates further consideration of Organisational Learning and Knowledge Management to these 

fields of study.  

 

6.5 Researcher Reflections & Reflexivity  

Through this longitudinal exploration, the researcher has served a research apprenticeship, the 

experience serving as beneficial and challenging in equal regard.  The research has led to an expansion 

of knowledge in the CI and CE fields, and an enhanced understanding of research design and 

qualitative data analysis.  The research has aided in the successful development of a Level-6 Module 

(Business Improvement & Creativity), and implementation of Level 6 Critical Thinking and Research 

Methods, and Dissertation Modules.  Supplemental to the heightened level of knowledge, completion 

of the PhD, and development of research-led teaching, there are several lessons that are worthy of 

brief consideration.  
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6.5.1 Lessons Learned and Future Considerations 

 

1. While the interactive nature between the review of literature and empirical data collection and 

analysis served the research well, future studies will consider the adoption of the following: 

a. The initial development of a Systematic Literature Review, adhering to the five steps 

presented by Denyer and Tranfield (2009).  This will permit current literature and 

theory to be systematically reviewed earlier in the process, and facilitate the: 

b. quicker and more efficient development of the Final Coding Temple, so allowing for 

the data analysis to be completed more evenly through the timeline of future studies.  

Within this study, the decision to conduct a fresh Thematic Analysis of DS1, DS2, and 

DS3 on the Final Coding Template whilst effective was very time consuming.  

c. Coding 3594 empirical excerpts across the 88 codes of the Final Coding Template was 

a considerable challenge.  Future studies will seek the construction of a more 

condensed template and consider the earlier formation of code clusters to reduce 

duplication and enhance clarity and potential insight.   

 

2. The researcher will carefully consider Data Set Size in future inquiries.  Whilst, in this research, 

the Data Corpus and associated qualitative Data Sets offered depth and a richness of analysis, 

the degree of data collection and advent of potential saturation points will be contemplated.  

 

3. The researcher has drawn the insight that at this level, the application of a Thematic, Template, 

and/or Narrative Analysis can only be learned and understood through practical experience.  

This has served as a valuable undertaking, and lesson for future practice.   

 

4. The researcher made the conscious choice to conduct the data analysis manually but will 

commence advanced training in qualitative software programs such as MAXqda, Atlas.ti, and 

QSR NVivo.  Their use will be considered through future inquiries, and the heightened 

understanding will serve as beneficial in the supervision of future PhD students who adopt this 

practice.  

 

5. While this research has benefited from the supervisory team, and feedback gained from an 

array of peers (Section 3.10), the research has been conducted individually.  The researcher 

looks forward to future opportunities for more collaborative inquiries. 
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6.5.2 Final Thoughts  

 

1. The write-up phase of the thesis coincided with the current and continuing COVID-19 

pandemic.  The researcher feels content to have completed the research study, and 

development of thesis through the work- and home-oriented challenges caused by the 

virus. 

 

2. The PhD has led researcher to better recognise strengths, but also weaknesses and 

limitations.  While so much has been learned, the PhD research process has served to 

challenge and humble the researcher, who with reflection, has come to understand 

learning as a never-ending journey.  

 

3. The PhD Viva was a unique and valuable experience.  The researcher conveys his thanks 

and appreciation for the opportunity to discuss the research openly and constructively. 

The feedback and guidance received from the examiners, and time to reflect and amend, 

has facilitated in the development of a more aligned and cohesive thesis.    

 

4. The researcher looks forward to utilising the plethora of lessons learned, to effectively, 

and with empathy, as a PhD supervisor, guide others in the development and completion 

of their studies. 
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8.1 Ethical Considerations  

8.1.1 Ethical Approval 

Ethical Review Checklist – Staff and Doctoral Students 

 

This checklist should be completed by the researcher (PhD students to have DoS check) and sent to 
Sharman Rogers who will coordinate Ethics Committee scrutiny. 

No primary data collection can be undertaken before the supervisor and/or Ethics Committee has 
given approval. 

If, following review of this checklist, amendments to the proposals are agreed to be necessary, the 
researcher must provide Sharman with an amended version for scrutiny. 

 

1. What are the objectives of the research project? 

 
The longitudinal study will review the existing quality management methodologies in place 
within the case organisation (Liverpool Victoria Friendly Society Limited) and explore how the 
creative potential of its people is harnessed.  The focus of the research study is an empirical 
evaluation of Continuous Improvement as a vehicle to increase staff engagement levels and 
help facilitate the sustainable success of continuous operational/quality improvement 
initiatives. 
 
There is a lack of academic literature associating Continuous Improvement, Creativity, and its 
impact on operational/quality improvement.  This research aims to narrow this gap and build a 
contribution regarding the potential facilitators, blockers, impact and development of 
Continuous Improvement.  

 

The project will be carried out by Chris Milner, and supported by Dr Barbara Savage, Dr Philip 
Brabazon and Dr Tammi Sinha (UoP PhD Supervisory Team)  

 

2. Does the research involve NHS patients, resources or staff?    YES / NO (please circle). 

If YES, it is likely that full ethical review must be obtained from the NHS process before the 
research can start. 

 

3. Do you intend to collect primary data from human subjects or data that are identifiable with 

individuals? (This includes, for example, questionnaires and interviews.) YES / NO (please 

circle) 

If you do not intend to collect such primary data then please go to question 14. 

If you do intend to collect such primary data then please respond to ALL the questions 4 
through 13. If you feel a question does not apply then please respond with n/a (for not 
applicable). 
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4. What is the purpose of the primary data in the dissertation / research project 

 

To independently review / evaluate the LV= Continuous Improvement programme, and the 
impact it has had on the CIO department. 
 
To explore how the creative potential of organisations can be harnessed, unleashed, and 
facilitate the sustained success of operational and quality improvement initiatives.  

 
To critically evaluate the adoption of Continuous Improvement as a vehicle to increase the 
engagement levels of staff. 

 
 

5. What is/are the survey population(s)? 

The research study focuses upon a critical case example (Liverpool Victoria) that has been 
purposively chosen after I the researcher was invited in by the organisation to conduct an 
external evaluation of the Continuous Improvement Programme, the phenomena this 
research is focused upon.   

 

6. How big is the sample for each of the survey populations and how was this sample arrived at? 

The critical case study is a leading UK-based organisation specialising in insurance, retirement 
and investment products.  The company has 5000 employees, 220 of whom work in the 
support department (CIO) who are utilising Continuous Improvement as an approach to 
facilitating continuous operational/quality improvement and fostering creative engagement.  

A sampling strategy to ensure that a range of options and perspectives is essential. A 25% 
sample of the 220 staff is the objective in order to ensure credibility.  

   

7. How will respondents be selected and recruited? 

 

All 220 (100% population) staff are being given the opportunity to volunteer to participate 
(research introduction / invitation letter delivered through email), with a series of fifty six 
semi-structured interviews with top management (5), middle management (8), and line 
workers (43) having accepted the invitation so far.   

 

 Those participating will include: 

Organisation Managers/Directors (Purposive Sample) 

Function / Department Managers (Voluntary Sample) 

Process Managers (Voluntary Sample) 

Viral Initiative participants (Voluntary Sample) 

Shop Floor Personnel (Voluntary Sample) 
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8. What steps are proposed to ensure that the requirements of informed consent will be met for 
those taking part in the research? If an Information Sheet for participants is to be used, please 
attach it to this form. If not, please explain how you will be able to demonstrate that informed 
consent has been gained from participants. 

The Critical Case Organisation (Liverpool Victoria) will be asked to sign a Informed consent 
form (attached) 

The Critical Case Organisation (Liverpool Victoria) will complete a Research Collaboration 
Agreement, which will be signed, on behalf of both parties; The University of Portsmouth and 
Liverpool Victoria Friendly Society Limited.   

Participants involved will be asked to read an Information sheet (attached), and sign an 
Individual informed consent form (attached) 

 

9. How will data be collected from each of the sample groups? 

Face to Face Semi Structured Interviews Focus Groups (minimum number - 50) 

Existing Company Documentation  

 

10. How will data be stored and what will happen to the data at the end of the research? 

Security and Protection of data will be ensured through the following: 

The data will be stored on: 

University Laptop - protected by passwords of six-eight digits (Researcher Only Access) 

Password Protected University I Pad (used only for research purposes) will be used to record 
(Audio only) Interviews (Researcher Only Access). 

Written notes will be help in a locked cabinet within university office. (Researcher Only 
Access) 

The data and final report / research documentation will be backed up on an external hard 
drive protected by passwords of six-eight digits and stored in a locked cabinet within 
university office.  (Researcher and Supervisory Team Access)  

Google Drive (University Service Level Agreement in place)/Dropbox will be used for exchange 
purposes, using password protected documents and folders. (Researcher and Supervisory 
Team Access) 

Once the research has been completed; the data will be kept for an addition five years for 
publishing purposes – thereafter the information will be destroyed (files purges and deleted  

 

11. How will confidentiality be assured for respondents? 

Confidentiality will be protected.  The company, nor individuals, will be identified unless 
consent to do so is given.  No participant names will be identified within the interview 
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transcription, the PhD, Liverpool Victoria’s external evaluation report or associated 
publications. This stated in Information Sheet and informed consent form (attached).   

All procedures to protect data will be followed, and any working material will be reviewed and 
agreed upon by the organisation before being submitted to any conference or journal.   

12. What steps are proposed to safeguard the anonymity of the respondents? 

Whilst individuals may speak of themselves or others, no individual names will be identified 
within the interview transcription, the PhD, Liverpool Victoria’s external evaluation report or 
associated publications; and do all participants will remain anonymous.  This stated in 
Information Sheet and informed consent form (attached). 

All procedures to protect data will be followed, and any working material will be reviewed and 
agreed upon by the organisation before being submitted to any conference or journal.   

 

13. Are there any risks (physical or other, including reputational) to respondents that may result 

from taking part in this research?    YES / NO (please circle). 

If YES, please specify and state what measures are proposed to deal with these risks. 

As with any research there is a risk that confidentiality/anonymity processes may fail; all set 
processes will be followed in order to safeguard against such happening. 

 

14. Are there any risks (physical or other, including reputational) to the researcher or to the 

University that may result from conducting this research?    YES / NO (please circle). 

If YES, please specify and state what measures are proposed to manage these risks.28 

 

15. Will any data be obtained from a company or other organisation. YES / NO (please circle) For 

example, information provided by an employer or its employees. 

Please see discussion in response to Q5 & 6 above 

 

16. What steps are proposed to ensure that the requirements of informed consent will be met for 
that organisation? How will confidentiality be assured for the organisation? 

The safeguards have been put in place so that all informed consent, confidentiality and 
anonymity agreements can be ensured.  All processes will be followed; any adaptations or 
arising issues will be discussed with transparency with the gatekeepers and supervisory team. 

 In a scenario where names are used in interviews and focus groups, and therefore recorded, 
only the researcher will have access to the protected files, with coding being used on 
subsequent documentation. 

 

 

28 Risk evaluation should take account of the broad liberty of expression provided by the principle of 
academic freedom. The university’s conduct with respect  to academic freedom is set out in section 9.2 of the 
Articles of Government and its commitment to academic freedom is in section 1.2 of the Strategic Plan 2004-
2008. 
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17. Does the organisation have its own ethics procedure relating to the research you intend to 

carry out?   YES / NO (please circle). 

If YES, the University will require written evidence from the organisation that they have 
approved the research. 

 

18. Will the proposed research involve any of the following (please put a √ next to ‘yes’ or ‘no’; 
consult your supervisor if you are unsure): 

       
• Vulnerable groups (e.g. children) ? YES   NO √ 

       
• Particularly sensitive topics ? YES   NO √ 

       
• Access to respondents via ‘gatekeepers’ ? YES √  NO  

       
• Use of deception ? YES   NO √ 

       
• Access to confidential personal data ? YES   NO √ 

       
• Psychological stress, anxiety etc ? YES   NO √ 

       
• Intrusive interventions ? YES   NO √ 

 

 

19. Are there any other ethical issues that may arise from the proposed research? 

 No 
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Details of applicant 

The member of staff undertaking the research should sign and date the application, and submit it 
directly to the Ethics Committee. However, where the researcher is a supervised PhD candidate, the 
signature of the Director of Studies is also required prior to this form being submitted. 

 

 Name Signature 

Researcher Chris Milner Chris Milner 

Director of Studies Dr Tammi Sinha 

Dr Barabara Savage  

Tammi Sinha 

Barbara M Savage 

Date 10th August 2013  

 

 

 

Approval by Ethics Committee 

 

I/We grant Ethical Approval 

 

FREC  
 
 
 

 
 
Date 
______________________________________ 
 

 

 

AMENDMENTS 

If you need to make changes please ensure you have permission before the primary data collection. 
If there are major changes, fill in a new form if that will make it easier for everyone. If there are 
minor changes then fill in the amendments (next page) and get them signed before the primary data 
collection begins. 
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CHANGES TO ETHICS PERMISSION 

 

VERSION:  ____ 

Please describe the nature of the change and impact on ethics: 

 

 

 

    
Please print the name of:  I/We grant Ethical Approval 

Researcher  FREC  

Signed:  (Signed)  

    

Date  Date  

 

 

 

(please cut and paste the next section, together with the heading at the top of this page, as many times 

as required) 

VERSION:  ____ 

Please describe the nature of the change and impact on ethics: 
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8.1.2 Participant Information & Consent Documentation  

 

 

Information Sheet 

Study Title: LV= Viral Change / Continuous Improvement                           

We would like to invite you to take part in our collaborative Liverpool Victoria and Portsmouth 

University research study on Continuous Improvement. Before you decide, we would like to inform 

you why the research is being done and what it would involve for you. Talk to others about the study 

if you wish. Ask us if there is anything that is not clear. 

Liverpool Victoria will receive an independent evaluation report of the CIO based Continuous 
Improvement programme. The focus of the research study is an evaluation of how Continuous 
Improvement can be utilised as a vehicle to increase staff engagement levels and help facilitate the 
sustainable success of continuous operational/quality improvement initiatives.  We hope to hear a 
range of perspective, with the objective of building an understanding of what helps facilitate, blocks 
the progress of, and the impact of Continuous Improvement.    
 
What is the purpose of the study?  
 
The study holds the following key objectives 
 

To independently review / evaluate the LV= Continuous Improvement programme, and the 
impact it has had on the CIO department. 
 
To explore how the creative potential of organisations can be harnessed, unleashed, and 
facilitate the sustained success of operational and quality improvement initiatives.  

 
To critically evaluate the adoption of Continuous Improvement as a vehicle to increase the 
engagement levels of staff. 
 

The project will be carried out by Chris Milner, and supported by Dr Barbara Savage and Dr Philip 
Brabazon 

Why have I been invited?  
 
You have been invited to partake due to your role within CIO, and potential experience, knowledge 
and perception of the Continuous Improvement programme, the design, implementation, 
management, obstacles, benefits and your ideas for improvement.  Whether you are a champion of, 
or do not buy in to the initiative, this is an opportunity contribute to share their thoughts and 
perceptions and help ensure a balanced viewpoint.    

Do I have to take part?  
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Taking part in the research is entirely voluntary.  It is up to you to decide to join the study. This 

information sheet describes the study, and if you agree to take part, we ask you to sign a consent 

form.  

What will happen to me if I take part?  
 
Your perceptions will be collected through Face to Face Semi Structured Interviews which are likely 
to last between thirty minutes and an hour. With your consent the interview will be audio recorded 
on a University IPad.  All information will be treated as anonymous and confidential. 

 
What will I have to do?  
 
In order to partake, all we ask is for your open and honest perceptions of the Continuous 

Improvement programme.  

What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?  
 
Interviews will be planned at a time to ensure that inconvenience will be minimal.   
 
Whilst direct quotes will be used in the report, confidentiality & anonymity will be protected; all 
participant names will remain confidential and anonymous.  
 
What are the possible benefits of taking part?  
 
The evaluation aims to deliver a balanced evaluation, giving all participants an opportunity to share 
their thoughts, which upon reflection could lead to a better understanding of and improved 
programme. 
 
Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?  
 
Confidentiality will be protected.  No participant names will be identified within the interview 
transcription, external evaluation report or associated academic reports/publications.  

All procedures to protect data will be followed, and any working material will be reviewed and 
agreed upon by the organisation before being submitted to any conference or journal.   

 
What will happen if I don’t want to carry on with the study?  
 
You can choose to withdraw from participation in the study, up until a time where the data will be 
analysed.   
 
What if there is a problem? 
 
If you have a concern about any aspect of this study, you should ask to speak to the researcher, who 
will do their best to answer your questions [Chris Milner - 07580095989].  If you remain unhappy 
and wish to complain formally, you can do this by contacting Barbara Savage – 02392 844668  
 
What will happen to the results of the research study? 
The results of a study will be published in the following ways: 
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Liverpool Victoria Continuous Improvement Evaluation Report 
PhD Documentation 
Conference & Journal publications 
 
 
Who is organising and funding the research?  
 
Organising (University of Portsmouth) & Sponsoring Organisations (Liverpool Victoria) 
 
 
 
Who has reviewed the study? 
 
Research in the University of Portsmouth is looked at by independent group of people, called a 
Research Ethics Committee, to protect your interests. This study has been reviewed and given a 
favourable opinion by the Research Ethics Committee and in additions the PhD supervisory team.  
 
Further information and contact details  
 
If you require further information regarding: 
 
1. General information about research.  

2. Specific information about this research project.  

3. Advice as to whether they should participate.  

Please contact: 
 
Chris Milner (University of Portsmouth) 07580095989 
Heather Dobby (LV=) 07735 535 097 
 
Concluding statement 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet, if you decide to participate please sign 
the consent form attached. 
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Consent Form  

Study Title: Liverpool Victoria Viral Change / Continuous Improvement                             

Name of Researcher: Chris Milner  

                                    Please initial box  

1. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated   

10th August 2013 (version 003) for the above study. I have had the opportunity 
 to consider the information, ask questions and have had these answered 
 satisfactorily.  
 

 
2. I understand that our participation is voluntary and that we are free to 

withdraw (by 21st August 2013) without giving any reason. 
 
 

3. I understand that the underlying data collected during the study, may be available  

through PhD documentation, the external evaluation report and associated 
published academic papers.  
 
 

 
4. I agree to my interview being audio recorded. 

 
 
 
 

5. I agree to take part in the above study. 

 
 

 

Name of Participant:    Date:    Signature: 

Name of Person taking consent:   Date:        Signature: 
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8.1.3 UPR16 Form  
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8.2 Thematic Analysis & Central Coding Spreadsheet  
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8.2.1 Interview Listing & Thematic Analysis Progress Diary 

 

 



318 
 
 

 

 

8.2.2 Distribution Analysis - CI Maturity Model – Data Set 1  
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8.2.3 Distribution Analysis - CI Maturity Model – Data Set 2 
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8.2.4 Distribution Analysis - CI Maturity Model – Data Set 3 
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8.2.5 Distribution Analysis – CI Failure Factor Model – Data Set 1 
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8.2.6 Distribution Analysis – CI Failure Factor Model – Data Set 2 
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8.2.7 Distribution Analysis – CI Failure Factor Model – Data Set 3 
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8.2.8 Distribution Analysis – CE Conceptual Model – Data Set 1 
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8.2.9 Distribution Analysis – CE Conceptual Model – Data Set 2 
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8.2.10 Distribution Analysis – CE Conceptual Model – Data Set 3 
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8.2.11 Distribution Analysis – Inductive – Data Set 1 
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8.2.12 Distribution Analysis – Inductive – Data Set 2  
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8.2.13 Distribution Analysis – Inductive – Data Set 3 
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8.2.14 Questionnaire Raw Data – Data Set 4 

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 Count Mean Std. Dev. Max Min

Past State 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 1 1 2 2 2 24 1.7 0.6 3 1

Current State 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 4 2 2 3 3 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 30 2.8 0.6 4 2

Future State 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 30 3.9 0.5 5 3

Past State 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 24 1.5 0.5 2 1

Current State 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 1 2 3 2 30 2.1 0.5 3 1

Future State 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 30 4.3 0.5 5 3

Past State 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 24 2.3 0.4 3 2

Current State 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 4 3 30 3.2 0.5 4 2

Future State 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 30 4.2 0.4 5 4

Past State 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 24 1.3 0.4 2 1

Current State 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 30 2.1 0.4 3 1

Future State 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 2 3 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 30 3.0 0.6 4 2

Past State 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 24 1.7 0.6 3 1

Current State 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 30 3.0 0.5 4 2

Future State 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 3 3 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 30 3.7 0.6 5 3

Past State 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 5 4 24 4.1 0.5 5 3

Current State 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 30 3.8 0.5 5 3

Future State 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 30 2.8 0.5 4 2

Past State 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 24 1.3 0.5 2 1

Current State 3 3 3 2 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 4 3 30 2.9 0.6 4 2

Future State 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 30 3.7 0.5 5 3

Past State 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 24 1.2 0.4 2 1

Current State 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 30 2.0 0.6 3 1

Future State 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 30 2.6 0.5 3 2

Past State 2 3 1 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 24 2.0 0.6 3 1

Current State 4 4 3 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 4 2 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 30 3.4 0.7 4 2

Future State 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 30 4.4 0.5 5 4

Past State 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 24 1.6 0.5 2 1

Current State 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 2 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 3 30 2.6 0.7 4 1

Future State 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 30 3.7 0.5 4 3

Past State 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 24 2.1 0.5 3 1

Current State 2 2 3 2 2 3 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 4 2 3 2 2 3 3 30 2.7 0.6 4 2

Future State 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 30 3.5 0.5 4 3

Past State 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 24 1.3 0.5 2 1

Current State 2 3 3 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 30 2.9 0.4 4 2

Future State 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 4 4 30 3.9 0.6 5 3

Past State 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 24 1.5 0.5 2 1

Current State 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 2 3 3 2 4 3 30 2.8 0.6 4 2

Future State 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 30 4.3 0.5 5 4

Past State 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 23 1.2 0.4 2 1

Current State 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 29 2.7 0.5 3 2

Future State 4 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 5 2 3 4 4 3 5 4 3 3 2 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 29 3.5 0.8 5 2

Debate 

Playfulness & Humour 

Amabile et al, (1996)              

KEYS Model

Ekvall / Moultrie & 

Young (2001)                 

CCQ Model

Organisation Encouragement 

Supervidory Encouragement 

Workgroup Support 

Autonomy & Freedom 

Sufficient Resources

Workload Pressure

Idea Time 

Trust & Openness 

Dynamisism & Liveliness
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Risk Taking 

Challenge & Involvement

Idea Support 
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8.3 CI Toolbox (Creative) 
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8.4 Bessant et al., (2001) CI Maturity Model – Vectors  

Original CI Maturity Vectors  

Updated CI Maturity Vectors  
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8.5 The Continuous Improvement Traction Framework (CITF) 

8.5.1 CITF Version 1 
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8.5.1.1 CITF Version 1 Synopsis  
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8.5.2 CITF Version 2 

 

 

 


