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Abstract  
By employing design science methodology, we performed a qualitative study on how 

to govern open innovation fieldlabs to maximize the value creation and capture by different 
members. Current gaps in literature showed a rather experimental and ambiguous field of 
research. Given the current complications in practice and literature, the purpose of this thesis 
is to give an understanding of the value creation and capture, and barriers and enablers for 
governance of teams in fieldlabs. The research question was therefore; how can governance 
mechanisms maximize the value creation and capture in fieldlab projects? After performing 
theoretical and practical research, final design principles were synthesized and employed to 
draw a diagnosis on in an operating fieldlab in the Netherlands. The results of this thesis 
identified and combined several contractual and relational governance mechanisms on how 
to improve the potential innovation output of fieldlabs. The empirical analysis has resulted 
into five identified diagnoses for operating fieldlab. For these identified diagnoses, three 
recommendations are posed after combining and elaborating on several directions. The 
integration of the theoretical and empirical insights has also led to seven new design 
principles. This thesis therefore connects the ‘what’ with new insights and also ‘how’ to 
implement them in open innovation fieldlabs. Future research directions are considered to be 
the testing of the developed design principles to identify their impact. Besides, the link 
between contractual and relational governance and their potential sequence is of further 
interest. 
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Management Summary 
Introduction – Open innovation initiatives may offer a solution in a global and fast changing 
economy to create competitive advantage, financial growth, and continuity (Herron, 1992; 
Mokaya, 2012). One effective open innovation method is a ‘fieldlab’. This relatively new 
method is an open innovation platform with long-term collaborations between multiple 
organizations to conduct practical experiments with proven technologies that can be of 
advantage for the whole sector. However, because organizations have to commit and invest 
when collaborating in fieldlabs, the uncertainty that innovation brings could be a potential 
hurdle. Besides, the essential functions of a fieldlab are about creating innovation value 
together while the capture of value is done predominantly individual, this seems 
contradicting. Further, collaborations in fieldlabs encompasses very distinct organizations like 
knowledge institutions, governmental organizations, and industry firms. This triple-helix 
consortium can make the governance of fieldlabs very complicated due to aspects like 
opportunism, lack of mutual commitment, trust, and ambiguity in the valuation of knowledge  
(Bogers, 2011). Fieldlab managers are walking a fine line balancing contractual and relational 
governance mechanisms to maximize value creation and capture. Therefore, the question at 
hand is: ‘How can governance mechanisms maximize the value creation and capture in fieldlab 
projects?’ 

 
Method – This problem is addressed from both the academic literature as well as an empirical 
study in four operating fieldlabs. The problem is approached with the design science 
methodology to connect research with practice. The two different perspectives of research 
and practice are linked through boundary objects called design principles and design solutions. 
The principles are derived from research, as well as already implemented solution designs in 
practice (Van Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008). First, I derived principles from existing 
research and knowledge to create a contextualized design solution for implementation into 
practice. Then, I investigated current practices and derived principles from decontextualizing 
implemented design solutions (van Burg et al., 2008). Both approaches were used in order to 
answer the research question as seen figure A below.  

 
Figure A: Conceptual research design partly based on van Aken et al. (2012). 
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Theory – For the research-based approach, a systematic literature study was conducted. The 
exploratory and systematic search of this literature study found that not much is written about 
managing fieldlabs. However, parallels could be drawn mainly from open innovation network 
literature, strategic alliance literature and governance of joint R&D literature. Two models of 
Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) and de Vries (2017) were especially useful to approach the problem 
at hand and were integrated as seen in figure B. Concerning the value creation and capture; 
explorative, exploitative and strategic motives were identified. But to maximize these outputs 
of fieldlabs, several contractual and relational governance mechanisms were explored to 
detail the interaction of the two models and derive research-based design principles. 
 

 
Figure B: Integrated models of Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) and de Vries (2017). 

 
Empirical Analysis – The data for the practice-based approach was gathered in 12 semi-
structured interviews and a focus group that consisted of 8 participants. Several important 
conclusions regarding the governance of value creation and capture in fieldlabs could be 
drawn. Regarding the value creation, the results suggested that the currently operating 
fieldlabs are all about generating and sharing knowledge concerning a shared topic, however 
a good collaboration in not self-evident. There are several factors that compromise mutual 
trust and commitment among different members. The results suggested that it is not 
transparent if the costs-benefits are justified which hinders commitment. It is also hard for 
members to find overlap between each other’s capabilities and projects to share knowledge. 
This could arise from the lack of specification in communication to motivate knowledge 
mobility between different projects and members. In addition, late or unknown entrants are 
lowering this trust and interdependence while recruiting members from existing networks are 
proven to be good predictors of trustful collaboration. Concerning value capturing in fieldlabs, 
it is observed that this is done individually per organization in contrast to the value creation, 
however this is not easy to agree upon and several factors compromise this. Results suggested 
that it is important for stakeholders to know what other organizations are after in order to 
maximize each other’s value capture. There are however, no interventions implemented to 
guide the value capturing decisions which means that it has to be done ad-hoc. The 
distribution of value of created value seems no problem in the beginning since the 
stakeholders are distinct and each after something else (projects are still ongoing) but could 
potentially heat up in the end. In addition, the value capture in terms of capabilities for a 
person working in a fieldlab project is not a big deal, however the distribution to the own 
organization is difficult. Lastly, mutual investment in a shared location seemed to be a good 
mechanism to create commitment and is a representation of being one team. 
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Diagnosis & Solution Design – The diagnosis encompassed a final set of design principles 
synthesized from the research-based and practice-based principles based on the approach of 
van Burgh et al. (2008). The final set of principles can be found in Table C. 
 

#  CIMO 
I. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating transparency 

by mapping activities to account for the set goals is important (I), because 
stakeholders will be more committed (M), which enhances the value (O).  

II. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating contracts that 
describe the communications helps (I), because it enhances active knowledge 
sharing participation (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 

III. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating shared goals 
and doing mutual investments is important (I), because it creates 
interdependence between members (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 

IV. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), create a stable team, 
preferably from an existing network, or do extensive team bonding, or have a 
shared co-location helps (I), because this stimulates trust and attachment to the 
team (M), which enhances value creation (O). 

V. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), mapping potential 
value capture by stakeholders with their motives is important (I), because it sets 
realistic expectations (M) which stimulates fluent value capturing (O). 

VI. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating highly specific 
insights in each stakeholders’ investment and benefits helps (I), because it 
enhances transparency and retractability (M), to stimulate fluent and fair value 
capturing (O).  

VII. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), setting relational 
guidelines and promoting socialization helps (I), because this enhances the trust 
and interdependence (M), which stimulates fluent value capturing (O). 

Table C: Final set of synthesized design principles. 
 

Further, the insights from the empirical analysis have resulted into the following 
identified diagnoses: (1) A lack of accountability for projects and activities towards the goal; 
(2) low specification for the communication between stakeholders; (3) no deadline and 
potential late entrants; (4) low specification of cost-benefit per stakeholder; and (5) no norms 
for value capturing decisions. For these identified diagnoses, three recommendations are 
posed after combining and elaborating on several directions: First, it is recommended to 
create an intuitive value map that encompass invested resources, activities, value creation, 
and value capture per member. Second, it is recommended to enhance interdependence via 
specified communication and a possible shared co-location to promote knowledge mobility 
and joint value creation. Third and final, it is highly recommended to create clear deadlines 
for entrants and relational norms at the beginning of a fieldlab in order to have a stable team 
consisting of members who trust each other and be able to mitigate concerns about the value 
capturing processes.  
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Discussion & Conclusion – By addressing the governance of value creation and capture in 
open innovation fieldlabs, this thesis identified and combined several mechanisms on how to 
improve the potential innovation output of fieldlabs. First, this research identified the possible 
values created and captured in open innovation fieldlabs. Second, this thesis contributes to 
the still dispersed knowledge on how to govern inter-organizational teams in fieldlabs by 
means of relational and contractual mechanisms (Gassmann, Enkel, & Chesbrough, 2010). By 
integrating different literature, the extensive available knowledge on governance of inter-
organizational teams are found very useful. It is important to state that it is the interplay of 
relational and contractual governance mechanisms that drives success and mitigates 
uncertainties in open innovation fieldlabs.  
 This study also contributes some practical implications. First, a core contribution is 
made toward helping organizations structure and optimize the value creation and capture 
processes in open innovation fieldlabs with the help of actionable relational and contractual 
governance mechanisms. This new understanding, together with the existing design 
knowledge can be used to create and develop new design solutions to implement. As a result, 
this thesis has recommended to implement three solutions in order to improve the 
capabilities of the firm in governing the value creation and capture in open innovation 
fieldlabs. 
 The study has also its limitations because the data was gathered at a single firm. There 
is also a limitation because of the lack of testing of the design principles that might be invalid. 
Lastly, the solution designs were not implemented and can therefore not be assessed on 
effectiveness.  
 Future research directions are considered to be the testing of the developed design 
principles to identify their real effect. Besides, the link between contractual and relational 
governance and their potential sequence is of further interest. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
In a global and fast-changing economy, innovation is essential for companies to gain 

competitive advantage, financial growth and continuity (Herron, 1992; Mokaya, 2012). To 
fulfill the needs, companies are continually searching for new methods to experiment and 
innovate for product and service development (Chesbrough, 2003). However, these methods 
to develop innovations for organizational growth and competitive advantage can cost a 
substantial amount of financial resources. Open innovation initiatives may offer a solution to 
this problem as they provide an opportunity to explore and co-create innovations without 
having to invest financial resources right away. 

 

1.1 Open Innovation 
Open innovation describes the way a firm can manage its innovation processes across 

organizational boundaries. The definition states: “a distributed innovation process based on 
purposively managed knowledge flows across organizational boundaries, using pecuniary and 
non-pecuniary mechanisms in line with the organization’s business model” (Chesbrough & 
Bogers, 2014, p. 17).  

Open innovation is used to strengthen and accelerate innovation utilizing the inflow 
and outflow of knowledge (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, & West, 2006). The significant 
difference with closed innovation is that projects in the research and development phase can 
cross organizational boundaries. That means that ideas and knowledge can flow from one 
organization to another in collaboration or innovation methods.  

The closed method has some disadvantages since recent trends show high mobility of 
workers, increasing capability of suppliers, increased availability of venture capital, and 
shorter product life-cycles. These factors are leading to erosion of knowledge in a closed 
system. Therefore, organizations can no longer rely on internal R&D only (Chesbrough, 2006; 
Sandberg, Holmström, Napier, & Levén, 2015). Organizations implement open innovation 
strategies to combine internal as well as external ideas, and internal as well as external paths 
to market to overcome these problems. 

Overall, the nuances in the openness of activities are highly diverse. Activities can be 
focused on research to explore new technologies, or it can be focused on development to 
exploit technologies in new products. Within these two fields of focus, there are a lot of 
possible methods and strategies to create inside-out (e.g. spin-offs, selling, revealing), 
outside-in (e.g. in-licensing, acquiring, sourcing), or coupled (e.g. fieldlabs, strategic alliances) 
open innovation (Dahlander & Gann, 2010). One of the many useful open innovation 
constructs is a ‘fieldlab.’ 

 

1.2 Fieldlabs 
A fieldlab is an open innovation method with long-term collaborations between 

multiple organizations to conduct practical experiments with proven technologies that can be 
of advantage for the whole sector. A fieldlab is an inter-organizational collaboration in the so-
called ‘triple-helix’ where governments, companies, knowledge institutions participate 
(Stolwijk & Seiffert, 2016). Although the level of involvement of each of these three actors can 
differ, it holds for most fieldlabs that the members encompass the ‘triple-helix.’ A fieldlab can 
have several functions namely; to create innovation, demonstrate products, educate in test 
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locations, or a combination of all three. Already operating fieldlabs in The Netherlands show 
the potential of this type of open innovation. Benefits of fieldlabs ought to be creating jobs in 
the area, strengthening the innovation capability of participating firms, and giving the 
possibility to educate students in a practical environment mostly revolving around an industry 
challenge (Stolwijk & Seiffert, 2016). The mutual goal of fieldlabs is, therefore, to accelerate 
the development of new knowledge and products while transferring it between participating 
organizations (Stolwijk & Punter, 2018).  
 

1.3 Current Practical Complications in Fieldlabs 
 
Fieldlabs are known to have their challenges. Approximately half of all the fieldlabs and 

other innovation networks are failing in meeting the expectations  (De Man, Duysters, & 
Neyens, 2009). There are different reasons why current practical complications arise.  

First, fieldlabs are all about innovation which is inherently associated with a lot of 
uncertainty. Developing new solutions for industry or societal challenges guarantees no 
success. While organizations have to commit and invest when collaborating in fieldlabs, this 
could be a potential hurdle. Besides, the essential functions of a fieldlab are about creating 
innovation value together while the capture of value is done predominantly individual. These 
contradicting but vital functions add extra uncertainty because the commitment to create 
value together does not guarantee the capture of value for an individual firm.  

Second, collaboration in fieldlabs encompasses very distinct organizations like 
knowledge institutions, governmental organizations, and industry firms. This triple-helix 
consortium can make the governance of fieldlabs very complicated due to aspects like 
opportunism, lack of mutual commitment, trust, and ambiguity in the valuation of knowledge  
(Bogers, 2011). These aspects arise from the diversity of members that have different ways of 
working and different motives to benefit from the collaboration.  

In other words, governing these fieldlab collaborations is a challenge of finding overlap 
to create value together while keeping it attractive enough for firms to commit by letting them 
capture value individually at the end of a project. A fieldlab manager only has limited tools 
and authority to achieve this fair collaboration. He only can influence the relations between 
parties and has some say in the establishment of a contractual agreement. Therefore, fieldlab 
managers are walking a fine line balancing contractual and relational governance mechanisms 
to maximize value creation and capture. 
 

1.4 Developments in literature 
Parallel to the governance difficulties of the creation and capture of value in open 

innovation fieldlab in current practice, the literature shows several gaps that acknowledge 
these problems.  

First, open innovation and its most essential functions are widely studied, but it is not 
sufficiently clear how the uncertain value creation and capture must be governed. The 
existence and purpose of open innovation constructs is the main focus of the current 
literature, while the literature about mechanisms that drive these processes is limited 
(Jacobides et al., 2018; Azzam et al., 2017; Pellinen et al., 2012). Further literature shows that 
there is also inadequate knowledge on how to account for this uncertainty (Dess, et al., 2003). 
Uncertainty is the main problem in aligning and committing organizations to open innovation 
fieldlab networks (Andries, Debackere, & van Looy, 2013).  
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Second, the trust, perceived fairness, and joint decision making that is vital for the 
processes of creating and capturing value are hard to achieve (Gassmann, Enkel, & 
Chesbrough, 2010). These aspects are crucial in open innovation fieldlabs because it is 
impossible to account for all the uncertainty that these collaborations bring. It is essential to 
fill the gap with relational as well as contractual mechanisms to govern these processes 
(Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). 

To conclude, these gaps show a rather experimental and ambiguous field of research. 
On the one hand, literature does not provide practice with the satisfying mechanisms and 
theories to govern such complex collaborations. On the other hand, practice is already 
carrying out projects regarding fieldlabs that are not yet covered in theory. Given the current 
complications in practice and literature, the purpose of this thesis is to give an understanding 
of the value creation and capture, and barriers and enablers for governance of teams in 
fieldlabs. 

We will do so by means of a design-oriented research project at Hello New Day (HND), 
an intermediating company for fieldlab collaborations. With this research, substantial 
contributions to current academic literature can be accomplished. First, it will provide 
knowledge on the current ambiguous types of values created and captured in open innovation 
fieldlabs (Dess et al., 2003). Second, since the governance of decentralized and cross-
boundary innovation processes is still dispersed, it will contribute knowledge for the 
governance of complex open innovation teams from different organizations (Gassmann, 
Enkel, & Chesbrough, 2010). Finally, it will contribute to knowledge regarding the trend of 
R&D from standalone to alliances by exploring the benefits of alliances like fieldlabs 
(Hagedoorn & Duysters, 2002).  

Furthermore, several practical implications of this proposed research could contribute 
to the industry practitioners. First, it will provide managers with insights on how to govern 
and maximize the benefits of a platform type open innovation method with well-fitted 
mechanisms. Second, it will provide insights for the governance of complex inter-
organizational teams and how to bridge the gaps of motives between industry, knowledge 
institutions and governmental organizations. 
 

1.5 Thesis Outline 

 The outline of this thesis is as follows: Chapter 2 provides the background of the 
research context, defines the problem statement and research questions. After that, chapter 
3 describes the method used by defining design science methodology, the conceptual 
research design, and the methods used in the theoretical and empirical approach. Chapter 4 
describes the theoretical insights and forming a foundation to build on in the next chapter. 
Thus, chapter 5 describes the empirical analysis and insights gathered from the interviews. 
Chapter 6 gives a diagnosis of the previous analysis and will provide solution designs to 
implement and improve the capabilities of the firm. Finally, the conclusion and discussion of 
this thesis can be found in chapter 7 respectively.  
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Chapter 2: Problem Statement and Research 

Questions 
This chapter will provide more information about the context of this thesis. First, the 

firm is introduced and the context of research is elaborated. Second, the problem statement 
is derived from a short problem description. Third, the research questions and sub-research 
questions are stated. 

 

2.1 Research Context: Fieldlabs and Hello New Day 

The research is conducted at the company Hello New Day. Founded in 2011 by Ruben 
Ogink, Hello New Day is a consultancy firm based in ‘s-Hertogenbosch. Hello New Day focuses 
on helping companies innovate for continuous improvement of their growth and competitive 
position. They do so by leveraging technology, data, and social/organizational adoption. One 
of their strengths lies in connecting companies, knowledge institutions, and governmental 
organizations to create social and sustainable impact. For example, through facilitating open 
innovation fieldlabs, they allow multiple companies and organizations to collaborate and 
come up with integrative and innovative solutions for their particular sector.  

The research context and unit of analysis is an existing fieldlab called CAMINO. In 
addition, some other fieldlabs that were included to gather enough data; CAPELLA, ZEPHYROS, 
and CAMPIONE. Within this context, there is the possibility to investigate success cases, 
failures, and company stakeholders that are in an early phase of collaborating within a fieldlab. 
In currently existing fieldlabs, Hello New Day helps companies collaborate, span boundaries 
and shift focus from ordinary operations to sustainable innovations. Two of the four included 
fieldlabs are currently active under the supervision of Hello New Day; CAMINO and CAPELLA. 
Fieldlab CAMINO is established to achieve 100% predictable maintenance on infrastructural 
objects in the Netherlands and are currently mainly focused on water and rail. Also, dikes, 
roads, and energy-networks are within scope. These companies are trying to explore, innovate 
and use several technologies to reach the ultimate goal of predictability (e.g., internet of 
things, big data and sensors). 

The fieldlabs are organized in a ‘Triple Helix’-way and ought to serve a mutual goal in 
a given industry. Fieldlabs like CAPELLA and CAMINO are governed by a project manager (or 
orchestrator), in this case, a consultant of Hello New Day. Also, an advisory committee 
consisting of chosen members from underlying pilot projects guarantee that the projects serve 
interests for the whole industry. A fieldlab is divided into several clusters. CAMINO, for 
instance, has different clusters for water, rail, and energy that represent the sector of 
infrastructure. In these clusters several specific experiments with fieldlab members take place. 
One example of a specific experiment is ‘Lock Eefde.’ In this experiment, several organizations 
develop a condition monitoring system to reduce the downtime and detect errors in the 
construction.  
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2.2 Problem Statement 

Open innovation fieldlabs are prototypical projects for the consulting services of HND. 
Therefore, HND wants to improve its capability of governing fieldlabs, especially CAMINO. 
Within CAMINO and potential also other fieldlabs, there are several unknowns related to the 
governance of value creation and capture. The fieldlab is currently governed by HND are 
potentially sub-optimal with ad-hoc problem-solving. To specify this, the problem regarding 
governance is twofold.  

First, there is still a lot to learn regarding uncertainty in value creation and value 
capture in fieldlabs. Uncertainty makes it difficult to specify outcomes per members in 
contracts explicitly. Consequently, it is harder to assess the benefits of a fieldlab for each 
member and determine a fair distribution of the costs at the start. HND lacks a distinct 
approach on how to deal with the uncertainty in the collective creation and individual capture 
of value. In other words, HND would like to learn how to govern the expectations regarding 
these ambiguous outcomes of fieldlab collaborations.  

Second, because the members of a fieldlab are from a diverse set of organizations, it 
is hard to find common ground for the creation of value, as well as decisions regarding the 
capture of value at the end (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Mechanisms are lacking on how to 
govern the relational and contractual aspects of inter-organizational teams successfully. 
Organizations like knowledge institutions, governmental organizations, and industry firms all 
have very distinct reasons to participate  (Tjemkes, Vos, & Burgers, 2012). Consequently, these 
teams are prone to conflicts about costs, ownership, commitment and decision making in 
current fieldlab projects (De Vries, 2017).  

Thus, HND needs a set of principles for relational and contractual governance to bridge 
the gap between organizations in these projects. In this way, HND will be able to maximize the 
potential value creation within these projects and helping organizations innovate. When 
considering the previous two aspects, the problem statement can be defined as follows: 
 

HND’s current capability and approach of managing open innovation fieldlabs is 
potentially ad-hoc and sub-optimal. Therefore, they want to evaluate their approach of 

managing open innovation fieldlabs and optimize the value creation and capture by gaining 
insight into governance mechanisms that maximize innovation output. 

 
 

Based on the problem statement and research questions, HND wants to identify the 
possibilities of value creation and capture in open innovation fieldlabs. With this foundation, 
also a way of governing fieldlab teams in this process and collaborations. From the problem 
statement and research questions the following goal of this research can be derived: 
 

Recommend HND on how to improve the capabilities of governing the value creation 
and capture in open innovation fieldlab teams.  
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2.3 Research Questions 

With the project assignment and the problem statement clear, we can formulate a 
central research question: ‘How can governance mechanisms maximize the value creation and 
capture in fieldlab projects?’ 

 
In order to answer the central research question stated above, more specific and 

detailed research questions have to be answered. Therefore, sub-research questions are 
created to cut the problem into pieces: 

 
By theoretical deliberation and integration, the following sub-question will be answered: 

1. What type of value creation and capture is possible in open innovation fieldlabs and 
what are the key governance mechanisms for this process?  
 

Through gathering and analyzing empirical data, the next sub-question will be answered:  
2. How is value created and captured in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process 

currently governed? 
 

With combining and evaluating theoretical and practical insights, the following sub-questions 
will be answered: 

3. How can insights derived from the current literature and empirical data be used to 
improve the capability of Hello New Day in governing the value creation and capture in 
open innovation fieldlabs? 

 
The next chapter will outline the approach and method to address the problem and 

answer research questions.  
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Chapter 3: Method 
 In this chapter, the methodology used during this research is further elaborated. In 3.1, 
the research approach is discussed and the conceptual research design is drawn and 
elaborated. 3.2 Describes research methods chosen for the theoretical perspective, while 3.3 
lists the research methods for the empirical perspective. In 3.4, the diagnosis part is further 
illustrated and the creative leap will be discussed for the solution designs. Finally, 3.5 will 
address the quality of this research. 
 

3.1 Design Science Methodology & Research Design 

The research that was conducted at HND is characterized as a design science 
methodology approach. In chapter 2, the problem statement made clear that the business 
problem this research is dealing with cannot be solved by understanding alone. Therefore, 
design science methodology was appropriate when dealing with a fuzzy solution space (Van 
Aken & Romme, 2009). Design science approach was used for this research in order to connect 
research with practice. It is a combination of human beings using knowledge to create what 
should and could be, and science to develop knowledge about what already is (Simon, 1996; 
Sarasvathy, 2004). In other words, the design science approach linked a developing body of 
knowledge to action-oriented knowledge (Romme, 2003; Romme & Endenburg, 2006). Design 
science allowed us to come up with practical solutions for business problems which can be 
generalized in concepts later on to serve classical field problems (Van Aken et al., 2012).  

The two different perspectives of research and practice were linked through boundary 
objects called design principles and design solutions. The principles were derived from 
research, as well as already implemented solution designs in practice (Van Burg, Romme, 
Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008). Design principles are normative statements and are mainly based 
on research findings to serve the main outline of design spaces. The outline of these design 
spaces is then directly actionable in the real-world as interventions (Denyer, Tranfield, & Van 
Aken, 2008). The principles follow the so-called CIMO-logic which tells, what to do, in which 
situations, to produce what effect, and why this happens (Denyer, Tranfield, & Van Aken, 
2008). The scientific way of describing this logic is; context (C), intervention (I), mechanism 
(M), and outcome (O). In this research, the CIMO-logic was applied for deriving design 
principles from both research and practice.  

The principles were derived from two different perspectives, as seen in figure 3.1. One 
way was to derive principles from existing research and knowledge to create a contextualized 
design solution for implementation into practice. The other approach was to investigate 
current practices and derive principles from decontextualizing an implemented design 
solution (van Burg et al., 2008). For this research at Hello New Day both, emergent design as 
deliberate design was used to come up with new principles in order to connect practice and 
research.  
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Figure 3.1. Research Design Development cycle derived from van Burg et al. (2008, p. 117). 

 
The final solution design was based on grounded design principles or synthesized 

design principles that lie at the intersection of research and practice (Van Burg, Romme, 
Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008). Both ways of the approach were used during this research as seen 
in the conceptual research design in figure 3.2. First, the deliberate design was used in a way 
to contextualize research-based design principles. These principles were derived from a 
systematic literature review. Second, the emergent design was used to decontextualize 
practice-based design principles from already existing fieldlabs (Romme, 2003). These 
practice-based design principles were derived from an empirical analysis conducted at Hello 
New Day. Finally, the research-based and practice-based design principles were synthesized 
in a set of grounded design principles (Romme, 2003; Van Aken, 2004). The synthesis was done 
in a non-linear (reflective) way as a continuous back and forth induction and deduction from 
both research and practice. After the two pathways had come together, the diagnosis with 
design principles as output was conducted in a confrontation of the two (Verschuren & 
Doorewaard, 2010). These principles lead to solution design as one of the project deliverables.  

 
Figure 3.2. Conceptual project design partly inspired by van Aken et al. (2012). 
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3.2 Research Method for Theory-Based Approach 

The literature review provided concepts and basic understanding in order to interpret 
the research gap. It also aimed to identify the central issues within the research gap to answer 
sub research question 1: “What type of value creation and capture is possible in open 
innovation fieldlabs and what are the key governance mechanisms for this process?”,  
and derive research-based design principles.  

The review methodology was based on Cooper’s typology and systematic approach 
(1984, 1988) which is split into three phases, namely the explorative, systematic and synthesis 
phase. In the explorative phase, the goal was to get familiar with the topic. Therefore, this 
phase consisted of selecting relevant literature that was pivotal in this subject. The goal of the 
systematic phase was to select literature systematically, so it described the topic in a 
representative and unbiased way. The collection process incorporates search/keywords based 
on the sub research question. Finally, the synthesis phase ought to answer sub-research 
question 1, as well as extracting research-based design principles.   

 
3.2.1 Explorative Phase 

For the exploratory literature review phase, several key search words were used to 
get familiar with the topic. For this search, Elsevier’s Scopus was used and contained the 
following terms: “Innovation network,” “inter-organizational collaboration,” “open 
innovation,” “fieldlab,” “value creation” “value capture,” and “governance.” This search 
provided 18 articles selected on abstract and title and was incorporated in explorative 
reading. Because the topic is booming in recent years, the most cited articles from the last 
ten years were also incorporated (see figure 3.3). 

 
Figure 3.3. The number of publications per year on the explorative search terms. 

 
3.2.2 Systematic Phase 

For the systematic phase, a selection method was drawn based on Van Aken et al. 
(2012). Based on the exploratory phase and the research questions different search words 
were defined and used in several combinations. Table 3.1. provides an overview of these 
search words.  
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Term I Term II Term III  
Innovation network Value creation governance 
Inter-organizational 
collaboration  

Value capture Relational 

Open innovation Knowledge mobility Contractual 
Table 3.1. Overview of search terms for the systematic phase. 

 For this search, two search engines were used namely Web of Science and Elsevier’s 
Scopus. Several criteria for inclusion and exclusion were made for the selection of articles. 
Inclusion criteria were; peer-reviewed articles, written in English, and published between 
1995 and 2018. Exclusion criteria were; literature reviews, and focused on a specific industry 
or region. 
 
3.2.3 Synthesis Phase and Deriving Research-Based Design Principles 

 In the last phase, literature from the systematic phase was synthesized in order to 
answer sub research question 1. From this literature also, research-based design principles 
were derived. These are decontextualized theoretical insights that are implementable CIMO-
logic statements (C, context; I, intervention; M, mechanism; O, outcome). 
 

3.3 Research Method for Empirical-Based Approach 

 Based on the exploratory character of this research, I used a qualitative methodology 
for the empirical part of this research based on Van Aken et al. (2012). This empirical part 
aimed to answer sub research question 2: “How is value created and captured in open 
innovation fieldlabs and how is this process currently governed?”, and derive practice-based 
design principles. The design of this study was a single case study based on Yin (2014). First, 
two exploratory interviews were held with the project leader of fieldlab CAMINO to get 
familiar with the problem and develop a clear problem statement. After the problem was 
apparent, the central unit of analysis was determined together with HND and interviewees 
were assigned. The main case was set to be fieldlab CAMINO, but because of the difficulty of 
interviewing all the members in this particular fieldlab, three other fieldlab project leaders 
and an expert from TNO were selected in order to get enough input. This also made it possible 
to cross validate certain insights from CAMINO with the other fieldlabs. Data were collected 
from interviews, a focus group, and documentation in order to ensure data triangulation. All 
data was eventually analyzed through open coding. 
 
 
3.3.1 Data Collection 

Together with HND interviewees were selected such that they vary over different 
aspects like the type of member and positively or negatively engaged in one of the fieldlab 
projects. Targeted respondents for this interview were stakeholders of various fieldlabs but 
with the main focus on and most respondents from CAMINO. Other fieldlabs were involved 
because it was not easy to meet and interview all the members from one fieldlab to get 
enough data. It was therefore also possible to cross validate findings in CAMINO with other 
cases. The other interviews encompassed member from fieldlabs ZEPHYROS, CAPELLA, & 
CAMPIONE and an expert from TNO. The interviewees were from different organizations and 
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functions in the fieldlab to account for all the different interests (e.g. Knowledge institution, 
government, industry firm). In total, 12 interviews were held with 11 different interviewees. 
For a list and overview of the interviewees, see appendix A.  

The interviews followed a semi-structured outline in order to come to a diagnosis 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The company supervisor introduced the interviewer in order to 
create trust with the interviewee. The interview was recorded (if agreed upon) and processed 
as soon as possible. The interview questions were derived from the research question and 
exploratory literature review in order to ask about pivotal subjects in the governance of value 
creation and capture. Questions encompassed the expectations of outcomes in value creation 
and capture, the distribution of cost, the governance mechanisms and possible conflicts. The 
questions were asked in chronological order but additional questions that arose during the 
interview were immediately incorporated. The interviews lasted about an hour to one and a 
half hour. The interviews were very fluent, however the interviews themselves also shaped 
the scope of this research because the interviewer experienced that some topics were not 
easy to openly discuss. For the detailed interview protocol with questions, see Appendix A. 
 Besides the interviews, another method was used to gather empirical data, namely a 
focus group of representatives from another fieldlab case (Morgan, 1996). In this focus group, 
different stakeholders or potential participants openly discussed the subject. Several 
questions related to fieldlabs were discussed with different organizations that are not 
involved in order to gain insights on value creation, capture, and governance modes. An 
overview of the involved interviewees and focus group of the data collection is presented in 
table 3.2. Data and insights were collected from 20 participants in total. 

Documentation was the final source of information to ensure data triangulation. 
Agreements, process, and collaboration documents were read to cross validate insights from 
the interviews with CAMINO stakeholders. All these documents were from the early stage of 
the fieldlab (2016 and later). Moreover, these documents were used to gain insight into the 
formal processes of existing fieldlabs as well as contractual information.  

 
Case Interviewees Goal  
Problem definition 
interviews 

Project leader (2 interviews) Get familiar with the problem and 
a clear problem statement. 

Empirical data 
collection interviews 

Governments, knowledge 
institutions, industry 
partners, project leaders, and 
researchers (10 interviews) 

Identify value creation and capture 
+ governance mechanisms. 

Focus group External focus group with 
industry parties (8 
attendants)  

Explore and discuss motives in 
value creation and capture + 
mechanisms of governance. 

Documentation Agreements, process, and 
collaboration documents (7 
docs) 

Cross check insights from 
interviews. 

Table 3.2. Overview of data collection. 

3.3.2 Data Analysis 

After the interviews and focus group were held, the input was transcribed for coding 
and analyzing. The coding of the interviews and focus group is based on the grounded-theory 
approach for the exploration of unfamiliar territory (Van Aken et al., 2012). The analysis of the 
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interviews and focus group consisted of three phases namely; coding, structuring and 
concluding. 

First, all transcripts were read as a whole and notes were made about the first 
impressions to get a grasp of the data set. Then, all the transcripts were read one by one in 
detail to begin the open coding. Codes are words or short phrases that represent the essence 
or key attribute of verbal information. Relevant words, phrases, concepts or sections were 
labeled with no pre-assumptions. These labels could be about, actions, activities, opinions and 
so on. Codes could be relevant because it is repeated, surprised, the interviewee stated that 
it is important, or it reminded of a theory. Because the interview was semi-structured, a lot of 
non-relevant or confidential data was gathered that was not within the scope of this research.  

Second, the labeled phenomena in the form of codes were ranked by relevance or 
importance according to the research questions. The preliminary list of codes was then 
examined whether is really fits the data and the description. After the first list of codes was 
completed, codes were related to each other which is called axial coding. This is done by going 
through all the codes and combine them into categories of higher order and how they relate 
to each other.  

Third and last, categories were labeled with conceptualized names with a description 
of the connections between them which is called selective coding. Then, a storyline was 
developed and the results were documented. Through this analysis, sub research question 2 
was answered.  

 
3.3.3 Deriving Practice-Based Design Principles 

During the interviews, interviewees were asked what they think could be improved in 
the governance of fieldlabs and in particular their project. This information was gathered and 
together with the analysis input for possible solution directions and practice-based design 
principles. These are decontextualized practical insights that are implementable CIMO-logic 
statements (C, context; I, intervention; M, mechanism; O, outcome). 

 

 3.4 Diagnosis and Solution Designs 

In the diagnosis phase, the conclusions and principles from the research-based analysis 
and empirical-based analysis were compared. Differences in the research-based principles and 
practice-based principles were input for the diagnosis of problems in the operating fieldlab 
CAMINO. Eventually, these diagnoses lead to solution directions for this fieldlab. Similar to 
van den Burg et al. (2008) the research-based and practice-based design principles were 
synthesized into a final set of design principles. The overlap in principles from both practice 
and research strengthened the validity of the existing literature and solution design.  

The solution design was developed with input from the solution directions in the 
diagnosis. The solution was developed by conducting several iterations based on reflective 
rapid design cycles (Schön, 1983). After this, the solution design was documented and 
evaluated in order to describe its place in the context. The final design solution will be useful 
for the current field problem at Hello New Day’s CAMINO only. However, it is possible for 
other fieldlab managers to self-assess and possibly implement the proposed solution designs. 
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3.5 Research Quality 

The research quality was addressed via three criteria as described by Van Aken et al. 
(2012): controllability, reliability, and validity.  

First, controllability was about managing the results of the research. The controllability 
was managed by elaborating on the research method used, which is done by giving a 
description that allows others to replicate the research (Van Aken, Berends, & van der Bij, 
2012). The description of the process was given in great detail. However, the data collection 
and analysis process, as well as the creative leap for the solution designs, are not entirely 
standardized. 

Second, the reliability refers to the level of which the results were independent. In this 
case, results needed to be independent of the researcher that conducted the data collection 
and analysis (Van Aken et al. 2012). The reliability of this research was ensured by collecting 
data from multiple sources, called triangulation. Also, for the interviews and focus group, the 
researcher used the saturation approach. 

Third and last, the validity was defined as the approach from which the results that 
were generated are justified (Van Aken et al. 2012). Within the validity criterion, the 
researcher had to account for three types of validity; construct validity, internal validity, and 
external validity. Construct validity refers to the extent to which the data collection method 
was generating the data it supposes to generate. Internal validity was essential to account for 
the results and the justification and completeness of conclusions that followed. The external 
validity was important to account for the generalizability and transferability of the results (Van 
Aken et al. 2012). The external validity was ensured by synthesizing both practical insights and 
theoretical insights. 
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Chapter 4: Theory 
In order to answer sub-research question 1: “What type of value creation and capture 

is possible in open innovation fieldlabs and what are the key governance mechanisms for this 
process?”, and derive research-based design principles, a systematic literature study is 
conducted, and a theoretical framework is drawn iteratively. The theoretical background is 
described first to understand the overall functions of an open innovation fieldlab, the 
governance of cross-boundary innovation teams and the interaction between the two. 
Second, the first function of an open innovation fieldlab, the value creation, is discussed along 
with the mechanisms of governance that influence this. Third, the second function of an open 
innovation fieldlab, the value capturing, is discussed along with the mechanisms of the 
governance that influence this. 

 

4.1 Theoretical Background 

The exploratory and systematic search of this literature study found that not much is 
written about managing fieldlabs. However, parallels can be drawn mainly from open 
innovation network literature, strategic alliance literature, and governance of joint R&D 
literature. Insights and models from different literature are integrated to approach the issue 
at hand and develop an integrated framework iteratively. It will address the difficulties in the 
value creation and capture processes in open innovation networks. The two processes will be 
defined in order to comprehend the theory described below. Value creation in innovation 
networks can be defined as the actions undertaken by the network partners to increase the 
worth of goods, services or business as a whole. Consequently, value capturing can be defined 
as the internalization of the positive externalities that are created within the network. In other 
words, together with value creation, it is about expanding the pie together and gaining a larger 
piece of the pie (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). When addressing the governance of these 
processes two models are especially useful and complement each other in an interaction 
model. The two models are briefly discussed below. 

 
4.1.1 Open Innovation Network Model 

One of the models that could be insightful in analyzing fieldlabs is the model of 
Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006), see figure 4.1. They portrait that establishing and managing an 
open innovation fieldlab is often done by an orchestrator. This role is held by a central firm or 
specific mediating company. In this model, the mediating firm stands in the middle of the 
design task and the operating network functions. These processes lead to the outcome of the 
innovation network, referred to by Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) as network innovation output. 
According to them, the serendipitous nature of innovation makes it hard to specify the exact 
nature of the output. The bottom line is that innovation is created through new combinations 
of existing knowledge and capabilities that exist within the network (Kogut & Zander, 1996; 
Schumpeter, 1961). The three functions of this model will first be briefly introduced below.  

First, value creation (or knowledge mobility) concerns the reconfiguration of 
knowledge between fieldlab partners in a synergistic way so that it leads to innovation 
(Grandori & Kogut, 2002). It is defined as: “the ease with which knowledge is shared, acquired, 
and deployed within the network” (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006: 660). How this can be realized is 
elaborated by Hargadon and Sutton (1997). They say that if ideas from one organization can 
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solve the problems of the other, value is created. Collaborative value creation is only possible 
when connections are made to cross the boundaries of the two organizations. 

Second, managing value capture (or innovation appropriation) within a fieldlab is of 
importance in order to let stakeholders capture value of the new configuration of knowledge 
without having problems with free riding and opportunism (Arrow, 1974). Also, decisions have 
to be made, and agreements developed so that all stakeholders can get their fair share 
dependent on their input. Fair in a way that the stakeholder that brought in the expertise 
remains the respective owner of that intellectual property.  

Lastly, managing network stability (which is outside the scope of this thesis) has a 
significant impact on the previous two management tasks. It refers to the stable growth rate 
but allowing exit of network members without adverse effects on the network itself (Dhanaraj 
& Parkhe, 2006). For this thesis, the only two of the three orchestration processes of managing 
knowledge mobility and managing innovation appropriability; which we will now refer to as 
value capture. Managing knowledge mobility is excluded because it was not possible to 
observe the growth or shrink over a longer period of time.  

The model and functions described above are very insightful and represent the 
important tasks of an innovation network orchestrator. However, this model does not explain 
what the best way to do this is, what mechanisms can be used and how it can be optimized. 
Therefore, to complement the following governance model from De Vries (2017) is 
introduced. 

 
 

 
Figure 4.1. Processes of an innovation network (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). 

 
4.1.2 Governance Model 

In addition to the model that tells which two tasks need to be managed, a governance 
model for innovation networks is introduced that explain how it can be managed. The 
governance of innovation networks is a challenge and entirely new. The project teams or 
project stakeholders encompass members from the so-called ‘triple helix’ and cross 
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organizational boundaries. Therefore, in order to effectively govern the two tasks of an 
innovation network by the mediating firm, integral governance has to be in place. Every 
strategy can be in place, but the success of a fieldlab requires that employees and stakeholders 
from different organizations and institutions effectively cooperate. Marchington and Vincent 
(2004) argue the team level is, in fact, the place where the large contracts and agreements 
are put into work. The value creation and value capture of the network is an interplay between 
hard strategies and soft cultural skills. On top of the management of these three core strategic 
processes of the managing inter-organizational collaboration, De Vries (2017) developed a 
model for governing collaborative innovation that influences at three levels of governance; 
contractual, relational, psychological; but only contractual and relational is covered in this 
thesis. The three levels of governance are briefly introduced below 

Contractual governance can be defined as; “all mutually agreed upon, written and 
unwritten management-initiated activities that are designed to influence the probability that 
either party behaves in ways that support agreed objectives” (Jaworski, Stathakopoulos, & 
Krishnan, 1993: 58). Although contracts may be a very limited mechanism for guiding behavior 
in a network, they still play a vital role within an innovation network like a fieldlab. They offer 
a basis of inter-organizational networks by guiding collective activities (Eisenhardt, 1989). 
Formal agreements on the basis of legal and financial terms mitigate the opportunistic 
behavior and enhance stability within the network. These types of agreements help to create 
lock-in mechanisms and ensures the commitment of partners (Park & Russo, 1996).  

Relational governance complements contracts and can be defined as; “structures that 
guide network interactions through reliance on trust, social norms, and resultant self-control 
of each party” (Cao and Lumineau 2015: 16). What makes relational governance important, 
according to Brown & Daguid (2001), is that learning from other network partners is strongly 
related to the level of trustworthiness. When trust and norms are in place, a stakeholder is 
less likely to exploit his position and jeopardize the relationship and the future value of the 
network (Baker, Gibbons, & Murphy, 2002). Relational governance is also important because 
it lowers the innovation appropriation concerns. These concerns could demotivate knowledge 
mobility because a stakeholder will wait to see if his input can be reclaimed as value in the 
future of the network. 

Psychological governance complements contracts and relations and can be defined as; 
“mechanisms at the individual level that are based on an individual’s commitment and 
attachment to honoring the obligations of the exchange relationship” (Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 
2004: 313). Psychological governance assures identification that individuals have with a 
network in which they need to cooperate. 

Although all three are essential, only the contractual and relational governance are 
considered in the current research because it was not possible to create sufficient insight into 
the psychological governance in the empirical research design. 

 
4.1.3 Integrated Interaction Model 

When the two models of Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) and de Vries (2017) are integrated, 
they become beneficial for approaching the problem at hand. Figure 4.2 below represent 
these two models respectively to one another with the subsequent design principles that are 
derived from literature. In this framework, the literature synthesis for the interaction between 
managing value creation and value capture, and the contractual and relational governance 
correspond to research question 1. Therefore, the governance of value creation will be further 
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researched in paragraph 4.2. The governance value capture will be further researched in 
paragraph 4.3.   

 

 
Figure 4.2. Integrated framework for governing open innovation fieldlabs. 

 

4.2 Governance of Value Creation  

As mentioned in the problem statement and developments in literature, it is hard to 
set outcome measures for fieldlab collaborations. This is because the value creation is hardly 
defined between the stakeholders due to the experimental nature of the collaboration. In 
order to be able to answer sub-research question 1, it is essential first to identify how 
knowledge can flow within fieldlab collaborations. Besides, by identifying contractual and 
relational mechanisms to govern fieldlab teams, the knowledge mobility and value creation 
can be maximized.  

Value is created in open innovation fieldlabs when existing knowledge and resources 
from different organizations are used to create new products, services, or capabilities. It 
corresponds to the ‘managing knowledge mobility’ function of the model of Dhanaraj & 
Parkhe (2006). In order to create these connections and enhance the information exchange, 
Hargadon & Sutton (1997) identified three important processes; knowledge absorption, 
network identification, and inter-organizational socialization. Knowledge absorption is the 
ability to exploit knowledge from outside the boundaries of the firm (Cohen & Levinthal, 
1989). The network identification is the collective identity among all the network 
stakeholders. Identification with others in the network stimulates active participation and 
consequently value creation (Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000). Social interaction enhances knowledge 
exchange since the reconfiguration of knowledge in innovation is serendipitous  (Ahuja, 2000). 
When in effect, these sub-processes have a positive influence on value creation which 
positively influences the network innovation output (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). 

 
4.2.1 Value Creation in Innovation Networks  

Before a collaboration starts, it is important to elaborate on the expectations for the 
value creation in open innovation fieldlabs. It is, therefore, the main task of the orchestrator 
to map the intentions, capabilities, and resources of network partners and gain insight into 
the possible outcome that could be achieved when collaborating. The value that could be 
created in the fieldlab can be made explicit through, for instance, visual value maps. As Adner 
(2012) argues, by making visual maps, the management of expectations becomes easier and 
members of the fieldlab work more effective in terms of time and resources. Insight in each 
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members' potential is what enhances the exploitive capacity amongst partners and 
subsequently the value creation function of a fieldlab (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). Hence, it is 
essential to do this as an orchestrator at the beginning of a fieldlab collaboration. 
 
DP1.0: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations (C), it is important to map possible values 
created in the future (I), because this helps to create realistic expectations for each member 
(M), which enables the team to exploit each other’s resources and knowledge effectively; and 
enhances value creation (O). 
 

The possibilities in the network are now identified in ‘what’ value can be created in the 
collaboration. Next, the governance mechanisms will identify ‘how’ this process can be 
supported and optimized. First, the contractual governance mechanisms will now be 
elaborated below. 

 
4.2.2 Contractual Mechanism that Influence Value Creation 

 After the expectations are set for the knowledge mobility and value creation process 
among fieldlab partners, it is important to set an agreement. Contracts play a vital role in inter-
organizational collaborations like fieldlabs. If organizations are planning on working together, 
they are without a doubt, in need of contracts in order to create formal commitments (Mayer 
& Argyres, 2004). Contracts have, even when signed and closed in advance of the 
collaboration, significant implications for the functioning of the cross-boundary teams. A 
fieldlab team can see contracts as a formality, but when used and implemented correctly, it 
can help in dealing with sharing knowledge and creating value. Besides, it can take away fears 
of being exploited (De Jong & Klein Wolthuis, 2009). 

De Vries (2017) argues two types of contract characteristics that influence 
collaborations and knowledge sharing in teams that cross boundaries. The first is contractual 
incentives, and these are elements in a contract that refer to performance indicators that let 
certain parties pay extra for overachieved performance levels (Axelsson & Wynstra, 2002). 
However, De Vries (2017) has empirical evidence that contractual incentives are 
counterproductive in motivating knowledge mobility and therefore value creation. Incentives 
are counterproductive because these extrinsic motivators are letting partners in the fieldlab 
only focus on these incentives (Atuahena-Gima, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000). It shifts the focus 
on performance achievement and does not encourage participative behavior (De Vries, 2017). 
One can, therefore, conclude that these incentives only stimulate exploitative knowledge 
sharing and negatively relate to explorative knowledge sharing. Contractual incentives are 
sometimes interpreted as a fieldlab member trying to extend its business and make it less 
likely that this member is willing to share knowledge (Pisano, 1991). 

The second characteristic that contracts can have is the level of contract specification. 
Contract specification is descriptions of expected behavior within the fieldlab (Eisenhardt, 
1989). Because knowledge sharing is not a routine but rather an intangible aspect of 
collaboration, the specification needs are more likely to be about controlling risks and possible 
outcomes (Lee, 2001). However, it seems that, according to Joshi (2009) and Mascitelli (2000), 
high specificity on communication expectations are a useful instrument in expressing what 
type of information is valuable. Contracts may better be avoided from the perspective of 
cross-boundary team effectiveness. Nevertheless, if it is necessary to sign contracts in order 
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to commit parties, they better have a high level of specification and as minimum as possible 
incentives. 

 
DP1.1: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), it is important to specify 
communications rather than creating incentives in contracts (I), because this has a positive 
effect on participative behavior (M), and leads to higher explorative value creation (O). 
 

To conclude, for the governance of fieldlab teams it is even more important to focus 
on the relational level of governance than the contractual because these are better predictors 
and stronger drivers of value creation. Contracts are often necessary to commit parties; in 
that case, it is crucial to creating a high level of specificity and no incentives to stimulate value 
creation. While contracts remain unbroken during most collaborations, quality of relations 
can easy fluctuate. For an orchestrator, it is about creating the right complementary balance 
between contractual and relational governance. 

 
4.2.3 Relational Mechanism that Influence Value Creation 

 Relational governance mechanisms are the second layer of de Vries’ (2017) 
governance model that serves the functions of a fieldlab innovation network. The cross-
boundary team and the value creation is influenced through one mechanism that is 
elaborated below.  

Within the relational governance mechanisms, interdependence has proved to be a 
great predictor for cross-boundary team performance. Interdependence is defined as “the 
belief that the outcomes of a relationship depend largely on both the individual and the joint 
actions that people in a dyad undertake” (Sambasivan et al., 2011, p.554), and affects two 
different functions of the fieldlab. First, interdependence in terms of shared goals and 
additional side projects which facilitates information exchange (Gulati & Sytch, 2007). Team 
members better understand other capabilities and idiosyncrasies. Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) 
showed that the quality and scope of information exchange is an excellent predictor for 
increased value creation in the knowledge mobility task of a fieldlab. Hence, it is crucial that 
a fieldlab orchestrator uses these mechanisms to influence the performance of the cross-
boundary fieldlab team positively. 
 
DP1.2: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), it is important to create 
shared goals (I), because this enhances the interdependence between cross-boundary team 
members (M), and leads to higher quality and scope of information exchange (O). 

 
People tend to speak about “we” and “they” when talking about collaborations 

(Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). This lack of collective identity is also called a psychological gap or 
relational distance between members of a cross-boundary fieldlab team.  

Common In-group Identity Model (CIIM) of Gaertner & Dovidio (2000) is used to create 
the identity of the team, and this builds cooperation to achieve as a whole fieldlab. To do this, 
an orchestrator needs to create emotional significance attached to the collaboration, because 
this is the best predictor of network identity (Van der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005).  Emotional 
significance on a construct such as fieldlabs means that there is cognitive-affective 
compatibility, i.e., a positive peer pressure to take on a challenge collectively. The social 
identity theory argues the same (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This theory stated that social identity 
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is positively related to inter-organizational collaboration performance (Meijer, 2013). 
Network identification also can motivate the team members to act on behalf of the network 
instead of only for their organization (Sethi, 2000). A common social identity also leads to 
more focus on shared goals as well, which increase cooperative behavior and therefore 
knowledge mobility and the creation of value. 
 
DP1.3: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), it is important to create a 
shared identity (I), because this enhances the identification with the network (M), and 
motivates cooperation; focus on shared goals; and therefore, increases value creation within 
the team and network (O).  
 

A shared identity is particularly important in value creation through knowledge 
mobility processes. It is done predominantly in collaboration, and when that goes well, it 
assures sufficient individual value capture although they seem conflicting in the first place. 

 

4.3 Governance of Value Capture 

As mentioned in the introduction, it is hard to set agreements with the expected 
outcomes of fieldlab collaborations. This is because the value capture is hardly defined 
between the members due to the experimental nature of the collaboration. In order to be 
able to answer sub-research question 1, it is important first to identify the possible types of 
values capturing within fieldlab collaborations from existing literature. Besides, by identifying 
mechanisms to govern fieldlab teams, the value capturing process and decision making can 
be facilitated and optimized.  

Value capturing in open innovation networks is hard to make explicit but is as vital as 
the value creation (Dyer et al., 2006; Campbell et al., 2009). When value capturing is not clear 
possible collaboration becomes harder because members are also driven by the ability to 
capture value (Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). In contrast to the value creation, which is 
done in collaboration predominantly, the value capturing in fieldlabs is firm-specific and 
occurs individually (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). Firm-specific value capture can 
cause much friction and should be discussed in the early stages of the project (Ritala, 
Agouridas, Assimakopoulos, & Gies, 2013).  The returns have to be negotiated with the help 
of ‘strategic bottlenecks’ elaborated below. 
 
4.3.1 Value Capture in Innovation Networks 

Within these value capturing processes, existing literature calls these possibilities of 
value capturing ‘control points’, which are strategic bottlenecks in a fieldlab. Strategic 
bottlenecks are “points of value capture and thus a source of rent in a technical system” 
(Baldwin, 2015: p. 11). These points are firm specific and depend on the resources and position 
of that firm. For instance, in a fieldlab with the internet of things and algorithmic solutions, it 
is possible for a firm to defend the theory behind an algorithm. In this way, the firm can secure 
the value of applying the algorithm for offering unique services in the future. What 
bottlenecks and values can be captured by firms is described in various literature and is not 
necessarily comprehended in terms of economic value only. Some knowledge, application, 
technology or resource can have value without being able to sell at a market or to a customer. 
When speaking of values created in innovation networks like a fieldlab, an extensive body of 
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literature can be found. The following eleven most essential types of created value are 
identified in the existing literature, see table 4.1 below. 

 
Type Values Captured Source 
Explorative Developing capabilities or acquire 

new knowledge 
Helfat & Peteraf, 2003 

Exploitative Access gained to corresponding 
resources 

Teece, 1986 

 Development of products and services Barringer & Harrison, 2000 
Cost or risk sharing Barringer & Harrison, 2000; 

Tjemkes, Vos & Burgers, 2012 
 Gaining access to markets Barringer & Harrison, 2000; 

Tjemkes, Vos & Burgers, 2012 
 Reaching or establishing an economy 

of scale 
Tjemkes, Vos & Burgers, 2012; 
Barringer & Harrison, 2000 

 Efficiency gains Barringer & Harrison, 2000 
 Lower time to market Teece, 1986; Tjemkes, Vos & 

Burgers, 2012 
Strategic Lobby collectively as an industry Barringer & Harrison, 2000 
 Improvement of legitimacy and 

reputation 
Barringer & Harrison, 2000; 
Tjemkes, Vos & Burgers, 2012 

 Blocking a competitor Tjemkes, Vos & Burgers, 2012 
 Table 4.1. List of most common values captured from an innovation network. 

 
It is important to notice that these different types of values can be grouped in 

categories as seen in table 4.1. The first value is explorative in nature since it focuses on 
creating new knowledge and capabilities, the next seven values are exploitative in nature since 
they focus on strengthening returns or lowering costs, and the last three values are strategic 
in nature since the main focus is to influence the context or environment or enhance 
reputation.  

In order to build on the mapped values described in the table above (explorative, 
exploitative, & strategic), firms might be able to explicitly set outcome variables for the value 
captured by identifying these control points. The explorative value will be captured in 
knowledge and decreased uncertainty for a specific domain or sector. The exploitative value 
can lead to a financial value like patents, decrease in costs or increase in return. Finally, there 
is strategic value in capturing a better competitive position and legitimacy as a buy-in on the 
market. It is the primary task of a mediating firm or orchestrator to map the potential value 
capture for each partner in terms of control points.   
 
DP2.0: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations (C), control points for value capturing should 
be made explicit per firm (I), because this helps the creating realistic expectations from each 
member (M), to decrease constraints and unfair activities, and increased value capturing (O). 
 

It is possible to strengthen the value capturing with mechanisms like patents and 
trademarks (Sakakibara, 2002). However, it depends on the regime a mediating firm creates 
if innovation is stimulated or thwarted (Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman, 1996). The focus needs 
to be on trust, procedural justice, and joint asset ownership. Furthermore, these processes 
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are not stimulated with particular contracts but socialization, reciprocity and knowledge 
sharing (Uzzi, 1997). Due to the high uncertainty in innovation, the mediating firm has to 
increase trust via championing (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). Championing means that the highly 
committed stakeholders have to motivate and persuade the skeptics. When the process of 
value capture is efficient, the innovation output of the network will be higher (Dhanaraj & 
Parkhe, 2006). 
 
4.3.2 Contractual Mechanism that Influence Value Capture 

 Besides the contractual governance mechanisms that influence the knowledge 
mobility and value creation processes, there are also mechanisms that influence capturing 
processes in fieldlabs. These contractual mechanisms ought to be very useful to mitigate 
opportunistic behavior. After all, fluency of the value capture process depends on the 
transparency in terms of invested knowledge, effort or monetary value. However, it is vital to 
mitigate any outcome specification in fieldlab contracts because it harms the team 
performance  (Poppo & Zenger, 2002) Involving all types of value invested in a contract is also 
important so that the capturing decisions are less prone to conflicts. De Vries (2017) described 
this as the specificity of contracts. Besides, specified contingencies, adaptive processes, and 
controls are also important to describe in a contract and are also mechanisms to mitigate 
opportunistic behavior (Poppo & Zenger, 2002). 
 
DP2.1: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations (C), incorporating stakeholders’ investments 
with high specificity in contracts is important (I), because it makes it retractable and 
transparent which partners have right to what value (M), to increase fluent value capturing 
and decrease opportunistic behavior (O). 
 
 However, as mentioned earlier, in highly uncertain collaborations contracts alone are 
not enough. We have to acknowledge the boundaries of contracts in terms of complexity and 
high transaction costs, which is why we need relational governance as well. 
 
4.3.3 Relational Mechanism that Influence Value Capture 

The cross-boundary team and the value capture is influenced through one relational 
governance mechanism. Second, when an orchestrator increases the interdependence in 
terms of socialization and reciprocal behavior, Gaertner et al. (1990) found that this has 
positive effects on cooperation and reduces the bias among stakeholders. Interdependence 
establishes trust and because trust is vital for the fluency in decision making on the value 
capturing task. These mechanisms, are in their turn, great predicters also for the ease of value 
capturing decisions as Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) argued. Therefore, it is important that a 
fieldlab orchestrator uses these mechanisms to influence the performance of the cross-
boundary fieldlab team positively.    
 
DP2.2: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), motivating socialization is 
important (I), because this enhances the interdependence between cross-boundary team 
members (M), which leads to higher levels of trust and more fluent value capturing (O).   
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 4.4 Conclusion on Chapter 4: Theory 

 The theoretical analysis posed to answer sub-research question 1 as well as deriving 
research-based design principles. This is done via a literature study that incorporates two 
important models that complemented each other as well as detailed mechanisms on the 
interaction of the two. These interactions were elaborated to answer question 1 as well as 
deriving several research-based design principles on the governance of value creation and 
capture. These research-based design principles will be synthesized along with the practice-
based design principles of chapter 5 in order to construct a final set of design principles (Van 
Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008). The next chapter represents the empirical analysis 
of the interviews, focus group, and documentation. 
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Chapter 5: Empirical Analysis 
The previous chapter discussed the theoretical background, the integrated framework, 

gave an answer to the theoretical research question 1, and derived following research-based 
design principles. Now we know what is available in current literature, to bridge the gap of 
research and practice we can explore the current practice of open innovation fieldlabs. 
Consequently, this chapter encompasses practice-based research with an empirical analysis 
of the interviews and focus group. The full analysis of the interviews can be found in appendix 
C. This analysis gives the answer to sub-research question 2: “How is value created and 
captured in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process currently governed?”. 

The structure of this chapter is as follows; first, the value creation within the existing 
fieldlabs is discussed with the current learnings about contractual and relational governance. 
Second, the value capture is discussed with insights about the distribution of value and 
contractual and relational governance. Finally, the sub research question 2 is answered. This 
chapter also derives practice-based design principles in order to compare them with the 
research-based principles of chapter 4.  
 

5.1 Governance of Value Creation in Fieldlabs 

As mentioned in the introduction, open innovation fieldlabs are relatively new and not 
much is covered in research. In order for fieldlab stakeholders to capture value intensive 
collaboration and knowledge sharing has to be reached. Therefore, interviewees were asked 
about the current experiences with knowledge mobility and the creation of value in existing 
fieldlabs. In addition, they were asked how these goals for value creation were set and 
communicated at what costs, as well as the current governance mechanisms that are in place 
to maximize the potential. 

 
5.1.1 Value Creation in Fieldlabs 

 As derived from literature, value is created in open innovation fieldlabs when existing 
knowledge and resources of different organizations are used to create new products, services, 
or capabilities (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). This means that it is vital to encourage the value 
creation between partners in a fieldlab. Three insights were derived from the interviews to 
assess the current value creation in existing fieldlabs. 

First, interviewees mentioned that it was not clear how and if the multiple projects are 
helping towards achieving the goal set in the advisory group of the overall fieldlab. The lack of 
transparency creates doubts towards effectiveness and therefore lowers commitment. As 
fieldlab stakeholder A1 poses it: “We do not have our goals specific enough at the overall 
fieldlab, on the project level we learn a lot but I do not know if those projects are leading us to 
the main goal we set at the beginning.”  

Second, relating to the lack of transparency in project effectiveness towards the goal, 
three interviewees mentioned that they believe in the fieldlab collaboration but find it hard 
to justify the costs. This creates a barrier when investments have to be made, and fieldlab 
stakeholders have to create support at their organizations. Most importantly, interviewees 
mention that it all starts with a leveled playing field when it comes to costs, which means that 
costs are evenly distributed among all partners considering the size of the organization. 
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Third, in fieldlab CAMINO consisting out of multiple projects, four interviewees 
mentioned that it is hard to share knowledge because projects often have no technological or 
organizational overlap. Besides, it is also hard to share knowledge with projects in different 
parts of the Netherlands. This seems more a problem for fieldlabs that have no shared co-
location than fieldlabs that have. 

 
 These insights lead to the following practice-based design principle:  

A. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating transparency 
in what activities lead to the set goal at what costs is important (I), because this 
increases the commitment from members (M), which motivates the value creation 
(O). 

B. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), sharing a co-location 
helps (I), because it stimulates interaction to find better overlap (M), which 
increases the potential value creation through knowledge mobility (O). 

 
5.1.2 Contractual Governance of Value Creation in Fieldlabs 

 The interviews also intended to give insights about the contractual governance 
mechanisms that influence the value creation in fieldlabs. Four insights were derived from the 
analyzed interviews. 

First, it has found it is not always easy to commit innovative firms to fulfill the needs 
of a sector or firm in demand for a solution. Due to this difficulty, making a critical selection is 
not easy because the fieldlab may end up with no members at all. It is the anxiety of potential 
members that no significant new knowledge is acquired because of more standard and 
obvious solutions instead of radically new. 

Second, a fieldlab is officially seen as a temporary construct to explore and experiment 
with new technologies. This temporary aspect is seen as a barrier for members to invest in 
and being committed. This lowers the potential value creation in fieldlabs.  

Third, the mutual investment of members in a fieldlab is seen as a statement of 
interdependence and is present in all the fieldlabs. Multiple interviewees mentioned that they 
see this investment as a means to demotivate free riding and opportunistic behavior. 
However, it is already difficult to commit innovative firms and this mutual investment is often 
not realistic for start-ups or small firms. Besides, letting members invest is also hard due to 
the lack of cost-benefit transparency.  

Fourth, not only contracts show that there is a collaboration but also how this 
collaboration should evolve is essential. Because interviewees identified that at the project 
level technical knowledge is shared quite easily, however, at a higher level in the fieldlab 
knowledge sharing between multiple different projects is limited. This is because the 
communication and learning goals are not specified. In other words, bridging the gap between 
projects seems a problem.   
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These insights lead to the following practice-based design principle: 
C. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), doing mutual 

investments with all the stakeholders is important (I), because it creates 
interdependence (M), which motivates active participation and thus value creation 
(O). 

D. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), specifying 
communication of learnings at the top and across projects helps (I), because it 
increases the interdependence (M), and stimulates the value creation (O). 

 
5.1.2 Relational Governance of Value Creation in Fieldlabs 

Besides the contractual governance mechanisms, the interviews gave insights into the 
relational mechanisms to enhance value creation in fieldlabs. Three insights were derived 
from the analyzed interviews. 

First, interviewees see it like a pro that fieldlabs are part of an overarching network. In 
the case of fieldlab CAMINO, CAPELLA, ZEPHYROS, and CAMPIONE, this network is called 
World Class Maintenance and is a nation-wide network concerning maintenance. Because 
potential stakeholders are already known via the network, it is easier to know what to expect 
from others from each other which enhances the trust in a fieldlab. Interviewee C1 mentioned 
especially: “The stakeholder firms that are less involved are those that were not recruited from 
the existing network. This could have two reasons; namely, it takes longer to trust each other, 
or we didn’t know what to expect from a stakeholder, and it disappointed.” This is also what 
the expert interviewee E1 acknowledged. Fieldlabs like CAMINO are firmly embedded in 
existing networks which enhances the trust and commitment. 

Second, interviewees mentioned that when there are late or new entrants in fieldlabs, 
trust is lowered and relations need to settle one more time. This also underlines the first 
insight. Also, it is seen and proven as valuable to first establish a good relationship with all the 
potential stakeholders before going into contractual details creates a better knowledge flow.  

Third, some project teams mention that they have workshops and other activities 
together. This is mainly to establish trust and get to know each other better. It is also 
interesting that is helps to create insight into other stakeholders’ organizations and their 
problems or challenges. With potentially more overlap or mutual challenges, more knowledge 
is shared. 

 
These insights lead to the following practice-based design principles: 
E. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), involving stakeholders 

from existing networks is helpful (I), because it creates trust and realistic 
expectations (M), which increases the value creation (O). 

F. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), being careful in letting 
in late entrants is important (I), because it preserves the trust in the team (M), 
which stimulates the value creation (O). 

G. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), organizing additional 
workshops and activities helps (I), because it creates trust and interdependence 
(M), which increases the value creation (O). 

 



 

 27 

5.2 Governance of Value Capture in Fieldlabs 

Stakeholders expect to benefit from fieldlabs individually as well as achieving the 
shared goal. Interviewees were asked about the perceived value capturing in fieldlabs and the 
fluency of distribution of value. Also, the interviews tend to give insights into current 
governance mechanisms that are in place to maximize this capturing potential. However, since 
all projects in the fieldlabs are still ongoing, none could reflect upon a finished project. 
 
5.2.1 Value Capture in Fieldlabs 

The perceived benefits are the reason why stakeholder commit to fieldlab projects. 
They acknowledge the urge to experiment with new technologies and take on challenges of 
sectors, but there is also individual value capturing motives. In the interviews with the fieldlab 
stakeholders, five different individual benefits were identified. 

1. Four interviewees said that they expect to create value by having a membership 
in the fieldlab and the overarching network World Class Maintenance. Building 
such a network is perceived as creating value and significance. 

2. One interviewee mentioned that the existing fieldlab and successful pilot projects 
helped as means for lobbying in their organization since successful projects are 
proof that certain investments are justifiable. This holds especially true for larger 
organizations since employees are exposed to bureaucratic decision making.  

3. Projects give legitimacy to organizations as three interviewees mentioned. Pilots 
with new products or technologies in sectors can serve as success stories to gain 
a larger market share.  

4. Relating to legitimacy, four interviewees mentioned that it is all about learning to 
work in a specific domain and learning to implement a technology or way of 
working.  

5. Government stakeholders mention that the fieldlab is a mean to boost the 
regional industry and create a research location of significance.  

All interviewees mentioned that it is essential to map the perceived value capture and 
motives of each stakeholder. When all stakeholders are transparent about their individual goal 
it is easier to trust each other and therefore to manage expectations and collaborate in 
information sharing. 

Besides, two more insights were derived concerning the value capturing in existing 
fieldlabs. First, interviewees mention that it is essential to have an industry firm on board in 
fieldlab projects because they represent economic value in the future. This allows the project 
team to make more significant investments. Besides, interviewees find that knowledge 
institutions also essential in the capturing of value in terms of knowledge back into science. 
Thus, it is vital that all triple helix organizations are on board in order to create and capture 
value in a synergistic way.  

Second, much knowledge is shared and stakeholders mention that they learn a lot as 
a person. However, the capturing of that knowledge is harder because stakeholders find it 
hard to distribute it to their organization. 
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These insights lead to the following practice-based design principles: 
H. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), mapping perceived 

value capture and motives per stakeholder is important (I), because it creates trust 
and realistic expectations (M), which helps the fluent value capture decisions (O). 

I. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), having the triple helix 
organizations on board in a project helps (I), because it enhances the possibilities 
of larger investments due to future value (M), which enhances the synergy in 
potentially more value capture (O).  

 
5.2.2 Contractual Governance of Value Capture in Fieldlabs 

The interviews intended to give insights about the contractual governance 
mechanisms that influence the value capture in fieldlabs. Two central insights were derived 
from the analyzed interviews. 

First, interviewees find it hard to assess if the benefits captured at the end of a fieldlab 
project justify the costs. This is due to the uncertain outcome of these innovation networks. 
Besides, several admitted that the cost-benefit is not transparent.  

Second, several interviewees mentioned that it is no problem that there is no certainty 
and contract about who captures what value. Stakeholders that provide dominant knowledge 
or technologies have the right to own intellectual property at the end of a project. They are 
also confident that the distribution will not be a problem. It seems like every distinct 
stakeholder in a project is after something else. However, it must be said that all projects are 
ongoing and no interviewees were in a project that is near the end. 
 

These insights lead to the following practice-based design principles: 
J. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), specifying the cost-

benefit is important (I), because it creates transparent and realistic expectations 
(M), which makes it easier to distribute value to the rightful owner (O).  

 
5.2.3 Relational Governance of Value Capture in Fieldlabs  

Besides the contractual governance mechanisms, the interviews gave insights into the 
relational mechanisms to enhance value capture in fieldlabs. Two insights were derived from 
the analyzed interviews. 

First, several interviewees mentioned that the knowledge institutions lack interest in 
intensive collaboration in a project because knowledge institutions are approached for a lot 
of different projects and can therefore choose. Because of this, the relation between 
knowledge institutions and other stakeholders is not very strong. This could hinder the value 
capturing decisions at the end of a fieldlab project. 

Second, the capturing and distribution of value is according to interviewees a give and 
take process that possibly heats up when the stakes get higher. How this will unfold cannot 
be reflected yet. However, there are doubts by some industry stakeholders about the fluency 
in decision making and distributing this value due to governmental organizations. They fear 
bureaucratic, inflexible decision making.   
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These insights lead to the following practice-based design principles: 
K. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), setting relational norms 

up front helps (I), because it becomes easier to guide and adjust when the stakes 
get higher (M), which helps fluent value capturing decisions (O). 

 

5.3 Conclusion on Chapter 5: Empirical Analysis 

 The empirical analysis aimed at gaining insight into current practices through 
conducting interviews and a focus group at several operating fieldlabs in the Netherlands. In 
this way, sub-research question 2 is answered as well as practice-based design principles are 
derived. These practice-based design principles will be synthesized along with the research-
based design principles of chapter 4 into a final set of design (Van Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & 
Reymen, 2008). The following chapter will describe the diagnosis and solution design. 
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Chapter 6: Diagnosis & Solution Design 
 In this chapter, the introduced problem statement is diagnosed by combining the 
theoretical insights of the literature study with the empirical insights of the interviews and 
focus group. After that, a solution design is proposed in order to solve the main problems 
diagnosed in the analyzed fieldlabs. First, a final set of design principles are synthesized by 
confronting the research-based design principles of chapter 4 with the practice-based design 
principles of chapter 5. Second, on the basis of the answers to sub-research question 2, a 
diagnosis is formed. Third and last, on the basis of the final design principles, solution 
directions are formed and a solution design is posed. 
 

 6.1 Synthesized Design Principles 

 In this part, before diagnosing the problem statement, the research-based and 
practice-based design principles are confronted in order to establish a final set of design 
principles which is shown in table 6.2 (Van Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008). This is 
done by confronting similar concepts and themes of both principles from practice and 
research. The matched practices and theories are shown in an overview in table 6.1 which 
tells what practice-based principles were matched with what research-based principles to 
construct the final principle. The complete of the confrontation and synthesis of design 
principles can be found in Appendix D. The overlap in design principles from theory and 
practice was substantial, but there were some minor nuances in the mechanisms or posed 
outcomes. 
 

Practice-based principle Final DP Research-based principle 
(A) Mapping activities for value 
creation 

I (1.0) Adner (2012); Dhanaraj & 
Parkhe (2006) 

(B) Specification of communication II (1.1) Joshi (2009); Mascitelli (2000); 
Eisenhardt (1989) 

(C) Doing mutual investments III (1.2) Gulati & Sytch (2007) 
(B) Having a shared co-location 
(E) Involving stakeholders from existing 
networks 
(F) Awareness by letting in late entrants 
(G) Team bonding with additional 
activities 

IV (1.3) Meijer (2013); Sethi (2000) 

(H) Mapping value capture motives 
(I) Involving diverse stakeholders 

V (2.0) Ritala et al. (2013); Baldwin 
(2015) 

(J) Specifying cost benefit per 
stakeholder 

VI (2.1) De Vries (2017); Poppo & 
Zenger (2002) 

(K) Setting relational norms up front VII (2.2) Gaertner et al. (1990); 
Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006) 

Table 6.1. Synthesis of matching practice and research into a final set of design principles. 
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#  Final Design Principles in CIMO format 
I. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating transparency 

by mapping activities to account for the set goals is important (I), because 
stakeholders will be more committed (M), which enhances the value (O).  

II. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating contracts that 
describe the communications helps (I), because it enhances active knowledge 
sharing participation (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 

III. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating shared goals 
and doing mutual investments is important (I), because it creates 
interdependence between members (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 

IV. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), create a stable team, 
preferably from an existing network, or do extensive team bonding, or have a 
shared co-location helps (I), because this stimulates trust and attachment to the 
team (M), which enhances value creation (O). 

V. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), mapping potential 
value capture by stakeholders with their motives is important (I), because it sets 
realistic expectations (M) which stimulates fluent value capturing (O). 

VI. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating highly specific 
insights in each stakeholders’ investment and benefits helps (I), because it 
enhances transparency and retractability (M), to stimulate fluent and fair value 
capturing (O).  

VII. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), setting relational 
guidelines and promoting socialization helps (I), because this enhances the trust 
and interdependence (M), which stimulates fluent value capturing (O). 

Table 6.2. Synthesized and final design principles from both theory and practice. 
 

6.2 Diagnosis in Current Fieldlab Practices  

 The diagnosis for the current operating fieldlabs managed by Hello New Day is done 
via the answer on sub research question 2. These will help to identify main problems in current 
practice with the help of the synthesized design principles. A schematic overview of the 
diagnoses and how they relate to the theoretical based perspective can be seen in figure 6.1. 
below. In total, five problems are diagnosed, three in the process of governing value creation, 
and two in the process of governing value capturing. 
 

 
Figure 6.1. Diagnoses placed in the framework based on Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006) and de 

Vries (2017). 
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6.2.1 Diagnosis for the Governance of Value Creation 

 Based on the answer to sub-research question 2: “How is value created and captured 
in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process currently governed?”, the following three 
problems are diagnosed in the value creation governance in fieldlabs. Furthermore, a solution 
direction is posed for each diagnosis. 
 

Diagnosis 1 (D1) – If we look at the management of value creation in general, activities 
and projects within fieldlabs lack the transparency for contributing to the fieldlab goal. 
Therefore, it is hard for fieldlab members to assess whether the fieldlab should fund specific 
projects or activities. Besides, this could raise questions about whether certain projects are 
the right ones to commit. Because of uncertainty about effectiveness toward the overall 
fieldlab goal, commitment is potentially harmed in the team. According to Dhanaraj & Parkhe 
(2006), this commitment is essential in order to have sufficient knowledge flow in the fieldlab 
and maximize the innovation outcome. 

The current communication towards members about projects and fieldlab goals is not 
transparent enough. Projects are for creating particular technical solutions while the goal of 
the fieldlab is a rather big vision for the future. More specific goals could help to create 
interdependence between the projects and the goal like in the goal setting theory (Locke & 
Latham, 1990). They say that very specific and difficult goals lead to better performance than 
vague or easy goals. Besides, by mapping the different projects and activities, the overview 
could provide clear communication toward whether a project is sufficient in contributing to 
the goal (Adner, 2012). 
 Solution direction for D1 – A fieldlab tries to solve a challenge in a particular industry, 
but it is difficult to translate such a vague moonshot into clear and attainable goals. Dividing 
it per sector is an option; however, sectors need to relate back to the overall vision as well as 
to the specific projects and activities. Goals set at the fieldlab must have the following 
characteristics: clarity, challenge, commitment, feedback, task complexity (Locke & Latham, 
1990). This is potentially not enough. In order to create accountability and transparency, it is 
recommended to map the different activities and projects in an overview so that it is highly 
retractable how these projects contribute to the overall goal (Adner, 2012; Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 
2006; Gulati & Sytch, 2007). The solution direction is therefore based on final design principles 
I and III (see table 6.2), and are grounded in literature and practice with two interventions 
namely shared goals and an activity or value map. In addition, the theory about goal setting 
from Locke & Latham (1990) is added to specify how to implement shared goals. 
 
 Diagnosis 2 (D2) – When looking at the intersection of contractual governance and the 
process of value creation; the communication in higher levels of the fieldlab is not specified 
and lowers the flow of knowledge. The reason for this is that members find it is hard to see 
overlap with all different projects and sectors that collaborate in the fieldlab. Most members 
try to seek clear technical overlap to share knowledge. Although there is overlap in 
organizational challenges as well, members find it hard to identify this. It is therefore essential 
to specify communication in agreements.  

The current flow of knowledge is not specified enough, and this lowers the 
interdependence between fieldlab members. It is essential to create interdependence 
because this enhances explorative knowledge sharing crucial for innovation (Joshi, 2009; 
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Mascitelli, 2000). Interdependence can be achieved by specifying and defining goals that 
emphasize knowledge mobility and value creation (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Solution direction for D2 – In order to create interdependence via agreements and 
enhance the value creation in the fieldlab, it is crucial to distinguish communication and 
knowledge streams between different levels in the fieldlab (e.g., projects, the board, and per 
sector) (Mascitelli, 2000). De Vries (2017) addressed this with periodical revisions of 
knowledge documents and knowledge management sessions. The solution direction is 
therefore based on final design principle II (see table 6.2), and is grounded in literature and 
practice with one intervention namely specification of communication in agreements. 
 
 Diagnosis 3 (D3) – When looking at the intersection of relational governance and the 
process of value creation, this diagnosis is based on two findings revolving around trust and 
shared identity: (1) The entry of additional members in a later phase of the project harms the 
levels of trust in a fieldlab. Currently, there is no deadline or specific procedure for the decision 
making for extending the fieldlab team. Relations between organizations are already defined 
in later stages making it harder to divide the roles and ties one more time.  

(2) Not having a shared co-location harms the amount of interaction and trust building 
to find overlap for knowledge sharing. For the fieldlab, some projects revolve around a central 
asset which is visited by the members. However, no mutual office is available. These two 
findings relate to the level identification and trust with the team which is a crucial mechanism 
for enhancing sharing knowledge.   
 Solution direction for D3 – To create a shared identity it is essential to have a stable, 
clearly defined team and a physical environment that represents the team. First, based on 
theories of Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006), and Cooper (2008) it could help to have clear gates 
and deadlines when moving to the next phase in a fieldlab project. Also, do not allow to revisit 
a gate/phase all the time but be carefully juxtaposing the pros and cons for changing the team 
if necessary. Second, the physical location is based upon the practice input found in one of the 
fieldlab cases. A physical location could help to enhance the interaction and interdependence 
between fieldlab members, stimulating value creation. The solution direction is therefore 
based on final design principle IV (see table 6.2), and is grounded in literature and practice 
with two interventions namely having a stable team and a shared co-location. 
 
6.2.2 Diagnosis for the Governance of Value Capture 

 Based on the answers to sub research question 2: “How is value created and captured 
in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process currently governed?”, the following two 
problems are diagnosed in the value capture governance in fieldlabs. Furthermore, a solution 
direction is posed for each diagnosis. 
  
 Diagnosis 4 (D4) – When we look at the intersection of contractual governance and the 
process of value capture, the transparency of members’ investments and consecutive benefits 
is rather low which could potentially harm the value distribution in the end of a fieldlab 
project. The current investments in fieldlabs are agreed upon in a contract, however the 
invested knowledge, equipment and working hours is less transparent. When the cost-benefit 
transparency is low, the retractability of fair value distribution becomes harder. The fieldlab 
team will be more prone to conflicts because members are not involved during the project 
with each other investments. This can possibly hinder value distribution negotiations in the 
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future/end of a fieldlab project. However, due to the uncertain characteristics of fieldlabs it is 
hard to quantify the benefits per member.  
 Solution direction for D4 – The solution direction for diagnosis 4 highly related to the 
mechanism and theory behind solution direction for diagnosis 2. The specifications of 
investments will have a positive effect on the fluency of value capturing decisions, like 
specification of communication will have on value creation (Poppo & Zenger, 2002; De Vries, 
2017). However, the intervention itself is in line with the mapping of value (input/output) from 
diagnosis and solution direction 1. The solution direction is based on principle VI (see table 
6.2), and is grounded in literature and practice. The intervention can also be incorporated in 
value maps of the solution direction for diagnosis 1 as an integral solution.  
 
 Diagnosis 5 (D5) – Finally, when we look at the intersection of relational governance 
and the process of value capture, the lack of relational norms about the value capturing 
decisions is making it harder to guide and adjust when the stakes get higher. Because of the 
uncertain characteristics of the outcome per stakeholder, it is essential to have an emphasis 
on the relational aspects to guide this process. Members have value capturing concerns and 
will show more opportunistic behavior when relational norms and interparty trust are lacking. 
When this occurs, it is possible that a free rider does not have input themselves but takes 
away potential ideas unfairly (Teece, 2000). It has proven that interparty trust has a positive 
effect on the value capturing decisions and lowers the potential conflicts.  
 Solution direction for D5 – In order to establish trust and have a fluent value capturing 
process it is essential to create trust, procedural justice (Macaulay, 1963; Williamson, 1985). 
Procedural justice can be achieved by setting relational guidelines encompassing the value 
capture. Besides, promoting socialization creates trust and also has a positive effect on value 
capture decisions which is already implemented in the fieldlabs. The solution direction is 
therefore based on principle VII (see table 6.2), and is grounded in literature and practice with 
two interventions namely setting relational norms and promoting socialization. 
 

 6.4 Solution Designs 

 The diagnoses and solution directions of 6.3 are further developed in a solution design. 
In order to come to a solution design, the initial solution directions are extended with a 
creative leap and describe how to implement them. Subsequently, the justification of the 
solution design is described because it is not implemented and no effect can be observed. 

To be able to give an overview of the positioning of the recommendations that follow, 
figure 6.2. shows an overview of the current process for establishing a fieldlab. The process 
for setting up a new fieldlab is carried out by Hello New Day and starts with an orientation 
phase (0). In this phase the focus is on the infrastructural object (or asset owner in general) 
and consists of a kick-off meeting, sharing individual ambitions, setting mutual ambitions and 
goals, setting an agreement for collaboration. In the next phase (1) new partners according to 
the set goals and ambitions will be selected. These partners will bid with their new 
technologies or skills for a place in one of the possible projects within the fieldlab. Once the 
agreement is set, the next phase (2) can start with the actual pilots or experiments on the 
asset owner’s infrastructural object. If the pilot is successful, a business case will be explored 
and scaled. After the scale-up, the end of the project is near with an evaluation and reflection 
phase (3). The total duration of a typical fieldlab is 1-3 years. 
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Figure 6.2. Phases for establishing a Fieldlab (Ogink, 2019). 

 
 With the current process in mind, the following three recommendations are posed; 
increasing transparency, enhancing interdependence, and improving team stability. Some 
solution directions of the previous part are combined because several they were not mutually 
exclusive or somehow linked. An overview of the recommendations is shown in table 6.3. 
below with an indication in which phase to use.  
 

Use in Recommendation Based on Direction 
Phase 0 till 3 increasing transparency with the 

mapping of value creation and 
consecutive investments to achieve 
fieldlab goal. (D1 & D4) 

1; value map with a shared goal 
(Adner, 2012) (Locke & Latham, 
1990). 
4; specifications of investments 
(Poppo & Zenger, 2002). 

Phase 0 till 3 Improving communication and 
interdependence for value creation 
with specified communication and a 
shared co-location.  (D2 & D3) 

2; Specifications of 
communication (Mascitelli, 
2000).  
3; Shared co-location. 

Phase 0 Improving team stability by setting 
deadlines for entrants and relational 
norms for value capturing up front. (D3 
& D5) 

3; Stricter gates for entrants 
(Cooper R. , 2008). 
5; Setting relational norms 
(Williamson, 1985). 

Table 6.3. Overview of recommendations in designated phases. 
 

The solution designs should help to implement particular governance mechanisms that 
improves the currently sub-optimal value creation and capture in open innovation fieldlabs 
governed by Hello New Day. 

 
6.4.1 Recommendation 1: Mapping for Transparency, Commitment, and Retractability 

 This recommendation addresses diagnoses 1 and 4: The lack of transparency in cost-
benefits for projects accounting to the fieldlab goal and the lack of insights in each other 
specific investments. It is based on the solution direction 1 and 4 to create transparency by 
mapping the value creation and consecutive member specific investments in order to achieve 
and account for the fieldlab goal. The solution design for this recommendation is created to 
have three effects: 
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First, it helps to create instant insight into project activities and how they relate to the 
mutual value creation in a fieldlab. This value creation and project specific outcome is then 
very easily linked to an overall fieldlab goal to create a clear overview of how activities 
contribute (Adner, 2012).  

Second, in this value map, it is very easy to incorporate different inputs and 
investments per project member to create an instant overview of how the activities of that 
member relate to the other to have a retractable overview when value capturing decisions 
have to be made near the end of a project (Mascitelli, 2000).  

Third and final, the mutual created solution or value could then flow into benefits for 
each member specific to have each motive on an overview and motivate members to show 
commitment (Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). Besides, it is crucial to incorporate a well-
defined, shared goal to this value map to specifically challenge members of a fieldlab. For 
instance, many fieldlabs have a goal like “100% predictive maintenance”; however, this is not 
quickly achievable (Locke & Latham, 1990). Locke & Latham (1990) posed the following 
characteristics: clarity, challenge, commitment, feedback, and task clarity. 

The value map has to be used and updated throughout a fieldlab project and is best to 
be reviewed each progress meeting, for instance, to keep expectations up to date. When 
having multiple projects in one fieldlab, it is also useful to draw links between different value 
maps. Connecting activities and resources could help in creating an extra flow of knowledge. 
A fictional schematic overview of a value map is shown in figure 6.3.  

  

 
Figure 6.3. Fictional value map with incorporated investments and benefits per member. 

 
6.4.2 Recommendation 2: Enhancing Interdependence for Value Creation 

 This recommendation addresses diagnoses 2 and 3. These diagnoses were about the 
lowered value creation across fieldlab projects because the communication was not specified 
enough, and having lower interdependence by not having a shared co-location. It is based 
upon the solution directions 2 and 3 to create a specified communication and a knowledge 
sharing plan in an agreement and create additional interdependence (Mascitelli, 2000).  
 For the specifications in communication to enhance knowledge mobility it is important 
to have regular meetings about learnings in the fieldlab, define learnings and topics per 
member/organization, and document them (e.g., in an online environment). Without 
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documentation, it is difficult to share knowledge and preserve it for other organizations, 
fieldlabs or projects. Besides, the documentation can help a member of a fieldlab 
communicate knowledge to their organization, which is otherwise remaining only a personal 
experience. This documentation that could be weekly or monthly updated could include; key 
highlights, event updates, challenges/issues, new projects, and new members. To enrich the 
documentation and to make it effective, a process could be established. A well-informed 
theoretical process that could be adopted is one of Gonzalez & Martins (2017) shown in table 
6.4 below.  

Besides the recommendation of adopting a knowledge management process or 
documentation platform, another recommendation could contribute to enhancing the 
interdependence. Because a lot of learnings and interactions come from unplanned 
encounters, it is worth to considerate to have a shared location for fieldlab teams. This is also 
one of the recommendations that are probably the hardest to implement because of the extra 
investment and decisions about the location of the shared space.  

 
Phase Objective Implementable Actions 
Acquisition (Lopez & 
Estevez, 2012) 

Migrating internal and 
external insights from tacit to 
explicit knowledge in learning 
process. 

- Encouraging trial and error 
- Establishing partnerships 

Storage (Walsh & 
Ungson, 1991) 

Forming an organizational 
memory by structuring and 
processing learnings and 
knowledge. 

- Identification and registration 
- Use of IT tools to capture 
knowledge 
 

Distribution (Levine & 
Prietula, 2012) 

Dissemination of knowledge 
between individuals and 
organizations. 

- Encouraging social contact 
- Working actively in groups 
- Use of IT tools to distribute 

Use (Volberda et al., 
2010) 

Knowledge being exploited or 
explored again by 
organizations and individuals. 

- Development of activities and 
processes 
- Improving services and products 

Table 6.4. Knowledge management phases with implementable actions (Gonzalez & Martins, 
2017). 

 
6.4.3 Recommendation 3: Improving Team Stability for Value Capture 

This recommendation addresses diagnoses 3 and 5. These diagnoses were about the 
lowered team stability for due to the lack of deadlines, and the lack of relational norms for 
value capturing decisions. The recommendation is based upon the solution directions 3 and 5 
to create stricter gates for entrants and setting relational norms for value capturing decisions 
(Cooper, 2008; Williamson, 1985).  
 First, gates and deadlines help in encouraging members to get results as well, which 
keeps the momentum in the fieldlab (and thus awareness and engagement). Since the process 
of establishing a fieldlab looks and feels a lot like a stage-gate model, certain principles can be 
adopted. It will help to set tangible and transparent goals for the fieldlab. Besides, it will allow 
for explicit pre-defined moments of evaluation and assessment of the fieldlab status giving a 
clear outlook for potential members. 
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Second, relational norms for the value capturing decisions could be made explicit in 
the new established team that has to collaborate. To discuss future difficulties in the beginning 
of the fieldlab could take away the taboo around benefitting from the fieldlab as an individual. 
It could also help with setting expectations and lowering uncertainties. Noordewier et al. 
(1990), Walker & Poppo (1991), and Heide & John (1992) showed that, as orchestrators 
discuss three relational norms of collaboration, expectations about continuity, and the 
communication strategies, they will observe higher levels of co-operation instead of 
competition, less opportunism, and more adaptable relationships. 
 

 6.5 Conclusion on Chapter 6: Diagnosis & Solution Design 

The diagnosis and solution design chapter ought to synthesize the practice-based and 
theory-based principles into final design principles (Van Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 
2008). With these principles both derived from practice and theory, a diagnosis is made on 
the current fieldlab practices in order to improve. With these five diagnoses, solution 
directions were posed for the fieldlabs currently governed by Hello New Day. The five solution 
directions were then further developed into three complete solution designs and 
recommendations via a creative leap. The next and last chapter will give answer to the sub 
and main research questions in a conclusion and discussion. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusion & Discussion 
The current literature about open innovation fieldlabs is scarce, dispersed and show a 

somewhat experimental and ambiguous field of research. Besides, practice is already carrying 
out projects in a fieldlab construct that are not yet covered in theory. Concerning the value 
creation and capture, a lot of conceptual and descriptive research is conducted on what it 
could potentially mean for open innovation. However, the precise mechanisms on how to 
govern and drive these processes in the ambiguous field of open innovation are limited 
(Jacobides et al., 2018; Azzam et al., 2017; Pellinen et al., 2012). There is inadequate 
knowledge on how to account for the uncertainty that is feared by potential members of 
fieldlabs (Dess, et al., 2003). This uncertainty could harm the commitment and alignment in 
fieldlab teams and hampers the maximization of value creation and capture (Andries, 
Debackere, & van Looy, 2013).  
 To address for this, this thesis created a set of final design principles that help 
practitioners and researchers to account for the uncertainty in the value creation and capture 
in open innovation fieldlabs. The conclusion regarding the research questions, practical, as 
well as theoretical contributions, and the limitations are discussed below. 
 

7.1 Conclusion 

In order to answer the main research question of this thesis; ‘How can governance 
mechanisms optimize and maximize the value creation and capture in fieldlab projects?’, 
several sub-questions were posed: 

1. By theoretical deliberation and integration, the following sub-question was answered: 
What type of value creation and capture is possible in open innovation fieldlabs and 
what are the key governance mechanisms for this process?  

2. Through gathering and analyzing empirical data, the next sub-question was answered: 
How is value created and captured in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process 
currently governed? 

3. Through combining and evaluating theoretical and practical insights, the following sub-
question was answered: How can insights, derived from the current literature and 
empirical data, be used to improve the capability of Hello New Day in governing the 
value creation and capture in open innovation fieldlabs? 

 
7.1.1 Answer to Sub-Research Question 1 

Based on the literature synthesized a framework was developed iteratively as shown 
in figure 7.1. With this figure and the interacting contractual and relational governance 
mechanisms for the creation and capture of value, research question 1 is answered.  

Value is created in fieldlabs when knowledge is shared between network members. In 
other words, it is created through new combinations of existing knowledge and capabilities 
that exist within the network (Kogut & Zander, 1996; Schumpeter, 1961). This knowledge and 
these capabilities will continue to grow when the network matures, and more experiments 
are conducted. In order to govern and optimize this process, an orchestrator needs to adopt 
both contractual as well as relational governance mechanisms because contracts are not 
sufficient on their own (De Vries, 2017). First, specificity of the communication could be 
incorporated in contracts in order to stimulate this value creation (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
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Mascitelli, 2000; Joshi, 2009). Second, several relational interventions can be implemented 
like creating shared goals and shared identification and ownership in order to optimize the 
flow of knowledge between open innovation network teams (Gulati & Sytch, 2007; Meijer, 
2013; Sethi, 2000). 

Value capturing is defined as the internalization of the positive externalities that are 
created within the network. Contradictory to value creation, which is a multi-actor exchange 
process of ideas, knowledge, and materials, value capture is the use of those resources in 
future processes (Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). Control points in the network give the 
organizations strategic bottlenecks which they can exploit for capturing value (Ritala et al., 
2013; Baldwin, 2015). In order to govern and optimize this process, an orchestrator can adopt 
two contractual and relational governance mechanisms (De Vries, 2017). First, the investment 
per stakeholder should be included with high specificity in contracts in order to create 
retractability for value capturing decisions (Poppo & Zenger, 2002; De Vries, 2017). Second, 
an orchestrator should focus on creation socialization between team members to enhance 
trust for more fluent capturing decisions (Gaertner et al., 1990; Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). 

 
Figure 7.1. Integrated framework for governing open innovation fieldlabs. 

 
7.1.2 Answer to Sub-Research Question 2 

Research question 2 was answered according to the results of the empirical analysis of 
the interviews, focus group and documentation.  

For the value creation, the results showed that the currently operating fieldlabs are all 
about generating and sharing knowledge concerning a shared topic. This is how, according to 
all stakeholders, value is created. However, these projects lack transparency towards 
achieving the fieldlab overall goal which lowers the commitment. Besides, stakeholders find 
it hard to share knowledge when the technological or organizational overlap is not straight 
forward. Taken together these results suggest that the lack of outcome transparency is a 
reason that joint value creation needs to be stimulated through other mechanisms like 
governance. By analyzing the governance of these value creation processes, several 
conclusions were drawn. When speaking of contractual mechanisms, the temporary aspect 
makes it hard to commit firms because the effort is invested in a construct that has a due date. 
This problem is reinforced with a lack of cost-benefit transparency in contracts which could 
withhold stakeholders to invest. At the same time, this commitment is vital because mutual 
investments are proven to be very helpful in enhancing knowledge mobility and the creation 
of value. When turning to the relational mechanisms, existing networks are proven to be good 
predictors of trustful collaborations. When late or unknown entrants are permitted, trust in 
the overall network is lowered which hinders the value creation. At the same time, having a 
lot of additional activities with the project team stimulates this trust and interdependence. 
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Another interesting finding was that the specification of communication could be essential in 
stimulating value creation. 

When speaking of value capturing in fieldlabs, it was observed that this is done 
individually per organization in contrast to the value creation (knowledge sharing). Five types 
of values were identified as the most important and most mentioned by the interviewees. 
These were all non-monetary and exploratory or strategic. This underlines the experimental 
nature of fieldlabs. It is essential for stakeholders to know what other organizations are after 
in order to maximize each other value capture. In addition to this, all three types of 
organizations (governments, knowledge institutions, industry firms) were found very 
important in order to close the cycle of all value that needs to be distributed. Lastly, 
interviewees found it hard to capture their acquired knowledge from the fieldlab into their 
organization. The governance of these value capturing processes leads to the following 
conclusions. When speaking of contractual mechanisms, there were no mechanisms or 
interventions to guide the value capturing in fieldlabs because no projects are near that phase 
and it is hard to assess how this unfolds. Speaking of relational mechanisms to guide the value 
capture, setting norms before coming to the end of a project seems important since it will be 
harder to adjust and guide during termination-phase itself.  
 
7.1.3 Answer to Sub-Research Question 3 

Research question 3 was answered according to the diagnosis and solution design that 
followed from the insights of theory and practice. The diagnoses lay on the intersection of 
value creation and capture, and the relational and contractual governance as seen in figure 
7.2. When the principles were synthesized, the comparison found three diagnoses in the 
governance of value creation processes. First, (D1) activities and projects within fieldlabs lack 
the transparency for contributing to the fieldlab goal. Second, (D2) the communication in 
higher levels of the fieldlab is not specified and lowers the flow of knowledge. Third, (D3) the 
trust and shared identity is harmed due to the lack of clear deadlines for entrants and not be 
able to work together in a shared co-location.  

The comparison also found two diagnoses in the governance of value capturing 
processes. First, (D4) the transparency of members’ investments and the following benefits 
are rather low which could potentially harm the value distribution at the end of a fieldlab 
project. Second, (D5) the lack of relational norms about the value capturing decisions is 
making it harder to guide and adjust when ending a fieldlab project. Both of these diagnoses 
could create conflicts in the later stages of a fieldlab project when the value has to be 
distributed among members. 

These five diagnoses and solution directions were detailed and merged when possible, 
or when they were not mutually exclusive. In total three recommendations were made to 
address these diagnoses and improve the capabilities of Hello New Day in governing the value 
creation and capture in fieldlabs. These were; mapping value, enhancing interdependence 
(specify communications, knowledge management, shared location), and establishing 
relational norms.  
 
7.1.4 Answer to the Main Research Question 

 In relation to the main research question of this thesis, an orchestrator can optimize 
and maximize the value creation and capture in fieldlab projects by leveraging several 
contractual and relational governance mechanisms. On the one hand, literature does not 
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provide practice with the satisfying mechanisms and theories to govern such complex 
collaborations. On the other hand, practice is already carrying out projects regarding fieldlabs 
that are not yet covered in theory. Therefore, an integrated framework from theory was 
drawn and methodological guidelines with insights from practice in the form of design 
principles were created in order to provide guidance for fieldlab orchestrators. As indicated 
by several authors, by leveraging these mechanisms captured in a set of design the potential 
of these open innovation initiatives could be unlocked (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006; De Vries, 
2017; Chesbrough et al., 2018; Eisenhardt, 1989; Gulati & Sytch, 2007; Joshi, 2009; Mascitelli, 
2000; Meijer, 2013; Ritala et al., 2013; Sethi, 2000).  
 In line with what several authors have suggested, the aim of this research was to 
explore this relatively new field of open innovation projects by connecting research with 
practice. We did so by means of a design-oriented research project at Hello New Day, and 
made substantial contributions. What this means for theory and practice will be described in 
the next section. 
 

 7.2 Theoretical Contributions 

By viewing the governance of value creation and capture in open innovation fieldlabs, 
this thesis identified and combined several mechanisms on how to improve the potential 
innovation output. By combining and applying relational as well as contractual governance 
mechanisms that strengthen each other, firms are better capable of governing the uncertainty 
in such collaborations. It will help them to shift to a more mature and structured way of 
organizing the joint value creation and individual value capture. These insights have 
implications for the open innovation fieldlab literature as it defines and combines different 
streams of literature that could be beneficial to each other.  

First, this research identified the possible values created and captured in open 
innovation fieldlabs as current literature is very limited (Dess et al., 2003). As value is created 
jointly, it almost all comes down to the mobility of knowledge between the fieldlab member. 
This function of an open innovation fieldlab requires investment and effort from its members 
in order to create new combinations of existing knowledge and capabilities (Kogut & Zander, 
1996; Schumpeter, 1961). For the capture of value, it is contrasting to see that this is done 
individually per fieldlab member as an internalization of the positive externalities that are 
created within the network (Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). Main motives for organizations 
to be part of fieldlabs is because it can be of explorative, exploitative or strategic value for 
them. The two processes of joint creation and individual capture remain contradicting but 
cannot exist apart. The value creation that needs to be accomplished as a team play can be 
harmed by the process of contradicting motives in individual value capture (Chesbrough, Lettl, 
& Ritter, 2018). This also brings many challenges concerning the governance of these 
processes. 

Second, because of the contradicting and ambiguous processes of value creation and 
capture, it is essential to understand what works and what not while governing fieldlabs. This 
thesis contributes to the still dispersed knowledge on how to govern inter-organizational 
teams in fieldlabs utilizing relational and contractual mechanisms (Gassmann, Enkel, & 
Chesbrough, 2010). Because open innovation and its most essential functions are studied 
widely, but not address how the uncertainty in value creation and capture must be governed, 
this thesis made a start by connecting different streams of literature (Jacobides et al., 2018; 
Azzam et al., 2017; Pellinen et al., 2012). Connecting the ‘how’ to the ‘what’ in the form of 
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contractual and relational governance mechanisms in order to maximize the joint value 
creation and individual value capture. This thesis suggested several implementable 
interventions to address for this.  
 

7.3 Practical Contributions 

There are also several managerial implications that hold for Hello New Day as well as 
other organizations governing inter-organizational collaboration in open innovation fieldlabs. 
A core contribution is made toward helping organizations structure and optimizes the value 
creation and capture processes in open innovation fieldlabs with the help of implementable 
relational and contractual governance mechanisms. The deliberation and integration of an 
analysis from both theory and practice led to a set of final design principles that can be used 
by practitioners to evaluate their current governance method for value creation and capture 
in fieldlab teams. This new understanding, together with the existing design knowledge can 
be used to create and develop new design solutions to implement.  

As a result of the final design principles and the empirical analysis this thesis has found 
that implementing the recommended solution designs could potentially boost the value 
creation and capturing processes in open innovation fieldlabs. In addition, the individual 
mechanisms found and captured in the design principles can also empower managers to 
improve their decision making regarding inter-organizational teams, open innovation, and 
research collaborations. 

These mechanisms will help managers of open innovation fieldlabs to bridge the gaps 
of motives among industry, knowledge institutions and governmental organizations. A final 
contribution to practice is the note to managers that value creation and capturing is all about 
balancing the fine line of engaging in contractual and relational governance. Relational aspects 
are maybe the most important since not everything could and should be controlled. Uncertain 
outcomes that lie out of the control of agreements has to be substituted by trustworthy 
relations (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). It therefore requires a step away of pure 
return on investment thinking regarding these projects and increase the size of the pie for all 
organizations involved on the long run. 
 

7.4 Limitations and Future Research 

This thesis also has several limitations as well as suggestions for future research. The 
limitations, both internal and external in terms of validity are; the case study, the research 
context, the theoretical analysis, the researcher, the interviews, and the solution designs.  

Considering the external validity of this study, the case has its limitations because this 
research was conducted at a single firm which manages several fieldlabs, leaving out all other 
possibly different organized fieldlabs. This could harm the applicability of the final design 
principles to different fieldlabs. However, because of the theory informed principles, the 
governance mechanisms are for inter-organizational teams in general which allow managers 
to use the principles outside this research context.  

Considering the internal validity of this study, five limitations are identified. First, in 
addition to the case study, the context was also a limitation of this research. The research was 
conducted during a six months internship which makes it highly time and place dependent. It 
was therefore also not possible to assess projects and outcomes to the fullest because 
fieldlabs are usually long trajectories. This also leads room for discussion whether principles 
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can be used in different sequences since some problems might come up in the beginning while 
others come up at the end. Second, the broadness of the literature used in the theoretical 
analysis may have led to an overrepresentation of some papers and bodies of literature. This 
might have led to inaccurate predictions concerning the final design principles which have not 
been tested yet. However, to partially account for this, the graduate student has had extensive 
discussions with the academic supervisor about those statements. Third, this research is 
mostly conducted by a single graduate student only and also qualitative and thus subjective 
in nature. Although the student is supervised by two academic supervisors, it increases the 
researcher bias and possibly lowers the internal reliability and validity. To account for this, the 
graduate student used several protocols for interviewing, coding and conducting literature 
reviews. Fourth, the interviews and focus group were conducted with several fieldlab 
members, fieldlab managers and potential members making it primary data only. Although 
saturation in the interview data occurred, a further empirical link between the governance 
mechanisms and outcome of open innovation fieldlabs has to be established. Fifth and final, 
the solution designs that are constructed from the diagnoses and final design principles are 
not tested, and nothing can be said about the outcome they deliver. In order to increase its 
validity and generalizability, the designs need to be tested in different fieldlabs.  

Furthermore, this thesis proposes several future research directions. First, additional 
empirical testing of the synthesized design principles is needed to identify their real effect 
since this research was not able to test the outcomes. Moreover, it would be useful to further 
investigate the mechanisms from a design-science perspective to increase the knowledge 
about contextual implications of the interventions. More research at diverse cases would 
increase the quality of the set of design principles. Second, the link between contractual and 
relational governance and their sequence is of further interest since this research is the first 
that tried to integrate the strategic functions of open innovation to practical governance 
mechanisms that drives them. This would be of great interest for the orchestrators and firms 
that are trying to recruit partners for their fieldlabs and have fruitful collaborations. Third, it 
would be interesting to do further research on how to bridge the gap between different 
projects, since it is very hard to share knowledge between diverse fieldlabs and members. It 
is difficult and still unknown how to manage and share knowledge and data between different 
projects and members.  Finally, it could be of interest to investigate the impact and sequence 
of ending a fieldlab on its potential members and how to do this properly. What right way and 
time is to end a project is still unknown. 
  



 

 45 

References 
Adner, R. (2012). The Wide Lens: A New Strategy for Innovation. Portfolio Penguin. 
Ahuja, G. (2000). Collaboration networks, structural holes and innovation: A longitudinal 

study. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45: 425-455. 
Andries, P., Debackere, K., & van Looy, B. (2013). Simultaneous Experimentation as a 

Learning Strategy: Business Model Development Under Uncertainty. Strategic 
entrepreneurship journal, 7(4), 288-310. 

Atuahene-Gima, K. (2005). Resolving the Capability: Rigidity Paradox in New Product 
Innovation. Journal of Marketing, 69 (4), 61–83. 

Axelsson, B., & Wynstra, F. (2002). Buying business services. Chichester: John Wiley. 
Azzam, J., Ayerbe, C., & Dang, R. (2017). Using patents to orchestrate ecosystem stability: 

the case of a French aerospace company. International Journal of Technology 
Management, 75(1-4), 97-120. 

Baker, G., Gibbons, R., & Murphy, K. (2002). Relational Contracts and the Theory of the Firm. 
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 39-84. 

Baldwin, C. (2015). Bottlenecks, Modules and Dynamic Architectural Capabilities. Harvard 
Business School. 

Barringer, B., & Harrison, J. (2000). Waling a tightrope: creating value through international 
relationships. Journal of Management, 26(3), 367-403. 

Bogers, M. (2011). The open innovation paradox: knowledge sharing and protection in R&D 
collaborations. European Journal of Innovation Management, 93-117. 

Brown, J., & Duguid, P. (2001). Knowledge and organization: A social-practice perspective. 
Organization Science, 12: 198-213. 

Campbell, S., Shipp, S., Mulcahy, T., & Allen, T. (2009). Informing public policy on science and 
innovation: the Advanced Technology Program’s experience’. Journal of Technology 
Transfer, 304-319. 

Cao, Z., & Lumineau, F. (2015). Revisiting the interplay between contractual and relational 
governance: A qualitative and meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Operations 
Management, 15–42. 

Chesbrough, H. (2003). Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting 
from Technology. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press. 

Chesbrough, H., & Bogers, M. (2014). Explicating Open Innovation: Claryifying an emerging 
paradigm for understanding innovation. In J. West, New Frontiers in Open Innovation 
(pp. 3–28). Oxford: Oxford Unversity Press. 

Chesbrough, H., Lettl, C., & Ritter, T. (2018). Value Creation and Value Capture in Open 
Innovation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(6): 930–938. 

Chesbrough, H., Vanhaverbeke, W., & West, J. (2006). Open Innovation: Researching a New 
Paradigm. Oxford: OUP . 

Cohen, W., & Levinthal, D. (1989). Innovation and learning: The two faces of R&D. Economic 
Journal, 99: 569-596. 

Cooper, H. (1984). The Integrative Research Review: A Systematic Approach. Applied Social 
Research Methods (vol. 2). 

Cooper, H. (1988). Organizing Knowledge Synthesis: A Taxonomy of Literature Reviews. 
Knowledge in Society, 109. 



 

 46 

Cooper, R. (2008). Perspective: The Stage-Gate Idea-to-Launch Process – Update, What’s 
New and NexGen Systems. Journal of Product Innovation Management, pp 213-232. 
Retrieved from www.stage-gate.com: 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/d5a5/1046068664b31bcf9a1ee13d79b25eab2d60.
pdf 

Dahlander, L., & Gann, D. (2010). How open is innovation? Research Policy, 699-709. 
De Jong, G., & Klein Wolthuis, R. (2009). The content and role of formal contracts in high-

tech alliances. Innovation: management, policy & practice, 11: 44–59. 
De Man, A. (2006). Alliantiebesturing. Eindhoven: Van Gorcum. 
De Man, A., Duysters, G., & Neyens, I. (2009). The Third State of Alliance Management Study. 

Maastricht: Association of strategic alliance professionals. 
De Vries, J. (2017). PhD Thesis: Release external expertise in collaborative innovation. 

Eindhoven University of Technology. 
Denyer, D., Tranfield, D., & Van Aken, J. (2008). Developing design propositions through 

research synthesis. Organization Studies, 393-413. 
Dess, G., Ireland, R., Zahra, S., Floyd, S., Janney, J., & Lane, P. (2003). Emerging issues in 

corporate entrepreneurship. Journal of Management. 
Dhanaraj, C., & Parkhe, A. (2006). Orchestrating Innovation Networks. Academy of 

Management Review, 659–669. 
Dyer, J. H., Powell, B., Sakakibara, M., & Wang, A. (2006). Determinants of Success in R&D 

Alliances, NISTIR 7323. Gaithersburg: MD: National Institute of Standards and 
Technology. 

Dyer, J., & Nobeoka, K. (2000). Creating and managing a high-performance knowledge 
sharing network: The Toyota case. Strategic Management Journal, 21: 345-368. 

Eisenhardt, K. (1989). Agency Theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management 
Review, 14: 57. 

Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., Murrell, A. J., & Pomare, M. (1990). How does cooperation 
reduce intergroup bias? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, pp. 692–
704. 

Gaertner, S., & Dovidio, J. (2000). Reducing intergroup bias: The common in- group identity 
model. Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press. 

Gassmann, O., Enkel, E., & Chesbrough, H. (2010). The Future of Open Innovation. R&D 
Management Journal, 213-343. 

Gonzalez, R., & Martins, M. (2017). Knowledge Management Process: a theoretical-
conceptual research. Management & Production, vol.24 no.2. 

Grandori, A., & Kogut, B. (2002). Dialogue on organization and knowledge. Organization 
Science , 13: 224-231. 

Gulati, R., & Sytch, M. (2007). Dependence Asymmetry and Joint Dependence in 
Interorganizational Relationships: Effects of Embeddedness on a Manufacturer’s 
Performance in Procurement Relationships. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52, pp. 
32-69. 

Hagedoorn, J., & Duysters, G. (2002). Externalsources of innovative capabilities: the 
preferencesfor strategic alliances or mergers and acquisitions. Journal of 
Management Studies, 167–188. 

Hargadon, A., & Sutton, R. (1997). Technology brokering and innovation in a product 
development firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42: 716-749. 



 

 47 

Heide, J., & John, G. (1992). Do Norms Matter in Marketing Relationships? Journal of 
Marketing, 32-44. 

Helfat, C., & Peteraf, M. (2003). The dynamic resource-based view: Capability lifecycles. . 
Strategic Management Journal, 24(10), 997-1010. 

Herron, L. (1992). Cultivating Corporate Entrepreneurs. Human Resource Planning, 3-13. 
Hui, C., Lee, C., & Rousseau, D. M. (2004). Psychological Contract and Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior in China: Investigating Generalizability and Instrumentality. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 311-321. 

Jacobides, M., Cennamo, C., & Gawer, A. (2018). Towards a theory of ecosystems. Strategic 
Management Journal, 39 (8). 

Jaworski, B., Stathakopoulos, V., & Krishnan, H. (1993). Control Combinations in Marketing: 
Conceptual Framework and Empirical Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 57-69 . 

Joshi, A. (2009). Continuous Supplier Performance Improvement: Effects of Collaborative 
Communication and Control. Journal of Marketing, 73 (1), 133–50. 

Kenis, P., & Knoke, D. (2002). How organizational field networks shape interorganizational 
tie-formation rates. Academy of Management Journal, 27: 275-293. 

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1996). What do firms do? Coordination, identity, cognition and 
power in organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 7: 502-518. 

Lee, J. (2001). The impact of knowledge sharing, organizational capability and partnership 
quality on IS outsourcing success. Information & Management, Information & 
Management. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting & task performance. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ, US: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

Macaulay, S. (1963). Non-contractual relations in business: A preliminary study. American 
Sociological Review, 28: 55– 69. 

Marchington, M., & Vincent, S. (2004). Analysing the influence of institutional, organizational 
and interpersonal forces in shaping inter-organizational relations. Journal of 
Management Studies, 41(6), pp. 1029-1056. 

Mascitelli, R. (2000). From Experience: Harnessing Tacit Knowledge to Achieve Breakthrough 
Innovation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 17 (3), 179–93. 

Mayer, K., & Argyres, N. (2004). Learning to contract: Evidence from the personal computer 
industry. Organization Science, 15: 394-410. 

Meijer, E. (2013). Team Performance in R&D alliances: a micro level perspective. Eindhoven: 
Eindhoven University of Technology. 

Mokaya, S. (2012). Corporate Entrepreneurship and Organizational Performance: Theoretical 
Perspectives, Approaches and Outcomes. International Journal of Arts and 
Commerce, 133-143. 

Morgan, D. (1996). Focus Groups. Annual Review of Sociology, 129–152. 
Mowery, D., Oxley, J., & Silverman, B. (1996). Strategic alliances and interfirm knowledge 

transfer. Strategic Management Journal, 17: 77-91. 
Noordewier, T., John, G., & Nevin, J. (1990). Performance Outcomes of Purchasing 

Arrangement in Industrial Buyer-Vendor Relationships. Journal of Marketing, 54(4). 
Ogink, R. (2019). Fieldab CAMINO: Status Update. 's-Hertogenbosch. 
O’Leary, M., & Mortensen, M. (2010). Go (configure): Subgroups, imbalance and isolates in 

geographically dispersed teams. Organization Science, 115-131. 
Park, S., & Russo, M. (1996). When competition eclipses cooperation: An event history 

analysis of joint venture failure. Management Science, 42: 875-890. 



 

 48 

Parkhe, A. (1993). Strategic alliance structuring: A game theoretic and transaction cost 
examination of interfirm cooperation . Academy of Management Journal, 36: 794-
829. 

Pellinen, A., Ritala, P., K., J., & Sainio, L. (2012). Taking initiative in market creation – a 
business ecosystem actor perspective. International Journal of Business Environment. 

Pisano, G. (1991). The governance of innovation: Vertical integration and collaborative 
arrangements in the biotechnology industry. Research Policy, 20 (3), 237–49. 

Poppo, L., & Zenger, T. (2002). Do formal contracts and relational governance function as 
substitutes or complements? Strategic Management Journal, 23: 707-725. 

Ritala, P., & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, P. (2009). ‘What’s in it for me? Creating and 
appropriating value in innovation-related coopetition’. Technovation, 29(12), pp. 
819–828. 

Ritala, P., Agouridas, V., Assimakopoulos, D., & Gies, O. (2013). Value cre- ation and capture 
mechanisms in innovation ecosystems: a comparative case study. International 
Journal of Technology Management, 63(3), 244–267. 

Romme, A. (2003). Making a Difference: Organization as Design. Organization Science , 558–
573. 

Romme, A., & Endenburg, G. (2006). Construction Principles and Design Rules in the Case of 
Circular Design. Organization Science, 287–297. 

Rousseau, D., Sitkin, S., Burt, R., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all: A cross 
discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23, No. 3, 393-404. 

Ryan, R., & Deci, E. (2000). Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations: Classic Definitions and New 
Directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25 (1), 54–67. 

Sakakibara, M. (2002). Formation of R&D consortia: Industry and company effects. Strategic 
Management Journal, 23: 1033-1050. 

Sarasvathy, S. (2004). Making It Happen: Beyond Theories of the Firm to Theories of Firm 
Design. Entrepreneurship Theory & Prac- tice, 519–531. 

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York: 
Basic Books. 

Schumpeter, J. (1961). The theory of economic development. Cambridge: Harverd University 
Press. 

Sethi, R. (2000). Superordinate identity in cross-functional product development teams: Its 
antecedents and effect on new product performance. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 28(3), pp. 330-344. 

Simon, H. (1996). The Sciences of the Artificial. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Stolwijk, C., & Punter, M. (2018). Going Digital: Field labs to accelerate the digitization of the 

Dutch Industry. The Hague: TNO. 
Stolwijk, C., & Seiffert, L. (2016). Fieldlab als aanjager van het innovatie ecosysteem. Delft: 

TNO. 
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. M. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 

procedures and techniques. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. Austin, & 

S. Worchel, The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. pp. 33-48). Monterey, 
CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Teece, D. (1986). Profiting from technological innovation: Implications for integration, 
collaboration, licensing and public policy. Research Policy, 15(6), 285-305. 



 

 49 

Teece, D. (2000). Managing intellectual capital: Organizational, strategic, and policy 
dimensions. London: Oxford University Press. 

Tjemkes, B., Vos, P., & Burgers, K. (2012). Strategic Alliance Management. Abingdon: 
Routledge. 

Uzzi, B. (1997). Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of 
embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42: 35-67. 

Van Aken, J., & Romme, G. (2009). Reinventing the future: Adding design science to the 
repertoire of organization and management studies. Organization Management 
Journal, 5-12. 

Van Aken, J., Berends, H., & van der Bij, H. (2012). Problem-solving in Organizations: A 
Methodological Handbook for Business Students. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Van Burg, E., de Jager, S., Reymen, I. M., & Cloodt, M. (2012). Design principles for corporate 
venture transition processes in established technology firms. R&D Management, 
455–472. 

Van Burg, E., Romme, G., Gilsing, V., & Reymen, I. (2008). Creating University Spin-Offs: A 
Science-Based Design Perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 114-
128. 

Van Burg, E., Romme, G., Gilsing, V., & Reymen, I. (2008). Creating University Spin-Offs: A 
Science-Based Design Perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 114-
128. 

Van de Vrande, V., De Jong, J., Vanhaverbeke, W., & De Rochemont, M. (2009). Open 
Innovation in SMEs: Trends, Motives and Management Challenges. Technovation, 
423-437. 

Van de Vrande, V., Lemmens, C., & Vanhaverbeke, W. (2006). Choosing governance modes 
for external technology sourcing. R&D Management, 347-363. 

Van der Borgh, W., Cloodt, M., & Romme, A. (2012). Value creation by knowledge-based 
ecosystems : evidence from a field study. R&D Management, 150-169. 

Van der Vegt, G., & Bunderson, J. (2005). Learning and performance in multidisciplinary 
teams: the importance of collective team identification. Academy of Management 
Journal, 48, pp. 532-47. 

Verschuren, P., & Doorewaard, H. (2010). Designing a Research Project (2nd ed.). The Hague: 
Eleven International Publishing. 

Walker, G., & Poppo, L. (1991). ‘Profit centers, single- source suppliers, and transaction cost'. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, pp. 66–87. 

Williamson, O. E. (1985). The economic institutions of capitalism. New York: Free Press. 
Yin, R. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
 
  



 

 50 

Appendices  

Appendix A: Interview protocol 

The goal of this document is to describe the protocol of the interview so that everyone 
is able to replicate the research conducted. In this document, the preparation, goals and 
respondents will first be discussed. Then, the procedure and questions during the interview 
itself will be elaborated. Finally, the data analysis and reporting will be described.  
 
Interview Approach 

The goal is to answer the empirical research question: How is value created and 
captured in open innovation fieldlabs and how is this process currently governed?  Interviews 
are semi-structured and unstructured and will be held until saturation occurs.  
 
Selecting interviewees 

Targeted respondents for this interview are stakeholders of various fieldlabs but with 
the main focus on CAMINO. In addition, because it was not easy to meet and interview all the 
members from one fieldlab additional fieldlabs were interviewed to get enough data. In 
addition, it was therefore also possible to cross validate. The other fieldlabs encompass 
ZEPHYROS, CAPELLA, & CAMPIONE and an experts from TNO. The interviewees were from 
different organizations and functions in the fieldlab (e.g. Knowledge institution, government, 
industry firm). Depending on the type of interviewee, the interviewer can slightly deviate from 
the protocol. For a complete overview of the interview participants see the table below. 

 
Function Organization type Fieldlab Gender 
Fieldlab manager Consultancy CAMINO Male 
Asset owner Government  CAMINO Male 
Director Industry firm CAMINO Male 
Site manager Knowledge institution CAMPIONE Male 
Program manager Government CAMINO Female 
Asset owner Government CAMINO Male 
Maintenance 
manager 

Industry firm CAMINO Male 

Researcher Knowledge institution N/A Male 
Fieldlab manager Consultancy CAMPIONE Male 
Fieldlab manager Industry firm ZEPHYROS Male 
Business 
development 

Knowledge institution N/A Male 

 
 
Interview procedures 

The interviewee will first be introduced to the interviewer and the goal of the 
interview. After that, the permission of recording and reporting will be discussed. If the 
interviewee agrees with the recording, the interview will start and is expected to last half an 
hour/one hour. The questions incorporating this interview were also the basis for the focus 
group held. 
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Phase Question 
Introduction How are you involved in a fieldlab and what is your role? 

Can you tell me something about the fieldlab you are involved in? 
What is prototypical for a fieldlab according to you? 

Value Creation What are the motives to create the project? 
What organizations or persons were involved in the creation? 
What are the specific objectives? Output measures? 
What do you want to achieve as a stakeholder? 
What were the costs or investments? 
On what basis do you decide to invest? Did you elaborate on a cost-
benefit analysis? 
What is the mutual goal to achieve?  
How and what type of information is shared during this phase? 

Value Capture How will value be captured and by who? How is it distributed? On 
what terms? 
What do you want to achieve as an individual firm? 
What type of values are firms typically after? (e.g. monetary, 
capabilities etc.)  

Governance How is the mutual goal and vision established before, during and 
after? 
How is trust established in the early stage of the project? How do 
you reflect on the relations between fieldlab members? 
When the fieldlab kicks off, how is the governance organized? 
How is the decision making organized? 
What type of agreements are set? What are the most important 
aspects of the agreement? 
When do parties/members meet each other for 
collaboration/knowledge sharing?  
What can you say about commitment of other members and 
yourself?  
Were there any bottlenecks in the project/process so far? 
What were the main reasons of the bottleneck? 
How is the bottleneck solved or dealt with? 

Unstructured  *Questions that arise during the interview* 
What are the lessons learned, what would you do/see differently 
next time? 

 
  



 

 52 

 Appendix B: List of Codes 

 An overview of the list of codes can be found in the table below. The table consists out 
of categories, the specific code, and a description of that code constructed during the analysis 
of the transcripts from the interviews.  
 

Category Code Definition 
Interviewee Role Role of the interviewees at their 

organization and within the fieldlab. 
Involvement  How the interviewee got involved in the 

fieldlab 
Fieldlab Definition The definition of a fieldlab according to the 

interviewee. 
Goal The (mutual) goal of the fieldlab at the time 

it was created and the current goal and 
vision. 

Stakeholders Type of stakeholders involved and the 
opinion of the interviewee on the 
stakeholders. 

Value Creation Cost/investment All the costs and investments a stakeholder 
has to get involved in a fieldlab. 

Type of values Al possible values created in the fieldlab 
collectively. 

Knowledge sharing The distribution of knowledge and learnings 
among stakeholders in the fieldlab to 
mutually innovate and improve. 

Value Capturing  Benefits Benefits for individual stakeholders to get 
involved in a fieldlab. 

Distribution of values How is agreed upon the capture of values 
individually per stakeholder organization. 

Governance Contractual governance Mechanisms involving contracts or written 
agreements to govern the fieldlab. 

Relational governance Mechanisms involving relational reciprocity 
to govern the fieldlab.  

Psychological governance Mechanisms involving cultural identification 
with the team to govern the fieldlab. 

Conflicts Disagreement or argument concerning the 
fieldlab governance or its stakeholders. 

Trust The degree of belief in the reliability of the 
fieldlab or its stakeholders.  

Commitment The degree of being dedicated to the fieldlab 
or its team to reach mutual goals. 
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 Appendix C: Detailed Results of the Analyzed interviews 

Code Insights Interviewee 
Fieldlab 
Definition The definition of a fieldlab is often not clear, some 

stakeholders have different perspectives which makes it 
prone to conflicts. 

E1. 

A fieldlab is an innovation network to push technologies 
to in new products or services to market. It is better to 
have a technology to commercialize because it is easier to 
get investments and commitments.  

C1, E1, FG. 

A fieldlab is an innovation network that needs to fulfil 
demands of organizations/sectors regardless of any 
predefined solution or technology. 

A1, E1, A5, 
B1.  

Goal The vision and goal of the overall fieldlab was set at the 
initiation, however there is no insight in how/if current 
projects help towards achieving that goal. 

A1. 

The learning goal of the fieldlab is not specified enough, 
therefore it is hard to assess what projects and/or 
members are justified. 

A1. 

Stakeholders Less innovative firms are committed, it’s specifically hard 
to commit big innovative corporations or innovative start-
ups. Due to this difficulty it is harder to be critical in 
selection of partners, although it has to be more critical. 

A3, A5, B1. 

Overarching network for search for new partners is very 
useful. The trust is greater because potential partners 
already know each other. It is also easier to know what to 
expect from the other stakeholders. 

FG, C1, A1. 

Industry firms are proven to be the most important 
stakeholders to involve because they represent potential 
economic value in the future if products are developed 
from new technologies. 

E1. 

There is a different fieldlab that does not have 
governmental organizations at the project level, but only 
at the advisory committee level or sector level of a 
fieldlab. 

C1 

Value creation 
Cost/investment There is not enough cost-benefit transparency, it is hard 

to assess if the costs and investments are justified and 
A1, A4, A5. 
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worth it. It is important that we all start with a levelled 
playing field. 
Most fieldlabs that are assessed in the Smart Industry 
program are funded by the government. Question is if this 
is healthy or not. Nonetheless, fieldlabs don’t yet have a 
business model that makes them independent. 

E1. 

The membership at the highest level is rather expensive 
(bring a lot of knowledge, doesn’t learn that much myself). 
Small industry firms cannot bear those costs. 

A1, B1. 

You often see that industry firms give a discount on their 
billable hours but get the hardware installed covered.  

A2, A4 

All parties from the triple helix consortium (government, 
knowledge institutions, industry) are important to have on 
board, it makes it easier to get EU funding. 

 E1 

Types of value Network benefits from the membership of the fieldlab and 
the overarching foundation, lot of parties that we get to 
know and interact with.  

A1, A4, C1, 
B1. 

The fieldlab is also good to use as means to lobby (in 
politics but also in the own organization). The fieldlab can 
proof that certain investments are justifiable and is a 
construct to span boundaries. 

A1. 

The fieldlab pilot projects gives legitimacy to organizations 
in a particular sector or gives legitimacy to new 
technologies and products. 

A1, A2, A3. 

The fieldlab is a mean to boost the regional industry and 
give small firms and start-ups the chance to innovate. 
Especially important aspect for government. 

A3, A5, E1. 

It is all about getting domain knowledge and developing 
new capabilities at the project level, together with 
different stakeholders connecting each other sectors and 
specializations. 

A1, A2, A3 
A4. 

The fieldlab is divided in three levels but at the middle 
level, there is not much learning. There is also no learning 
goal specified at the middle level. It must differentiate 
from the top level and bottom level learning goals. 

A1. 

Knowledge 
sharing 

Knowledge sharing is in fact a give and take process, 
stakeholders are leveraging knowledge. But there could 
be parties that withhold knowledge because of 
discrepancy. 

A1, A4. 

Knowledge discrepancy is somewhat present because 
some collaborations have no technological or 

A1, A3. 
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organizational overlap. It is also hard to share knowledge 
with fieldlab projects that are in other parts of the 
Netherlands.  
Within fieldlabs it is not easy to share useful information 
or knowledge among different projects because the 
projects are very distinct. Stakeholders find it hard to see 
overlap on technological aspects but don’t look at 
organizational aspects. 

E1, A1. 

In order to integrate the solutions of different 
stakeholders in a fieldlab project it is important that they 
all have working technologies. The government plays a 
role in this because they provide domain knowledge to 
connect these solutions. 

A1, A2, A5. 

In the case of fieldlab Zephyros, knowledge institutions 
are very useful in sharing and creating knowledge about 
the process of innovating and collaborating. 

B1. 

Value Capturing 
Distribution of 
value 

Stakeholders that provide the dominant knowledge to 
develop a technology gets the intellectual property at the 
end. 

A1, B1. 

A lot of knowledge is shared and as a stakeholder of the 
project you get a lot of information on how to approach 
issues. However, it is difficult to distribute it to the 
organization itself.  

A1. 

The specifics of which stakeholder gets what is not 
documented up front, but insight is given in what 
everyone invests so that the distribution goes very fluent. 

A1, B1. 

At the project level, learnings are captured quite easily. 
However, at the sector level and top level communication 
needs to be very active and specific in order to distribute 
knowledge.  

A1. 

Governance 
Conflicts Government and industry are sometimes not aligned in 

decision making because government is not cost driven 
like industry stakeholders. 

A1. 

It is sometimes hard to collaborate with governmental 
institutions because they are bureaucratic and not 
flexible. It sometimes takes a political approach to 
convince.  

A2, A4. 

Trust There is no trust issue in this particular project concerning 
the value creation and value capture because the 

A3, A5. 



 

 56 

stakeholders involved are all wanting different kinds of 
value. (So, no intellectual property has to be shared for 
instance) 
There is sometimes a trust issue between stakeholders 
when they are new or late entrants, especially when they 
are not known members of the overarching foundation. 
When they are already known in the network of the 
overarching foundation, it enables intensive knowledge 
sharing.  

B1, C1. 

It is important to establish a good relationship first before 
going into contractual details because this enhance the 
trust between parties. Special meetings are organized for 
potential partners and stakeholders of new projects. 

C1, B1. 

To enhance the trust and relationships during the projects 
the fieldlab try to have workshops and multiple projects 
with stakeholders.  

A4, C1. 

Commitment Knowledge institution is not committed in a project 
because they have no urgency and choose only ‘fun’ pilot 
projects. The collaboration is also not made explicit 
because their role and goals are not clear. 

A1, A3, A4. 

In general there are too little knowledge institutions 
committed to fieldlabs and this is a problem in the eyes of 
the Smart Industry program as well as funding. 

E1. 

Mutual investment in a location helps to create 
commitment among stakeholders. Physical location is the 
representation of being a project team. 

C1, E1. 

Mutual investments in general helps to create 
commitment and demotivate free riding and 
opportunistic behavior.  

A5, FG. 

There is no specification in the contract about the value 
distribution up front, because this can lead to 
opportunistic behavior. It is also hard to set these 
agreements because there is a lot of uncertainty. 

C1, E1. 

The temporarily aspect of the fieldlab can be a barrier 
when committing, also because it is hard to specify what 
stakeholder gets what value.  

E1. 
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 Appendix D: Synthesis of Final Design Principles 

 The table below represents the confrontation between the practice-based and research-based design principles. This confrontation 
defines the final set of design principles in roman numerals that corresponds to the principle below the table. 
 
 

Practices Practice-based design principles Final 
DP 

Research-based design principles Underlying 
theory 

Mapping 
activities for 
value creation 

A: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), creating transparency in what 
activities lead to the set goal at what costs is 
important (I), because this increases the 
commitment from members (M), which motivates 
the value creation (O). 

I 1.0: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations 
(C), it is important to map possible values 
created in the future (I), because this helps to 
create realistic expectations for each member 
(M), which enables the team to exploit each 
other’s resources and knowledge effectively; 
and enhances value creation (O). 

Adner (2012); 
Dhanaraj & 
Parkhe (2006) 

Specification of 
communication 

D: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), specifying communication of 
learnings at the top and across projects helps (I), 
because it increases the interdependence (M), and 
stimulates the value creation (O). 

II 1.1: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), it is important to specify 
communications rather than creating 
incentives in contracts (I), because this has a 
positive effect on participative behavior (M), 
and leads to higher explorative value creation 
(O). 

Joshi (2009); 
Mascitelli 
(2000); 
Eisenhardt 
(1989) 

Doing mutual 
investments 

C: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), doing mutual investments with all 
the stakeholders is important (I), because it creates 
interdependence (M), which motivates active 
participation and thus value creation (O). 
 

III 1.2: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), it is important to create 
shared goals (I), because this enhances the 
interdependence between cross-boundary 
team members (M), and leads to higher 
quality and scope of information exchange 
(O). 

Gulati & Sytch 
(2007) 
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Having a 
shared co-
location 
 
 
Involving 
stakeholders 
from existing 
networks 
 
Awareness by 
letting in late 
entrants 
 
 
Team bonding 
with additional 
activities 

B: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), sharing a co-location helps (I), 
because it stimulates interaction to find better 
overlap (M), which increases the potential value 
creation through knowledge mobility (O). 
E: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), involving stakeholders from existing 
networks is helpful (I), because it creates trust and 
realistic expectations (M), which increases the value 
creation (O). 
F: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), being careful in letting in late 
entrants is important (I), because it preserves the 
trust in the team (M), which stimulates the value 
creation (O). 
G: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), organizing additional workshops 
and activities helps (I), because it creates trust and 
interdependence (M), which increases the value 
creation (O). 

IV 1.3: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), it is important to create a 
shared identity (I), because this enhances the 
identification with the network (M), and 
motivates cooperation; focus on shared goals; 
and therefore, increases value creation within 
the team and network (O). 

Meijer (2013); 
Sethi (2000) 

Mapping value 
capture 
motives 
 
 
 
Involving 
diverse 
stakeholders 

H: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), mapping perceived value capture 
and motives per stakeholder is important (I), 
because it creates trust and realistic expectations 
(M), which helps the fluent value capture decisions 
(O). 
 
I: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), having the triple helix organizations 
on board in a project helps (I), because it enhances 

V 2.0: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations 
(C), control points for value capturing should 
be made explicit per firm (I), because this 
helps the creating realistic expectations from 
each member (M), to decrease constraints 
and unfair activities, and increased value 
capturing (O). 

Ritala et al. 
(2013); 
Baldwin 
(2015) 
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the possibilities of larger investments due to future 
value (M), which enhances the synergy in 
potentially more value capture (O). 

Specifying cost 
benefit per 
stakeholder 

J: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), specifying the cost-benefit is 
important (I), because it creates transparent and 
realistic expectations (M), which makes it easier to 
distribute value to the rightful owner (O). 
 

VI 2.1: In cross-boundary fieldlab collaborations 
(C), incorporating stakeholders’ investments 
with high specificity in contracts is important 
(I), because it makes it retractable and 
transparent which partners have right to what 
value (M), to increase fluent value capturing 
and decrease opportunistic behavior (O). 

De Vries 
(2017); Poppo 
& Zenger 
(2002) 

Setting 
relational 
norms up front 

K: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), setting relational norms up front 
helps (I), because it becomes easier to guide and 
adjust when the stakes get higher (M), which helps 
fluent value capturing decisions (O). 
 

VII 2.2: In fieldlab teams that cross organizational 
boundaries (C), motivating socialization is 
important (I), because this enhances the 
interdependence between cross-boundary 
team members (M), which leads to higher 
levels of trust and more fluent value capturing 
(O).   

Gaertner et al. 
(1990); 
Dhanaraj & 
Parkhe (2006) 

 
I. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating transparency by mapping activities to account for the set goals is 

important (I), because stakeholders will be more committed (M), which enhances the value (O).  
II. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating contracts that describe the communications helps (I), because it 

enhances active knowledge sharing participation (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 
III. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating shared goals and doing mutual investments is important (I), because 

it creates interdependence between members (M), which enhances the value creation (O). 
IV. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), create a stable team, preferably from an existing network, or do extensive team 

bonding, or have a shared co-location helps (I), because this stimulates trust and attachment to the team (M), which enhances value 
creation (O). 

V. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), mapping potential value capture by stakeholders with their motives is important 
(I), because it sets realistic expectations (M) which stimulates fluent value capturing (O). 
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VI. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), creating highly specific insights in each stakeholders’ investment and benefits 
helps (I), because it enhances transparency and retractability (M), to stimulate fluent and fair value capturing (O). 

VII. In fieldlab teams that cross organizational boundaries (C), setting relational guidelines and promoting socialization helps (I), because this 
enhances the trust and interdependence (M), which stimulates fluent value capturing (O).   
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