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Abstract 
 

This master thesis investigated the short-term effects of value crafting in two research & 

development teams of a high-tech organization. For the university, the goal was to develop a new 

methodology of work and gain insights about practical use of this methodology. For the company, 

the aim was to improve the innovation speed of the development teams, but making as little 

disturbance as possible to the innovation process. 

This is an exploratory research project. The value-crafting methodology that is used did not exist 

in the beginning of the project, nor did the evaluation tools. The only thing that existed in the 

beginning of the research project was a conceptual idea that the crafting of organizational values 

into intentions, actions and roles could lead to improvement of the performance of innovation 

teams. The high-tech organization provided the opportunity to test this conceptual idea in practice. 

This report presents the road that has been taken to come from a conceptual (theoretical) idea, 

to a fully developed and tested intervention methodology. The results are described and 

interpreted. The outcome of this research show clear indications that value crafting can work in 

practice. This has been investigated from both a managerial perspective and a theoretical 

perspective. However, the outcomes need more validation in further research. 

 

 

 

 
For confidentiality reasons, the real name of the company is not used in this report. Confidential information can be found 

in the appendices, which are not publicly available. 
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Management summary 
 

This is the summary of the report of the exploratory study that has been executed, as partial 

fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Science in Innovation Management. It 

consisted of two independently executed pilot-studies, to investigate the short term effects of value-

crafting on innovation teams. 

 

Introduction and goals 

Value crafting is first developed as a theoretical concept, which describes how organizational values 

can help teams and individual employees, to cooperate more effectively as a whole. The theoretical 

concept formed the input for this master thesis project, but since many aspects of the concept were 

still unclear and it had never been tested in practice, this research project had the following goals: 

 

1. Development of a methodology to bring organizational values into practice within a real-life 

business context. 

2. Test the methodology through an exploratory pilot study. 

3. Gathering insights about effects and potential contributions of the methodology for an 

organization. 

 

The theoretical conceptual idea had to be further developed into a methodology that could be 

tested into practice. This methodology had to be tested in practice, too. These tests had to be 

evaluated in terms of potential outcomes for an organization, both from a practical and a theoretical 

point of view. The research took place in two R&D teams of a high-tech manufacturing firm. 

 

Theoretical Background 

Several theoretical models have been used in this project to develop and justify the research model: 

Chaos and Complexity thinking, Integral Theory and the SECI framework for organizational learning. 

The Chaos and Complexity framework helped to get a better understanding of the complexity of the 

organizational context. By interpreting the environment as consisting of interrelated holons, at 

different levels of aggregation, the forces that are active within and between holons can be 

described. This helps to understand (un)successful cooperation between holons at the same and 

different levels of aggregation. 

The integral theory was used to understand how values could be translated to work practices. 

By translating values into intentions, actions and social roles, the work practices are ultimately 

affected by the value, which is the aim of value-crafting. 

The SECI organizational learning framework describes the importance of both tacit and explicit 

knowledge. Both types of knowledge are essential for an organization to learn, and the development 

of tacit and explicit knowledge occurs in parallel. To assure that the innovation teams would learn to 

use the value, the development of tacit knowledge as well as explicit knowledge was important in 

this project. 

 

Theoretical Conceptual Model 

These three theoretical frameworks were used to develop the value-crafting concept, which did not 

yet exist. The value-crafting concept was designed according to a cycle of four steps: 

 

1. Selection and interpretation of a new company value. 

2. Use value to set goals for improved performance at work, and change behavior to achieve 

these goals. 

3. Reflect on the performance. 

4. Adopt the new company value. 
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This cycle describe the translation of values via step 1 into intentions, via step 2 into behavior, via 

step 3 into roles, and via step 4 into values again. 

This cycle describes the interpretation of existing tacit knowledge in step 1, the combination of 

explicit knowledge to new knowledge in step 2, the generation of tacit experiences by reflecting on 

the new explicit knowledge in step 3, and the exchange of this tacit knowledge with others, to learn 

from each other in step 4. 

This cycle describes how the company value is chosen from a higher level of aggregation in step 

1, how it is used for goal setting, behavioral changes and reflection on own performance in step 2 

and 3, and finally leads to a strengthening contribution to the value on the higher level of 

aggregation again in step 4. 

 

Methodology 

The research was executed in two unrelated innovation teams within two subsidiaries of the same 

organization. Within each of the two teams, the same method was used as good as possible. This 

means that the group characteristics (such as group size) were the same, the value-crafting cycle 

was applied in the same way, and also the evaluation of the results in both teams was done in the 

same way. The only difference in the approach between both teams was that the value-crafting 

cycle has been adapted to the team projects, which were different in both teams. 

The theoretical conceptual Value-Crafting model has been implemented through four 

workshops. In these workshops, the team members were stimulated to discuss and brainstorm with 

each other about the value, and assess the current situation of the team work on the four main 

aspects of integral theory. 

The approach towards the teams had to be somewhat directive, to be able to test the 

theoretical model afterwards. The first workshop was a group discussion about the interpretation of 

the selected value, and continued with the identification and formulation of the group’s ambitions 

with regard to the selected value. The second workshop consisted of the formulation of the targets 

in the innovation project of the group, and improving these targets, inspired by the group ambition 

with regard to the value. The third workshop was a reflection of the group, on the realization of the 

new targets. The group identified factors in the environment that hindered the realization of their 

targets. Then, they planned how to deal with these factors, such that the targets could be realized in 

the future. In the fourth workshop, the group reflected on their experiences during the value-

crafting process, and became aware of the potential benefits of usage of the value for their 

performance. 

The evaluation of the effects of value crafting, was executed through various ways. The effects 

on the individuals in the group were measured via a questionnaire that was filled out in the 

beginning and after the value-crafting process. This questionnaire evaluated which of the integral 

quadrants had the highest priority for the individuals, in their practicing of the value. 

The effects on the group were evaluated through semi-structured focus-group interviews. Both 

groups were asked a number of questions that revealed their experiences with regard to the value-

crafting process. This happened in the fourth workshop, during which the groups discovered the 

benefits of using the value for improving their performance. 

The effects on the process in general, were evaluated through observation of video material 

that was recorded during the workshops. Special attention was paid to events, or reactions of 

engineers in these workshops, which indicated shifts in the attitude of the teams towards the values. 

These shifts are signals of increased adoption of the value in the actual work. 

 

Results 

On the individual level, the questionnaires indicated that for both teams the same shifts in their 

attitude occurred. At the initial measurement, before the value-crafting process had started, 

individuals in both teams had the highest score on the cultural quadrant. This quadrant suggests that 

the team members considered it most important that the value is shared by others in their 
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environment. After the value-crafting process was complete, the individuals in both teams answered 

that their ambitions and actions had a higher priority than before, at the expense of the cultural and 

the social quadrants. This result suggests that the individuals became more aware of the importance 

of the value for them, and that they increased their ambitions and actions consequently. 

On the group level, the focus-groups revealed four conclusions. First of all, it turned out that 

especially the social quadrant of the group had revealed the highest growth during the value-crafting 

sessions. Both teams recognized that their highest potential for extra performance was in the 

relation with the environment. Secondly, becoming aware of these benefits was a pre-requisite 

before the engineers were actually willing to use the value-crafting methodology. One of the teams 

did not recognize the benefits for them at first. They were reluctantly participating in the value-

crafting sessions, until they found out about the added value in the fourth session. Thirdly, teams 

had difficulties to deal with tacit knowledge. Talking about tacit knowledge was something that not 

all engineers were used to. Some of them talked about tacit concepts quite easily, but most 

engineers preferred to discuss about explicit aspects only. The fourth conclusion is that value 

crafting is especially contributing to the awareness for the important role of a value in work 

decisions, of which people are normally not aware. Thereby, value-crafting is creating the 

opportunity to bring values into practice, which will be successful if the right conditions apply under 

which values can be brought into practice. Too much focus on short-term goals is hindering the 

opportunity to use values. 

The observations of the process that has been recorded on video revealed that most steps 

occurred as predicted in the conceptual model. In contrast to the conceptual model, the teams have 

not been able to change their behavior and social role according to the value. However, this does 

not mean that the conceptual model is wrong, but it has been suggested that the time-frame was 

too short (in one team) and the willingness was too low (in the other team) to realize changes within 

the research period. Both teams have announced that they will change their behavior soon, because 

they realized (sooner or later) that the value can bring benefits for their performance. 

 

Conclusions, limitations, implications and suggestions for further research 

The conclusion is that each of the three goals for this research has been achieved. A methodology is 

developed in theoretical terms first, and translated into an implementable approach afterwards, 

which was necessary to fulfill the first goal. This approach has been tested within two unrelated 

innovation teams, which means that two pilot tests have proven the theoretical concept, which was 

the second goal. The third goal consisted of the generation of insights about the potential 

contributions and effects of value crafting. This third goal has been the main aim of the research 

project, such that all results are ultimately contributing to this goal. 

The first limitation in this research project concerns the short time-frame to measure practical 

actions of teams, rather than their intentions. Secondly, the exploratory nature of the study makes it 

harder to draw validated conclusions. Therefore, further research is necessary to deal with these 

two issues. Further research in the same teams could evaluate the effects of value crafting on the 

long term in these teams, such that they had the opportunity to bring the value into practice. Also, 

further research with other circumstances should substantiate the findings and the applied 

methodology, and fine-tune this when needed. 

The theoretical implications of this research are that it has developed a methodology to bring 

(organizational) values into work practices, which has been tested in two practical situations. More 

research in other situations needs to be done to validate the outcomes that this research has found. 

The managerial implications are twofold: some implications for engineers and some implications 

for management. The engineers needs have been considered by minimizing the total time in the 

value-crafting sessions and relating the sessions directly to the actual projects. The management 

needs have been considered, because value crafting is challenging innovation teams to set their own 

goals. Value crafting does not lead to improved innovation speed directly, but it creates the right 

conditions under which innovation speed can be improved in a more participative way. 
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1. Project goals and structure 
 

1.1 Introduction to project goals 

This report will discuss the effects of Value Crafting. Value crafting is an attempt to bring 

organizational values into practice by means of a participative approach. I am interested in possible 

methodologies to implement value crafting, and want to gain insights about potential results of 

value crafting. The aim of this master thesis research project is described in text box 1.1: 

 

Text box 1.1: The goals of the research project 

1. Development of a methodology to bring organizational values into practice within a real-life 

business context. 

2. Test the methodology through an exploratory pilot study. 

3. Gathering insights about effects and potential contributions of the methodology for an 

organization. 

 

1.2 Introduction to structure of the report  

The report is organized as presented in table 1.1. As the first step, a literature review is executed in 

order to gather relevant theoretical background for the development of a methodology to craft 

values. The review will be presented in chapter 2. These theoretical concepts are further interpreted 

and combined in chapter 3, in which the theoretical model is developed. At the start of the business 

project an orientation has been performed within the company. This orientation is aimed to get a 

better understanding of recent developments, problems, and the type of processes, under which 

circumstances the value-crafting methodology will be tested. The activities and findings of this 

orientation round are presented in chapter 4. The following step is the description of the 

intervention method. This consists of all activities and protocols that are followed during the 

process, by which the value-crafting methodology is developed, executed and tested. This research 

method is described in chapter 5, and it corresponds to the first goal of the project. The application 

results of this methodology are presented in chapter 6, which corresponds to the second goal of the 

project. Chapter 7 will then evaluate the effects that are presented in chapter 6. In chapter 8, the 

main conclusions are presented, and followed by a discussion about the implications of the model, 

some limitations of the research, and some suggestions for further research. 

 

Table 1.1: Structure of the report 

CHAPTER 1 PROJECT GOALS AND STRUCTURE ANSWER TO PROJECT GOALS 

CHAPTER 2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND  

CHAPTER 3 THEORETICAL MODEL  

CHAPTER 4 ORIENTATION BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT  

CHAPTER 5 RESEARCH METHODS Development methodology (goal 1) 

CHAPTER 6 RESULTS Test in practical pilot test (goal 2) 

CHAPTER 7 EVALUATION OF THE RESULTS Gathering insights about effects (goal 3) 

CHAPTER 8 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION  
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2. Theoretical Background 
 

This chapter will briefly discuss the most important existing theoretical concepts that together form 

the foundation of the research model. The presentation of these theoretical concepts is based on a 

literature study that has been executed as a preparation to the master thesis project (Van Loon, 

2010). The following topics will be discussed: complexity thinking, integral theory and the SECI 

knowledge creation cycle. 

 

2.1 Complexity Thinking 

Complexity thinking is a scientific paradigm which is useful in complex situations that involve many 

actors, interactions and a lot of uncertainty, such as organizations (Van Raalte, 2010). It will be used 

in this research project as well. Two related theoretical lenses that belong to the complexity thinking 

are introduced here: Chaordic Systems Thinking (section 2.1.1) and Panarchical Systems Thinking 

(section 2.1.2). 

 

2.1.1 Chaordic Systems Thinking and holons 

Organizations can be seen as chaordic systems. The word chaordic means that the systems are “(1): 

simultaneously orderly and chaotic. (2): patterned in a way dominated neither by order nor chaos. 

(3): existing in the phase between order and chaos.” (The Chaordic Commons, 2010). Five basic 

principles describe Chaordic Systems Thinking. These principles are consciousness, connectivity, 

indeterminacy, emergence and dissipation (Fitzgerald, 2002). Consciousness distinguishes between 

internal and external aspects of a system. To make changes in the external field; the internal aspects 

have to change first. Connectivity refers to the assumption that all systems in an environment are 

connected to each other and therefore their actions are interrelated. Indeterminacy refers to the 

unpredictability of a chaordic system because all related holons are creating such a complex system 

of interactions that it is impossible to predict any outcome with certainty. Emergence is the internal 

desire and ability of holons to grow along with the environment. Dissipation considers the limits of 

growth of a holon when it fails to jumps to another sigmoid curve. At some point in time a holon 

cannot grow any further without having to “unlearn” the structures and cultures that have existed 

for a long time. 

Chaordic systems can in turn be seen as holons. The term holon refers to the fact that the 

system is both an autonomous whole by itself and part of a greater whole at the same time 

(Koestler, 1976). Holons exist on different levels of aggregation. Each holon is an autonomous 

system by itself, but can be part of holons on a higher level of aggregation at the same time. The 

level of aggregation means the hierarchical layer of investigation (for example: individual level, 

group level, organizational level or industry level). 

 

2.1.2 Panarchical Systems Thinking 

The panarchy is a way to model a complex set of interrelating holons on different levels of 

aggregation. The smaller systems have relative fast moving sigmoid curves, going from stable phase 

into unstable phase and back in stable phase again. This is the case for individual employees (very 

fast) and workgroups (still quite fast). Larger systems on the other hand have relatively slow sigmoid 

curves. This is the case for departments (quite slow) or corporations (very slow). Besides the speed 

of the sigmoid curves, the impact of the unstable phase on the holon has different magnitudes. 

Small systems change often and are fast to adapt to their environment, and the required changes 

are not very big. Corporations on the other hand normally do not change, but when they do, this 

often results in a big operation, so the impact of the change is rather large. 

The discontinuous growth curves of holons are the result of the changes that take place in their 

environment. The growth is necessary to adapt to the new environmental circumstances. Therefore 

it is called an adaptive cycle (Gunderson & Holling, 2002) and it consists of four steps: release (Ω), 

reorganization (α), exploitation (r) and conservation (K) as is depicted in figure 2.1. Because the 
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environment keeps on changing, also this adaptive cycle has to repeat itself continuously. The 

release and reorganization phase together are called backloop, and that is a chaotic period during 

which the holon enables the adoption of a new way of working and thinking, by letting go of the old 

ideas. Those two steps are the start of a new sigmoid curve. The exploitation and conservation phase 

are linear. During these phases, the holon learns to utilize the newly developed way of thinking and 

working. The solution spaces within this sigmoid curve are exploited until the limits of growth have 

been reached (end of conservation step). Then a new release and reorganization will take place. The 

new style of thinking and working should be developed already before the limits of growth are 

reached. If the holon waits with developing new styles until the sigmoid curves reaches its limits of 

growth, it will most likely be too late and experience a period of decline, during which it has to 

develop and learn the new ideals. 

 
Figure 2.1: Adaptive cycle (Resilience Alliance, 2010) 

 

The holon of interest is not the only system in a certain environment. As stated by the connectivity 

principle, all holons in a shared environment are connected to each other, and their actions are 

influential on the others’ actions and outcomes as well. This concerns all holonic systems, varying 

from small systems such as individuals to large systems such as organizations. 

 

2.1.2.1 Revolt 

The larger that the system becomes, the more energy is required to bring the system from stable 

states into a state of change. Smaller systems can bring this energy into the network of interacting 

systems, if the other conditions are right. As more of such small systems are energizing the larger 

system at the same time, this may cause a revolution. Only smaller systems can cause a revolution in 

the larger system. Larger systems normally do not change so easily. Only in the special situation that 

the organization has become inflexible (after it has reached its limits of growth) and the smaller 

systems together force a change the revolution may happen. 

 

2.1.2.2 Remember 

In other situations, the interaction between large and small systems is the other way around. The 

large system tempers the changeability of the smaller parts, as it sticks to experiences from the past. 

As long as the limits of growth have not yet been reached, the revolutions are absorbed by the larger 

system. To keep on functioning properly, the smaller systems profit from the memory of the larger 

system. This is called a remember-interaction. 

Figure 2.2 depicts how these small systems and the large system are influencing each other. 

Both revolt and remember interactions take place at the same time, but only one of them will 

dominate.  

 
Figure 2.2: Interrelated adaptive cycles in a panarchy (Resilience Alliance, 2010) 
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2.1.3 Relevance of Complexity thinking for this research 

The research takes place within new-product-development groups in an organization which recently 

went through a merger and which is active in a fast changing (high-tech) environment. The research 

context matches perfectly with Chaordic Systems Thinking, which investigates multiple levels of 

aggregation and recognizes the need for order and stability but also for renewal and change to 

survive in complex and turbulent environments. 

Panarchical Systems Thinking can be considered as an extension of Chaordic Systems Thinking. It 

looks not only at multiple levels of aggregation and at the balance between order and chaos (like 

Chaordic Systems Thinking does), but also at the interactions between levels of aggregation and the 

effects that these interactions have on the state of the different systems, which is leading to 

(in)stability. 

 

2.2 Integral Theory 

The integral theory is, as the term already suggests, a combination of many different viewpoints into 

one framework. The purpose is to explain as many aspects of reality as possible within one theory, a 

“model of everything” which is as accurate as possible. Both Wilber (1995) and Edwards (2003) are 

main contributors to the development of integral theory. They have their own interpretations of the 

integral theory, but this report will adopt the interpretation of Edwards. 

According to Edwards, the holon is an autonomous agent (which aim is preserving its own 

identity) and a dependant part of a communion (which aim is adapting to the collective), at the same 

time. Both agentic and communion parts contain interior (subjective) and exterior (objective) 

aspects, which result into four quadrants. These four quadrants are: an intentional quadrant, a 

behavioral quadrant, a cultural quadrant and a social quadrant. This is depicted in figure 2.3. 

 

 
Figure 2.3: Edwards’ explanation of integral theory (after Edwards, 2003) 

 

The holon stays connected to the greater whole by sharing the same collective values and 

strengthening those values by the adoption of a social role. Values and social roles are thus focused 

on adaption to the greater whole and to the dominant way of thinking and working. It also has its 

own ambitions and actions in daily life. The holon functions best if the agentic aspects match with 

the communion aspects. In other words: if the daily practices and own ambitions contribute to the 

values of the greater whole, and match with the social role. If also the ambitions are brought into 

practice through actions, and the values are expressed by the adoption of a social role (not only on 

paper), the holon can fully exploit its potential of all four quadrants. 

The integral theory assumes that the performance of a holon, seen as an outcome of the holon’s 

level of complexity, is determined by the least developed quadrant. It is therefore important to 

stimulate growth in the least developed quadrant, but without neglecting the other quadrants. In 
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order to achieve growth, the holon should develop itself in two ways: transcendence and translation 

(Van Eijnatten & Holloway, 2009). 

 

2.2.1 Transcendence 

A holon develops multiple resources that determine its level of complexity: the capability of the 

holon to deal with changes in its environment. All of these resources belong to one of the quadrants. 

Based on the number and development level of these resources, each quadrant has a certain degree 

of development. Each resource can be developed in normal work situations and through conscious 

training activities for example. This developmental growth of a resource is called transcendence. 

Transcendence of a resource in a specific quadrant can lead to development of a holon’s level of 

complexity when the other quadrants are equally or more developed. A more formal definition of 

transcendence is given by Van Eijnatten & Holloway (2009): “a process of discontinuous growth in 

human resources. The mechanism of transcendence is largely that of further development of 

thinking, acting, relating, and belonging in order to achieve productive results in all four quadrants. 

The mechanism of transcendence is explaining the effects of crafting work in terms of radical or 

transformational change (double-/triple-loop learning: know-how and know-why).” 

 

2.2.2 Translation 

If the resources in some quadrants are really well developed but resources in other quadrants are 

not (yet) that well developed, than translation can make the experience flow from the well 

developed resources to the less developed ones. This process happens between or within quadrants 

and is called translation [Edwards, 2008]. 

Once again, a more formal description of translation is provided by Van Eijnatten & Holloway 

(2009): “a process of continuous growth in human resources. The mechanism of translation is largely 

that of further diffusion within (or into other) quadrants of levels of thinking, acting, relating, and 

belonging in order to achieve productive results in all four quadrants. The mechanism of translation 

is explaining the effects of crafting work in terms of translational or incremental change (single-loop 

learning: know-what).” 

 

2.2.3 Relevance of integral theory for this research 

To do research in complex and turbulent circumstances, it is necessary to adopt a complex 

measurement framework. Success does no longer depend purely on the actions of a person or a 

group. The intentions, the values and the social role in the environment become more important 

too. All these aspects need to be present and well developed for a holon to survive in a complex 

world. The integral theory provides a framework that looks at all of these issues as equally 

important. Furthermore, value crafting is based on the four quadrants of the integral theory, 

because it looks both at changes in culture as well as in structure. 

 

2.3 SECI knowledge creation cycle 

To describe how the knowledge creation process within organizations is working, this paper will 

make use of the SECI model developed by Nonaka et al. (2000). Nonaka’s knowledge creation model 

describes the relations between Ba’s and the SECI cycle. 

The learning process within the group follows the so called SECI cycle, a four-step spiral loop 

that starts with Socialization, continues with Externalization and Combination, and via 

Internalization back to socialization (see figure 2.4). These four steps all happen within the group 

and they facilitate non-linear growth in organizations. 
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Figure 2.4: The SECI process (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 12) 

 

To work with the SECI model it is crucial to distinguish between tacit and explicit knowledge. Nonaka 

et al. (2000, p.5) explain these as follows. Explicit knowledge “[…] is objective and rational 

knowledge and can be expressed in such forms as data, scientific formulas, specific actions and 

manuals”. Tacit knowledge “[…] is subjective and experiential and hard to formalize. Belief, 

perspective, mental models, ideas and ideals are examples of tacit knowledge.” 

Socialization is the transfer of tacit knowledge between individuals. The individuals learn how 

the other person thinks and sees the world, and can reflect upon these opinions. Externalization is 

the process to translate tacit ideas into explicit, transferable knowledge. This transferable 

knowledge often consists of concepts, metaphors and models of the tacit knowledge which is more 

difficult to transfer between people. Combination is the step where the actual new knowledge is 

created through cooperation and dialogue between different experts in the team. When the 

knowledge has been created, it needs to be internalized by the individuals in the organization. 

The SECI process thus describes the knowledge creation in groups of individuals. How tacit 

knowledge is exchanged and translated into explicit knowledge, and how this explicit knowledge is 

shared and translated back to tacit knowledge. All these knowledge creation steps take place trough 

interactions within the group. For these interactions to take place, the right setting should be 

created. A “Ba” is a Japanese concept for a shared context in which interactions can take place (see 

figure 2.5). Ba’s are important for the knowledge creation process because they offer individuals a 

platform to share their knowledge with the group, or with other individuals. To improve knowledge 

sharing, it is therefore important to have the right Ba’s available. 

 

 
Figure 2.5: Ba as shared context in the learning creation process (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 14) 

 

2.3.1 Relevance of SECI knowledge creation cycle for this research 

This research takes place within NPD-groups for which knowledge creation and sharing is of vital 

importance, due to the complex projects they are working on. The SECI organizational learning 

theory of Nonaka not only explains how knowledge can be created in the context of groups. Two 

extra concluding messages with regard to the model of Nonaka are that organizational learning is a 
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never-ending process and is represented by a spiral instead of a circle. The knowledge increases by 

each time the cycle has been completed. Contrary to what people often want, the group should take 

time to let the knowledge of each member flow, as it translates from tacit to explicit and back to 

tacit knowledge. Many people, especially in Western cultures, are immediately focused on the 

explicit outcomes they would like to have. Those people have a higher probability to encounter 

problems in the later phases of the project, when they find out that they lacked the experience to 

foresee positive and negative side effects of their decision. What once seemed to be the direct 

answer to their question may later on create new and more difficult questions than they originally 

had to solve. Missing the right experience can increase this process and Nonaka points this out, by 

stating that knowledge can grow only by the combination of explicit and tacit knowledge: the 

combination of learning and doing. 
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3. Theoretical model 
 

In chapter 2, three important theoretical frameworks were presented, that exist in the academic 

literature. This chapter will introduce Value Crafting, which is a new way to organize work. The 

value-crafting approach, which has been further developed during this project, is based on these 

three theoretical frameworks. Using each of these theories as an interpretative lens will help to 

explain Value Crafting as a tool. 

 

3.1 Origins of Value Crafting 

In many organizations, the adjustment between departments, teams and individual employees is 

causing problems, due to for example a lack of communication or conflicting goals (Chen et al, 1998; 

Pinto and Pinto, 1990). These problems have to be managed somehow. The chaordic systems 

thinking theory suggests managing by participation and emergence, rather than by power and 

control. Values can be the guiding factor for the participation and emergence in the organizational 

context. In order to bring the values into reality, the different groups and individuals in the 

organization have to learn to use the values in their work. Therefore, they have to translate the 

value into ambitions, behavior and roles. 

Work Crafting (Verkuilen, 2010) is a recently developed approach to obtain sustainability in the 

work situations. The main idea of work crafting is to let employees craft their work in each of the 

four quadrants described by Edwards (2003), with the aim to let them continuously develop their 

resources while doing their normal work. Work crafting is a flexible and ongoing approach towards 

the sustainable design of work, which is highly participative in the sense that employees decide 

themselves how they craft their work. 

 

3.2 Value Crafting 

Value crafting can be described in four steps, which together form the value-crafting cycle (see 

figure 3.1). The suggested start is step 1, the selection of a new company value. This company value 

is used to set goals and to change behavior accordingly in step 2. Next, the reflection on the 

behavior results in experiences during step 3. Finally, the value is adopted based on these 

experiences. This value-crafting cycle may look like it has an absolute starting point (step 1) but since 

it is a cycle it can start anywhere, depending on what fits the situation best. The cycle can for 

example also start in step 3. The reflection on performance can point out that a certain value is not 

yet adopted well by the team and needs further improvement (step 4). Then the team will select this 

value (step 1) in order to change their behavior (step 2). As long as all steps are gone through, the 

value will ultimately be combined with work practices that lead to new experiences. These are 

necessary to adopt and understand how to use a value, rather than to reformulate a value 

description from a company’s mission statement. 

 

 
Figure 3.1: Value-Crafting Cycle 
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3.3 Theoretical Justification Module 

 

3.3.1 Value Crafting seen through the Panarchical Systems Thinking lens 

The Panarchical Systems Thinking is the first theoretical framework that is used to explain the effects 

of value crafting. The mechanisms that are working in this theory are revolt and remember 

interactions between holons of different levels of aggregation, and the changes in goals and actions 

within a holon based on developments in its environment. Figure 3.2 shows the panarchical systems 

and where the value-crafting cycle is having an effect. 

 

 
Figure 3.2: The value-crafting effects seen from a Panarchical Systems Thinking perspective 

 

3.3.1.1 Panarchical Systems Thinking & Value-crafting cycle - step 1: selecting company 

value 

In figure 3.2 is shown that the first step of the value-crafting cycle, selecting a new company value, is 

a form of remember interactions between holons at different levels of aggregation. By selecting a 

predefined value of a higher level of aggregation, the holon makes use of the routines within the 

higher level of aggregation. If the holon would not be restricted to select the value from a 

predefined list of values and would be asked to come up with an own personal value, it would not 

have been remember, but in the value-crafting cycle the choice had to be made based on a 

predefined list by the organization, thereby stimulating the remembering interaction in step 1 of the 

value-crafting cycle. 

 

3.3.1.2 Panarchical Systems Thinking & Value-crafting cycle - step 2: setting goals and 

change behavior 

The next step in the value-crafting cycle is to set goals and change behavior accordingly, based on 

the chosen value. This happens within the holon itself, based on the holon’s interpretation of the 

chosen value. The first step to bring the value into practice is to start by setting agentic goals and 

ambitions and bring those into practice. Without changing one’s own ambitions and behavior first, a 

holon is not able to improve its social impact in the greater whole, by bringing change and renewal. 

 

3.3.1.3 Panarchical Systems Thinking & Value-crafting cycle - step 3: reflect on performance 

Reflecting on one’s own performance is a necessity in order to become aware to what extent the 

value is having (or could have) a positive effect on your own performance. This also includes 

reflecting on problems that still exist in adapting to the environment, and think of ways to improve 

the relation with the environment, which is a vital characteristic of the adaptive cycle. This reflection 

step might be the final input to see how the value can be brought into practice as a way to connect 

to other parts of the organization. 
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3.3.1.4 Panarchical Systems Thinking & Value-crafting cycle – step 4: adopt company value 

The fourth step of the value-crafting cycle, adoption of the new company value, means a revolt 

interaction between holons of different aggregation levels. The company value has been chosen 

from the higher level of aggregation, so originally it belongs to that high-level holon. The low level is 

operationalizing this value on its own preferred way, based on best intentions for the own 

performance. This gave the lower-level holon new insights, which did not exist before, and were not 

readily visible in the beginning of the cycle. Based on these insights, the holon of the lower level 

gives its own interpretation to the new company value and this is a potential source of renewal and 

change in the higher-level holon: the characteristic of revolt interactions. 

 

3.3.2 Value Crafting seen through the integral theory lens 

The integral theory is the second theoretical framework that is used to explain the effects of value 

crafting. The mechanisms that are working in this theory are translation and transcendence of 

resources within a holon. Figure 3.3 shows how translation and transcendence is achieved during 

value crafting as these mechanisms are depicted on top of the value-crafting-cycle figure. This gives 

an overview of where the value-crafting cycle is having an effect in terms of the integral theory. 

 

3.3.2.1 Integral theory & Value-crafting cycle - step 1: selecting company value 

The value-crafting cycle starts in step 1. In this step, the holon is interpreting the value, based on its 

current insights from the past. The holon formulates its ambitions and intentions with regard to the 

value. 

 

3.3.2.2 Integral Theory & Value-crafting cycle - step 2: setting goals and change behavior 

In step 2, the goals are set and behavior of the holon is changed accordingly. This is done, based on 

the holon’s ambitions and intentions with regard to the value. First the ambitions are applied more 

clearly to the work situation, during the goal setting process. The goal setting process consists of 

turning the general ambitions into specific goals. Second the goals have to be realized by changes in 

behavior. Goals are only useful if serious attempts are made to realize them. 

 

3.3.2.3 Integral Theory & Value-crafting cycle - step 3: reflect on performance 

In step 3, the holon reflects on its actual and intended performance. It asks questions to find out to 

what extent the current behavior is realizing the intentions and to what extent the intended changes 

in behavior are having a positive effect on the realization of its intentions. The holon gets a better 

and conscious insight during this step, of which behavior is the most optimal to bring the ambitions 

into practice. This can be considered as transcendence in the behavioral quadrant. It still has to 

 
Figure 3.3: The value-crafting effects seen from an integral-theory perspective 
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reconsider how the own behavior leads to success in the environment as well. The holon is not 

operating on an island, and the final performance of the holon does not depend on its own actions 

alone, but also on how the environment is involved in practice. The reflection step of the value-

crafting cycle gives insights into the own behavior and translates this in an optimal role for the holon 

in the environment. 

 

3.3.2.4 Integral Theory & Value-crafting cycle – step 4: adopt company value 

The fourth step of the value-crafting cycle is the adoption of the new company value. This is 

achieved when the holon is able to become aware of its own role in the larger whole, and brings that 

role into practice as well. These generated insights can be translated back in a better understanding 

of what the value can contribute to the holon itself and thereby improve the importance that the 

holon attains to this value. A value that has proven its worth to the holon will be regarded as more 

important in the future as well. Successful completion of the value-crafting cycle has therefore led to 

transcendence in the value quadrant, which closes the loop. 

 

3.3.3 Value Crafting seen through the SECI learning lens 

The SECI theory is the third theoretical framework that is used to explain the effects of value 

crafting. The mechanisms that are working in this theory are socialization, externalization, 

combination and internalization. In other words: the transferring and combining of tacit and explicit 

knowledge into new tacit and explicit knowledge. Figure 3.4 shows how socialization, 

externalization, combination and internalization are achieved as these mechanisms are depicted on 

top of the value-crafting-cycle figure. This gives an overview of where the value-crafting cycle is 

having an effect in terms of the SECI theory. 

 

 
Figure 3.4: The value-crafting effects seen from the SECI-theory perspective 

 

3.3.3.1 SECI & Value-crafting cycle - step 1: selecting company value 

Again, the description starts in step 1. The company value was chosen from a list of values first. The 

value has a different meaning for each holon, which is a tacit interpretation. Immediately after the 

value has been chosen in the first step, the holon is making the value more explicit when it is 

expressing its ambitions and intentions with regard to that value. The holon uses past experiences if 

it can, to interpret the value and be able to give an explicit definition of the value, which is a first 

attempt to achieve externalization. 

 

3.3.3.2 SECI & Value-crafting cycle - step 2: setting goals and change behavior 

The next step in the value-crafting cycle is to combine the explicitly formulated ambitions and 

intentions with regard to the value on the one hand with the explicit project goals on the other 

hand. The project goals are derived from the official project objectives statement, which are 
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documented explicitly in the project proposal. The explicit ambitions are combined with the explicit 

project objectives, and thereby it creates an explicit action plan that is aimed at achieving the goals. 

This mechanism is combination, in terms of the SECI cycle, because it is combining explicit 

knowledge (explicitly formulated ambitions with regard to the value) with other explicit knowledge 

(project objectives) to create new explicit knowledge (an explicit action plan). 

 

3.3.3.3 SECI & Value-crafting cycle - step 3: reflect on performance 

During the third step of the value-crafting cycle, the holon is reflecting on the performance in terms 

of realizing their original ambitions (project objectives). Here, they try to dig into their experiences 

which they gained during the value-crafting cycle so far. They are actively trying to become aware of 

their tacit experiences, based on their explicit objectives, and this is exactly what the internalization 

step is about. 

 

3.3.3.4 SECI & Value-crafting cycle – step 4: adopt company value 

The tacit insights which were gained during step 3, are compared with the collective mindset of how 

the holon thinks it should be performing. This collective mindset is tacit as well. It provides the holon  

with real-life experiences of how the value should be brought into practice. These experiences are 

based on: 

 

1. How the value was actually brought into practice. 

2. How the holon believes it should be brought into practice (ideally). 

3. The lessons learned from the differences between number 1 and 2. 

 

These tacit real-life experiences are the result of the socialization mechanism that took place in step 

4, and form a new input for externalization in step 1 again. Step 1 can be executed after step 4 again, 

and now the holon has some extra prior tacit experience, which can be used to interpret the value 

better and to express explicitly what are the potential advantages of adopting this value. 
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4. Orientation business environment 

 

4.1 Introduction to orientation round 

One of the three research objectives that were formulated in chapter 1, was to develop a method to 

implement Value Crafting within a real-life business context. At the beginning of the research 

project, Value Crafting was considered to be a very broad, open-ended, and vague concept, by many 

people in the business environment of the research project. These people had to be convinced of 

the potential benefits of value crafting for them, before they would commit themselves to the pilot-

test. Relating the proposed value-crafting methodology to the current business situation was 

therefore a necessary step, in order to get the support of the management and the commitment of 

other people in the organization. 

The research context was decided to be the innovation department of a high-tech company. It 

was decided that an orientation round was needed to acquire the necessary information about 

current business problems in the innovation department, the innovation process, the background of 

innovation projects, and other relevant aspects. These insights could be used for the fine-tuning of 

the value-crafting methodology to the needs of the company, and thereby create commitment to 

participate in the study. Section 4.2 will start by providing a short description of the company 

context. Next, section 4.3 discusses the activities that have been executed during the orientation 

round and how these activities were executed. Section 4.4 will end with the findings that were 

gained during these activities.  

 

4.2 Short description of company context 

This research took place within a knowledge intensive firm. The firm consists of multiple subsidiaries 

all over the world. The research was executed within two of these subsidiaries. The firm offers 

complete systems, as well as a wide range of equipment, for the food industry. The subsidiaries 

design, produce and install systems for the food industry and offer maintenance for these systems. 

The two subsidiaries that were involved in the research, were both located in the Netherlands. 

The research took place in two R&D teams of those subsidiaries. One team was working in the 

first subsidiary, and the other team was working in the other subsidiary. The innovation process that 

was used within both subsidiaries was the same, and is shown in figure 4.1. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.1: Innovation process 

 

The development process is divided into three stages: 

 

• The A stage: investigating feasibility of a concept and designing a prototype. 

• The B stage: creating a technical proof-of-concept by physically building a prototype and test 

it in a real customer environment. 

• The C stage: after prototype has been working in practice, prepare for production and sales. 

 

Each stage was concluded with a milestone (MS). 

 

4.3 Activities in the orientation round 

Multiple orientation rounds have been executed in this project. The first round was executed at the 

start, and it was aimed to collect enough practical data, to build a model that was acceptable for the 

company to implement. 
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4.3.1 Orientation round 1 

The first orientation round consisted of an organized guided tour within the company and three 

interviews. The Innovation manager, the R&D manager, and the Sales manager were providing their 

perspectives on the main business problems that the company faced. The main research-question 

that formed the basis in each of these three interviews was “to get a management perspective about 

the current business problem(s)”. One of the main business problems was given by the company 

supervisor beforehand, and formed the starting point for the orienteering interviews. 

The interviews were following a semi-structured approach, which means that a list of several 

specific questions have been developed beforehand to answer the research question for the 

interview and to filter for personal or positional bias (Van Aken et al., 2007). This semi-structured 

approach still leaves room for additional information, which comes up spontaneously during the 

interview. The prepared questions are listed in table 4.1. 

 

Table 4.1: Semi-structured interview questions 

Question 1 What is your role within the innovation process of the organization, and how are you 

and your department involved in the innovation projects? 

Question 2 What are, according to you, the main problems within the innovation project? 

Question 3 How are these problems hindering performance? 

Question 4 What is the origin of the problems? 

Question 5 How is your department (and the rest of the organization) currently dealing with 

these problems? What has been done already to solve the problems? 

Question 6 What needs to be changed, according to you, to solve these problems? What do you 

expect that this research project can offer to solve the problems?  

Question 7 What is going well at the moment? Have you seen improvements with regard to the 

problems recently? 

 

These interviews resulted in some necessary, initial insights to describe the potential effects of value 

crafting in terms of actual business problems. However, these interviews provided just a first, limited 

perspective on the organizational context, because that perspective was only based on a viewpoint 

from a few managers. This management perspective was necessary to translate the concept of value 

crafting into management terms, in order to get approval of the management, to make further steps 

in their organization. This approval was the green light for the start of the second orientation round, 

which involved innovation teams directly. 

 

4.3.2 Orientation round 2 

The second orientation round was aimed at generating an engineers’ perspective of the innovation 

process and its main problems, besides the already gained management perspective of round 1. This 

was executed through the following activities: 

 

• Reading project plans of two selected innovation projects, as preparation for observation. 

• Observing team meetings of those two selected project teams. 

• Having informal conversations with innovation engineers by participating in their 

environment. 

 

The project plans were especially useful to get acquainted with the jargon and vocabulary of the 

engineers, to get a basic understanding of the type of project they are working on and the type of 

decisions they have to make in their projects. Informal conversations with engineers, during coffee 

breaks for example, helped as well to get an understanding of the challenges that engineers were 

confront with in their work. The observations of the team sessions in the two selected teams were 

providing the real engineers’ perspective of the innovation process and related problems. However, 

these team sessions were only two cases that may not be a reliable sample for the whole company. 
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Each project is facing other challenges, and only those of the two selected teams were taken into 

account. 

The reading of the project plans, nor the informal conversations, nor the team observations 

were executed according to specified protocols. They were considered as background information 

on the basis of which Value Crafting could be developed. 

 

4.3.3 Orientation round 3 

The third round of the orientation was not necessary anymore for initial conception, but instead to 

constantly adapt the value-crafting approach to the most recent developments in the projects. For 

that purpose, all team meetings of the selected teams, as well as the value-crafting meetings were 

videotaped and observed superficially. No official format or protocol was used to analyze these 

observations, but notes were taken of interesting events that could be included in the value-crafting 

approach. This round was especially important to customize the value-crafting methodology to the 

team situation, and thereby increase the added value to them, and also enhance team members’ 

willingness to cooperate in the research. 

 

4.4 Results of the orientation round 

The following sections will discuss the results of the orientation round. 

 

4.4.1 Results orientation round 1 

Although the set-up of the interviews was semi-structured, the answers to these interview questions 

were not recorded systematically. The aim of the interviews was mainly to get an initial 

understanding of some business problems and different perspectives on the business context, rather 

than to use these interviews for further, detailed diagnosis. The results of the first orientation round 

provided various insights about problems that existed in the organization. The company was having 

difficulties to decrease innovation speed. This was considered as a given aspect, and nobody who 

was involved in the research has claimed that this was not true. 

Two managers said that dominant project leaders are hindering knowledge sharing in the 

teams, and that team members are reacting too passive to developments in their project. 

Furthermore, a tendency exists in engineering teams to work independent from each other. Each 

team member is specialist in a particular area, and some of them have the tendency to get into 

detail, too soon. By going into detail too quickly, they loose the overview of the project as a whole, 

and their work becomes incomprehensible for the other team members, who are no experts in that 

area. Therefore, they cannot contribute well enough to decision-making in the team, nor can they 

communicate their own ideas properly to non-experts, due to their specialist point of view, in which 

details are very important. 

The third manager added another cause to the problems with innovation speed. According to 

him, the innovation team that consisted of engineers only, was working too independent and 

separated from the rest of the organization. Especially the cooperation between the innovation 

department and the sales department was not working smoothly in many cases. Both innovation 

and sales played an important role in the success of innovation projects, so their cooperation had to 

be optimal as well. 

 

4.4.2 Results orientation round 2 

The reading of project plans and the informal conversations were not contributing directly to 

different orientation results. As described already, the main aim of these activities was to get a 

better understanding of the vocabulary of the engineers, and to understand the complexity of their 

projects better. The observed teams were not suffering under dominant project leaders. At least, no 

observation suggested any domination by a team leader. 

The observation showed that the engineers very much preferred explicit knowledge above tacit 

knowledge. The more explicit and specific the knowledge is, the more they believe in the usefulness 
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of the knowledge, and the higher their commitment to use the knowledge becomes. In general, 

there is no problem with a preference for explicit knowledge, but due to the high changeability of 

the environment, it is hard to make all knowledge about that environment explicit (and specific). 

First, the environment is changing, and somewhat later the engineer will experience it. Experiences 

are tacit knowledge and therefore need to be translated into explicit knowledge (recall SECI theory). 

This is a time-consuming process and leads to direct delays in the innovation process. Furthermore, 

by the time the explicit knowledge is applied, the environment might have changed again, and the 

engineer can start all over again with translating his new tacit experience into explicit knowledge. 

Because the time-consuming nature of translating knowledge and to make it ready for 

communication, it is often skipped, which means that no communication is taking place then. This 

can either mean that the team members are not communicating enough about details with each 

other, or it can mean that the team is not communicating enough with the environment. 

This preference for explicit knowledge can therefore be a cause for both of the problems that 

were identified in orientation round 1: inefficient cooperation between the team and the rest of the 

organization, and a lack of knowledge sharing within the team. 

 

4.4.3 Results orientation round 3 

The results of orientation round 3 mainly contributed to keeping the value-crafting sessions up to 

date with the realities of the teams, and to customize them. This was therefore not adding new 

insights to the company context, and it will not be further discussed here. 

 

4.5 Conclusions based on orientation rounds 

The orientation round showed that different stakeholders were involved in the research. The value-

crafting project should be translated into beneficial terms for each of their perspectives, to receive 

their commitment. The first group of stakeholders was the management of the subsidiaries. They 

had to believe in the benefits for their organization. 

The second group of stakeholders was the group of engineers. These people were occupied with 

the complexity of their everyday work situation, in which difficult and complex decisions had to be 

prepared and made. Understanding the usefulness of value crafting for the execution of their 

project, was particularly important for them. Limiting the amount of extra effort for the engineers 

was also an important argument for them. 

The first group of stakeholders thus required outcome-based arguments for the benefits of 

value crafting, whereas the second group of stakeholders required process- and project-based 

arguments for the benefits of value crafting. In the managerial-implications section in chapter 8, the 

requirements of both groups of stakeholders are considered. 
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5. Method 
 

This chapter will describe step by step how the value-crafting model was implemented and tested in 

practice. First, the research method will be described. Second, the development of the methodology 

will be described. This second section contains the answers for the first research goal, which was “to 

develop a methodology to bring organizational values into practice within a real life business 

context”. Third, the evaluation method will be described. 

 

5.1 Research Method 

Since no prior research has ever been executed before, in which value crafting is implemented and 

tested; this research project required an exploratory approach. The methodology, including all 

intervention and evaluation steps, had to be developed during the research and was not validated 

before. This was done on the basis of the three theoretical frameworks that have been described in 

chapter 3. After developing the basic methodology on theoretical grounds, it was further shaped by 

additional requirements, to adapt the methodology to the practical situation that was described in 

chapter 4. 

 

5.1.1 Team selection 

One of the research goals was to implement the value-crafting concept within a real-life business 

context. No specific context was preferred from a research perspective. The organization had 

therefore decided that the project should take place within R&D teams of a particular subsidiary. 

 

5.1.1.1 Team requirements 

To test the model, at least two R&D teams were needed. With less than two teams, the research was 

prone to several risks: 

 

• Increased risk that no pilot could be completely executed, if something unexpected would 

happen to the one and only project (an innovation project could for example be stopped by 

the organization halfway the research). This would mean that the model could not be tested. 

• Increased risk that errors in the implementation of value crafting in the one and only project 

team would lead to a complete failure of the project. 

• Increased risk that misunderstanding, or lack of commitment, in the one and only project 

team would lead to biased outcomes. 

 

The first of these three risks is related to possible disturbances in the environment that might 

threaten the successful execution of the research project. 

The second risk is related to possible undesired disturbances by the researcher, who has no 

prior experience in facilitating value-crafting sessions. Having only one team, would mean that no 

possibility for a learning curve of the researcher existed. 

The third risk is related to possible disturbances in the R&D team itself. The innovation teams 

have no prior experiences with value-crafting sessions, either, and the trajectory of the 

implementation depended partly on interpretation of the engineers as well. It could not be known in 

advance whether the engineers would be able to commit themselves to the study for the full length 

of it. The value-crafting interventions were considered by the engineers as an ‘extra effort’ on top of 

their regular workload. Consequently, it had a relatively low priority for the engineers compared to 

their normal work. The commitment of all engineers was therefore never taken for granted. 

For the three above mentioned risks, the interventions had to take place within more than one 

team. To investigate the effects on both the individual and the group, the teams had to be large 

enough. In teams that were too small, it would be hard to separate between group outcomes and 

individual outcomes. The minimum group size was therefore set at 5 people. However, to secure an 

orderly process in the interventions, groups should not be too big, either. The maximum group size 
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was therefore set at 8 people. The final requirement was that the teams should have regular team 

meetings, in order to ensure enough possibilities for the researcher to implement value crafting, 

within the short time frame that was available for the research project. 

 

5.1.1.2 Team-selection process 

In the beginning of the project, much effort was spent on the creation of a communication plan, to 

convince management. As was described in chapter 4, an orientation round was executed in the first 

weeks of the project. This helped to gain a better understanding of the needs and the vocabulary of 

management in the company, which was a requisite to convince management and to accelerate the 

team-selection process. Until both teams had been selected by management, periodic updates 

about the progress were requested at management. These requests became more urgent, the 

longer this team-selection process lasted. Finally, other subsidiaries were contacted as well, to find a 

suitable case. 

 

5.1.2 Introductory presentation 

As the first step towards the process of value crafting, the research was introduced to the team 

members. The teams did not volunteer themselves for participation in the value-crafting 

interventions, but were pre-selected by management. Therefore, they still had to be convinced 

about potential benefits of the interventions for them, in order to increase their commitment. 

During an initial presentation of approximately half an hour, the following aspects were introduced: 

 

• The researcher’s background. 

• The aims of the research for the organization. 

• The intended contributions of the interventions for the teams. 

• The scientific background of the research in simplified terms. 

• A project planning for the research, including all interventions and measures. 

• A detailed set up of each of the interventions. 

 

This introductory presentation served several causes. The first purpose was to get acquainted with 

the team members. The second purpose was to prepare the team members for what was to be 

expected from them in the interventions, and explain why some activities or measurements were 

needed. The third purpose was to provide an opportunity for the team members to ask questions 

and thereby decrease the resistance to change, which might be present if changes in peoples’ 

working life are anticipated. 

 

5.2 Development of the methodology 

Within this research project, value crafting was first described as a methodological cycle, which 

consists of four steps, as was presented in chapter 3. These four steps were molded into four 

sessions in which teams were going to craft the values. In this section, all steps that have been 

executed, in order to bring the theoretical model of chapter 3 into practice, are discussed. 

Therefore, it can be considered as the answer to the first research goal. 

 

5.2.1 Selection of value 

The organization in which the research project was executed, was trying to share the same culture 

throughout the whole organization. By the time that the research was executed, the organization 

was still developing a list of 12 new company values. Each of the 12 company values was 

accompanied with a short description, developed by staff of the organization. These 12 values had 

never been officially communicated before, within the organization. Therefore, the engineers that 

would participate in this research project were not yet familiar with the new company values. 

In the idealistic, desired situation, each of these 12 company values would be supported and 

strengthened by all individuals and collectives within the organization. In reality, not every group or 
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every individual considers each of these values equally important. Some values are more important 

for, or more appreciated by, a group or an individual, than other values. Different groups or 

individuals might have different preferences in the list of 12 values. The reason for these differences 

in preferred values is not known, but in this research the assumption was made that each business 

situation requires a different selection of the values. 

Therefore the teams were free to choose the value that they would like to start crafting. By 

means of an individual questionnaire, all team members were asked to select their preferred value 

from the list, which they considered to be most crucial for the team to become successful in their 

project. Furthermore, they were asked why this value was the most important for their success. 

The value, which was most frequently chosen by the team members, was selected for further 

crafting in the team. Both teams were considered independent from each other, such that each 

team could end up with the same, or a different value than the other team. 

 

5.2.2 Value-Crafting session 1 

The first value-crafting session consisted of a group discussion about the interpretation of the value 

and the importance of the value for the group. Within the team session, four statements were 

discussed sequentially. For each of these statements, the team members were asked to give a score 

based on their individual interpretation of the current situation in the team. These four statements 

were based on the four quadrants of integral theory, and are listed in table 5.1. 

 

Table 5.1: Statements for group discussion during value-crafting session 1 

Group quadrant 

integral theory 

Statement 

Communion Interior 

(‘Cultural quadrant’) 

“How important is it for you as a group to belong to an organization that 

can be described with VALUE X?” 

Agentic Interior 

(‘Intentioral quadrant’) 

“To what extent do you as a group pay attention to VALUE X? How strong 

are your group’s ambitions with regard to VALUE X, based on your 

experiences in this team so far?” 

Agentic Exterior 

(‘Behavioral quadrant’) 

“To what extent do you as a group give the opportunity for team members 

to contribute to VALUE X in the team, based on your experiences in this 

team so far?” 

Communion Exterior 

(‘Social quadrant’) 

“To what extent do you as a group contribute with your project to VALUE X 

in the organization?” 

 

By letting the team members vote on the statements, differences in opinion are expected to become 

clear, immediately. The discovered differences form the basis for a discussion in the team about the 

value. That discussion could be used by the team to become aware of points of attention with regard 

to the value. Having clarity about these points of attention is important for the rest of the value-

crafting cycle, in which the value is going to be applied to the innovation project. 

Besides the integral theory, which was incorporated in the statements, the panarchy also played 

a role in the set-up of the first value-crafting session. The team members give their opinions on a 

number of statements. This can be interpreted as a ‘forced’ revolting interaction. The individual 

opinions together (re)form the group opinion. This group opinion becomes the foundation for the 

further value-crafting sessions, and therefore emerges as a remembering interaction between group 

and individuals. For a stable remember interaction, it is important that all team members agree with 

the rest of the group. To control that, the group was asked to discuss until they all agreed on the 

statement, but with a maximum of 15 minutes per statement, to remain within the time constraint. 

The SECI-theory is important in the process, too. The statements that are mentioned in table 5.1 

are explicit formulations of complex and tacit resources with regard to a value. First, these explicit 

formulations have to be interpreted by the team members, in order for them to understand which 

tacit constructs are meant exactly and how they think about those tacit concepts. When every team 
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member agrees on the same interpretation of the tacit concepts, the team is ready to develop their 

collective explicit formulation that is supported by the group, and therefore can be used during the 

rest of the value-crafting cycle. 

 

5.2.3 Value-Crafting session 2 

The second value-crafting session continued with the application of the value, based on the 

discussion in the first session. This session’s main aim was to get the innovation goals of the 

development project clear, and to use the ambitions with regard to the value to increase the goals of 

the innovation project, and develop a plan to realize these increased goals. 

First, the goals in the innovation project had to be listed by the team. To prepare this, the 

project proposals of both innovation projects were studied by the researcher, in advance. Those 

reports, and a short discussion with the project leader of both teams, led to the identification of the 

existing project goals. The team was given the opportunity to agree on those goals directly or to 

change them if they preferred to. Their answer to this question was considered as their ‘current’ 

goal. 

Second, the team was asked to increase the goal that they just defined. They were asked to 

define a higher, but still reasonable, project goal. They were told to use their intentions with regard 

to the value, to help them set new, but realizable goals for their project. 

Third, after that the team set their new project goals, they had to think about new actions that 

they could execute in order to realize the new, higher goals that they had just developed. Again, the 

team was encouraged to use the value to select and generate ideas for action. This second value-

crafting session was ended with the advice to start bringing the developed actions into practice as 

soon as possible and thereby to become aware of the role that the individual had in the execution of 

the actions of the group. 

The set up of this second value-crafting session was also based on the theoretical model, as will 

be explained now. According to the integral theory, the first session resulted in the development of 

a collective ambition of the group, with regard to the value. This can be seen as a resource of the 

intentional quadrant.  According to the theoretical model, the logical next step should be the 

translation of this intention into behavior. The easiest approach would be to ask the team to 

generate ideas, to bring their intentions into practice. This had already been asked in session 1 

indirectly (check the third statement of table 5.1), and would probably not lead to out-of-the-box 

ideas if it would simply be asked again. Therefore, the team was asked to think about actions in their 

innovation project, to realize their intentions with regard to the value. Referencing to the innovation 

project was expected to lead to more creativity of the teams. 

In terms of the panarchical systems thinking, the only aspect that could be observable is the 

still dominant remember interaction between the group and the individuals. The team members will 

search for alternative actions, within the boundaries that are set by the remember interaction. The 

stricter that these (unconscious) boundaries are, the more difficulties the team members may have, 

to generate alternative actions, and also those are less creative. On the other hand, the more 

flexible the boundaries of the remember interaction are, the easier that team members can 

generate alternative and also creative actions. 

In terms of the SECI theory, the explicit ambitions with regard to the value, which was one of 

the end products of session 1, are translated into explicit goals for the innovation project and explicit 

ideas for new behavior. 

 

5.2.4 Value-Crafting session 3 

The third value-crafting session continued with the application of the action plan, based on the 

discussion in the second session. The main aim was to reflect on the (partial) realization of the action 

plan, and to stimulate the team to pursue the action plan even more. 

As a first step, the ideas that were generated in session two were reconsidered, and the check 

was done to find out to what extent these ideas had been realized already. In the next step, the 
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team was asked to plan the execution of the other ideas as well, as much as possible. Finally, each 

individual was asked how (s)he was going to contribute to these actions, even though (s)he did not 

decide to execute a specific task him-/herself. 

The set up of this third value-crafting session was also based on the theoretical model, as will be 

explained now. In terms of the panarchical systems theory, this third step is not observable, 

because the group and the individual are reflecting on themselves. This reflection can not be 

observed, since it is a process in the minds of the team members. However, an attempt is made to 

stimulate this reflection. Reflection on the group is aimed for by asking them to check which actions 

have been realized already, and what can still be done. Reflection on the individual level is aimed 

for, by asking the individuals to reflect on their own role in the execution of the actions by the group. 

In terms of the SECI theory, the third step should consist of internalization: the translation from 

an explicit action plan to tacit experiences related to practice. In the case that the action plan has 

been executed, the reflection will lead to tacit experiences about the effects of the actions on 

performance. Based on these experiences, the group (or individual) becomes aware of the extra 

contribution to the collective they have made. In the case that actions have not been executed yet, 

the reflection will lead to tacit insights about the reasons that hinder execution of the plans. Based 

on these tacit insights about hindering aspects, the group (or individual) becomes aware of the tacit 

aspects that it has to change before the explicit action plan can be implemented and contribution to 

the greater whole can take place. 

In terms of the integral theory, the reflection on the performance that was influenced by the 

new behavior creates a better awareness for the role of the team in the organization, and therefore 

it helps to fulfill that role better. 

 

5.2.5 Value-Crafting session 4 

Contrary to the earlier three value-crafting sessions, which were full of assignments to use the value 

for a specific purpose, the fourth session functioned as a wrap-up. No additional use was made of 

the value anymore. The goal was to collect all the experiences that were generated by the team 

during the value-crafting process, and try to make sense of them. Before this fourth value-crafting 

session, all assignments were more or less directed by the researcher. The group might have fulfilled 

them without knowing why it was necessary. In this fourth step, the group was helped to put all 

their experiences in the right perspective and thereby understand how the value has been present in 

their behavior and roles. Understanding this, will help the team to adopt the value better, and 

become aware of other opportunities the value can bring them. This awareness can be the start for a 

new value crafting session. 

The set up of this fourth value-crafting session was also based on the theoretical model, as will 

be explained now. In terms of the SECI theory, the team is interpreting, exchanging and making 

sense of each others’ tacit experiences of the value-crafting process so far. By doing so, they are 

building a new and better, tacit understanding of potential usage of the value, of which they might 

not have been aware before. 

In terms of the integral theory, the reflection of the team on the role that it is playing in the 

organization lets it better understand mismatches between the execution of the value in its social 

context, and its interpretation of the value. Identified mismatches can be solved by adapting the 

interpretation of the value, which would end the value-crafting cycle. Or it can be solved by adapting 

its actions and role in the organization during a new value-crafting cycle. 

In terms of the panarchical systems theory, the adoption of the value by the team (or the 

individual) will energize a revolt interaction and thereby add new value to the larger whole. 

 

5.3 Evaluation methods 

The evaluation in the research project served two causes. The first was theory-building: to find 

empirical proof for a theoretical concept. The method that was used for this purpose will be further 

discussed in section 5.3.1. The second was to find practical relevance: to evaluate the effects of an 
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intervention for two independent business cases. Just like the interventions, which had to be 

developed from scratch and be based on theoretical insights only, the evaluation methods had to be 

developed in the research as well, based on the developed interventions and theoretical 

frameworks. 

 

5.3.1 Evaluation methods for theory-building 

For evaluating the correctness of the theoretical model, the sessions that have been explained in 

section 5.2 had to be executed in practice first. Second, all of those real-life sessions were recorded 

with a digital video-camera. The resulting video images served two causes in this research: 

 

1. preparing the next sessions, based on the latest developments in the team projects. 

2. analyzing the outcomes of the implemented methodology in the teams and their projects. 

 

Although the value-crafting sessions followed the same basic cycle, which was presented in chapter 

3 and embedded in section 5.2, they were customized to the practical situation of the teams. An 

example of customization was the step in which the teams had to reflect on the execution of their 

action plan, in value-crafting session 3. The videos of value-crafting session 2 had to be watched, to 

summarize the action-plan, as a preparation for session 3. This happened during the periods in 

between the execution of the value-crafting sessions. For this first purpose of the video 

observations, no structured protocol was used. However, special attention was paid to the 

innovation project developments, such as decisions and intentions that team members express 

during their meeting. This information was considered to be the most relevant for the daily work of 

the engineers, and including this information in the value-crafting sessions was expected to be the 

best way to make them engaged. 

For the second purpose, which was the analysis of the outcomes of each of the value-crafting 

steps, the videos had to be watched again, after that all sessions had been executed. Video 

observation should in the ideal scenario be performed according to predefined protocols, which 

guarantees a structured analysis. However, due to time constraints in this research project, and 

because of its exploratory character, it was not possible to observe the videos on the desired 

structured way. Therefore, the videos have only been watched, rather than analyzed. While 

watching the videos, special attention was paid to shifts in the reactions of the engineers. It was 

expected that these ‘shifts’ were signals of personal or group reflection, which was supposed to be 

triggered by the steps of the value-crafting methodology. Interesting and typical quotes were 

collected, which indicate those shifts. These quotes are presented in section 6.2. In chapter 7, these 

shifts are related to the theoretical model. This should help to find a proof of concept for the steps in 

the model. 

 

5.3.2 Evaluation methods to find practical relevance 

For evaluating the effects of value crafting in an organizational context, data was collected at the 

individual level and at the group level. 

 

5.3.2.1 Evaluate effects at the individual level 

The individual level was evaluated by means of two, almost identical, questionnaires. The first 

questionnaire was filled out before the interventions had been executed. The second questionnaire 

was filled out after the interventions were completed. The questionnaire had to be developed 

during the research project, almost from scratch again. However, the suggestions for further 

research in the master thesis of Verkuilen (2010), with regard to his usage of a questionnaire, were a 

helpful inspiration for the development of the questionnaire in this research. The developed 

questionnaire consisted of several parts: 
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1. The respondent was informed of the aim of the research and of the questionnaire. Also the 

respondent received detailed instructions how to fill out the questionnaire. 

2. The respondent was asked to divide 100 points over four statements. The respondent was 

asked to do this for ten sets of four statements. 

3. The respondent was asked to select the two values (from a list of 12 values) that (s)he 

considered to be the most important for the success of the innovation team. 

4. The respondent was asked to fill out four open questions, for each of the two values of his 

choice. These open questions were identical to the statements that were listed in table 5.1. 

 

The first part was purely included to provide information about the questionnaire, and was not used 

later in the research. 

The outcomes of the second part will be used to evaluate the effects of value crafting at the 

individual level. This will be done in terms of the integral theory. The end product of this second part 

of the questionnaire is a profile, conform the integral theory, of each of the individuals. This means 

that a score is derived for each individual’s intentional quadrant, behavioral quadrant, cultural 

quadrant and social quadrant. The sets of statements were developed according these four 

quadrants as well. One statement belonged to the individual’s intentional quadrant, one statement 

belonged to the individual’s behavioral quadrant, one statement belonged to the individual’s 

cultural quadrant, and one statement belonged to the individual’s social quadrant. By asking the 

respondents to divide 100 points over these four statements, known as ‘ipsative scoring format’, 

they could not fill out maximum scores on all quadrants. This decreased the possibility for the same 

bias in the questionnaire outcomes, which have been observed in the research of Verkuilen (2010). 

The possibility exist that individuals make a mistake, by dividing more or less than 100 points. When 

the error was less than 10% (for 90 < sum of scores < 110), the data was corrected based on their 

ratio such that the total sum of scores became 100 again. For larger errors than 10%, the data was 

considered as missing data. 

A negative side effect of the choice for ipsative scores is the fact that individual outcomes on 

each of the statements are interrelated to the outcomes of the other statements. Because the data 

for each quadrant is not independent from the data of other quadrants, only descriptive statistics 

can be applied in further analysis. That made the execution of further statistical tests impossible. 

The outcomes of the third part were used to select the value for further crafting, as was 

mentioned already in section 5.2.1. Only the most frequently chosen value was selected in each 

team. 

The outcomes of the fourth part were used as starting point for the first value crafting session. 

As was mentioned in the description of the first value crafting session, the team members give their 

opinion on a number of statements, which was seen as a ‘forced’ revolt interaction to start the 

value-crafting cycle. 

Only the second part of the questionnaire is used for pre-testing and post-testing, and the 

results of that comparison between pre-test and post-test are discussed in chapter 6. 

 

5.3.2.2 Evaluate effects at the group level 

The group level was only evaluated afterwards, when the team was asked to report on the perceived 

effects of value crafting in their regular work. For this group-level evaluation, a focus-group 

interview was executed. In these focus-group interviews, the teams gave their own perspective on 

the effects that value crafting had on their work behavior. Besides the observations of the 

researcher, to find evidence for the theoretical steps, the group offered their own perspective on 

the process that they experienced themselves. The focus-groups were semi-structured. The main 

research questions that the focus-groups had to answer were: “Can cross-functional NPD teams 

translate organizational values into new intentions and behaviors during work?” and “Can cross-

functional NPD teams adopt organizational values and thereby add extra value to their organization 

during work?” 
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The semi-structured list of questions can be found in table 5.2. 

 

Table 5.2: Semi structured set-up for the focus-group interviews 

 Question 

1) “Did your interpretation of the value change during the group discussion in session 1?” 

2) “To what extent did value crafting influence the goal setting process and the generation of 

ideas?” 

3) “To what extent were you consciously aware of that influence of value crafting?” 

4) “To what extent did your ambitions and potential increase, and did they become clearer, during 

the value-crafting process?” 

5) “Why did you choose particularly for these goals and actions?” 

6) “To what extent did the value-crafting process help to realize the group ambitions?” 

7) “To what extent did the value-crafting process contribute to your role in the organization?” 

 

The results of the focus group interviews can be found in chapter 7, when the results are evaluated. 

The focus group can be seen as an evaluation of the results, but from a user’s perspective rather 

than a researcher’s perspective. 
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6. Results 
 

The set-up of this results section will stay as close as possible to the set-up of chapter 5. This means 

that it starts with describing the results of the research method, in section 6.1. It continues with the 

presentation of the implementation results of the value-crafting methodology in both teams. The 

most salient results of the value-crafting sessions in the two innovation teams are presented in 

section 6.2. Section 6.3 describes how the pilot test has influenced the innovation projects. Section 

6.4 describes how the pilot test has influenced the individual application of values. This chapter thus 

contains all results that describe how the second goal in the research has been fulfilled. Thereby, this 

chapter provides the answers to the second goal in the research, which was “to test the 

methodology through an exploratory pilot study”. 

The theoretical analysis of the results will not be discussed in this chapter. The theoretical 

interpretations of the results that are presented here can be found in chapter 7. 

 

6.1 Results of the Research Method 

This section describes the preparatory results of the research methods, which had to be executed 

before the developed methodology could be tested in practice. It will start with presenting the 

results of the team-selection process (section 6.1.1), followed by the introductory presentation 

(section 6.1.2), and finally the value-selection process (section 6.1.3). 

 

6.1.1 Team selection 

After many efforts by the researcher, as well as by the management, it turned out that only one 

suitable team was available within the originally chosen subsidiary. The search for a second suitable 

team in other subsidiaries paid off. Table 6.1 describes all intermediate steps that have been 

executed with regard to the team-selection process. 

 

Table 6.1: Team-selection process steps 

1 Requirements for selection of project teams are communicated to management. 4 March 

2 Orientation round 1: creating communication plan for management 9 - 30 March 

3 Information with regard to the availability of teams is requested at the 

management. Conclusion: More explanation about the value-crafting process 

and organizational benefits are required. 

22 March 

4 A new request for teams is made. Based on more detailed explanation of value 

crafting and the benefits for the organization, the management intends to decide 

about project teams soon. 

30 March 

5 The management is away for a business trip of one week and cannot be 

contacted. An urgent request is therefore sent by e-mail to the management. 

12 April 

6 The management announces two selected teams. Project leaders are contacted 

and invited to an information meeting. Only one team decides to accept the 

invitation, while the other team declines and is not further taking part in the 

research project. 

19 April 

7 Visiting a second subsidiary to find a second team. No suitable teams are 

available. 

23 April 

8 The second project team was found at yet another subsidiary. 26 April 

 

The two R&D teams that were finally selected to study the effects of value crafting, were thus 

working in two separate subsidiaries, but within the same organization. Most required conditions in 

these teams were similar: both are consisting of six engineers and are having regular team meetings 

for their innovation projects. However, both teams are not identical, either. Some interesting 

observations about the background of both teams are: 
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• Team F had started their innovation project a few weeks before the value-crafting 

interventions started. This could be of influence, because this team lacked the prior 

experience of working together. 

• One of the managers of the subsidiary was functioning as regular member of team F, which 

may have biased the outcomes given by other team members. 

• The team leader of team P was previously involved in organizational renewal projects. This 

prior experience and curiosity of this team leader, for organizational renewal projects, may 

have been of influence in the motivation of this team to participate in the study. 

 

6.1.2 Results of introductory presentation 

One member of team F and two members of team P were not able to attend the introductory 

presentation. This was unfortunate, but at the same time, it is inevitable in a business environment. 

Some quotations that were taken from the information session are listed in text box 6.1. 

 

Text box 6.1: Some quotations from the information session in team P (for team F no quotations 

have been recorded) 

• “The presented process is still a bit vague for me, but I expect that it will become clearer when 

we are working on it, so let’s get started.”  

• “Well, good luck to you… It sounds challenging to me, to change our behavior within such a short 

time.” 

 

According to their comments, the information in the introductory presentation was acceptable, but 

difficult to conceptualize for the engineers. They still had difficulties to imagine the impact of the 

proposed interventions on their actual work, and believed it might be impossible (“challenging”) to 

create an effect. Therefore, they accepted with reservation, to engage in the interventions of the 

researcher. Apparently, they could only be convinced by experiencing the potential benefits in 

practice, rather than in a presentation. 

 

6.1.3 Results of the selection of a value 

In team P, the most frequently selected value was innovation. Five out of six team members had 

selected this value as the most important value for the success of their innovation team. The 

individual reasons for selecting this value are listed in text box 6.2. 

 

Text box 6.2: Individual reasons in team P for selecting the value ‘innovation’ 

• Innovation is a personal passion. It would be nice if our whole team would share that passion. 

• Focusing on new opportunities, rather than on restrictions from the past, can add value to our 

products. 

• Innovation is the best way for our organization to distinguish itself. 

• Creativity is necessary for new product development. 

• Daring to think out-of-the-box, leads to new insights that can trigger the rest of the team as well. 

If individuals dare to think out-of-the-box, the rest of the team can learn from them. 

 

In team F, the most frequently selected value was commitment. It was selected by four out of six 

team members as being the most important value for the success of the innovation team. Their 

individual reasons for selecting this value are listed in text box 6.3. 

 

Text box 6.3: Individual reasons in team F for selecting the value ‘commitment’ 

• Commitment is important, to make sure that individuals feel their connection to the project. 

• If every team member takes responsibility and feels committed to the project, higher efficiency 

can be reached. 
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• Without commitment, the team and the organization cannot function well. It is a pre-requisite. 

• If commitment can be increased, the other values (from the list of 12 values) will emerge as well. 

 

6.2 Salient results of implementing the value-crafting methodology 

In this section, the most salient results of the value-crafting sessions are discussed first, based on 

typical quotes, which have been observed while watching the videos of the pilot-tests. Next, in 

section 6.3.1, the application of the methodology in the innovation project of team P will be 

described. Afterwards, section 6.3.2 will describe the application of the methodology in the 

innovation project of team F. Section 6.3 thus gives two examples from practice, that show how the 

value-crafting methodology can be used in a R&D-team context. The theoretical interpretation of 

the results will not be discussed here, yet. This will be done in chapter 7. 

 

6.2.1 Salient results of Value-Crafting session 1 

Some quotations that were taken from the first value-crafting session are listed in text box 6.4. 

 

Text box 6.4: Quotations from the first value-crafting session 

Team P: 

• “I am surprised that you have chosen the value ‘innovation’ for further development, which 

everybody in the team already labeled as most important. We already have high developed 

innovation in our team, and I do not understand how I am supposed to behave differently, based 

on this value. Why didn’t you choose a value that nobody had selected?” 

 

Team F: 

•  “For me, it is very difficult to tell the difference between our interpretation of the value, our 

ambitions, our actions or our role in the whole. What has been defined as ‘our interpretation of 

the value’ can also be interpreted as ‘my ambition’, for example.” 

• “Before we are going to put all our efforts into the crafting of the value ‘commitment’, it may be 

wise to discuss what we mean by the word, to ensure that we are talking about the same thing.” 

• “We are not doing deliberate actions to improve commitment, but that does not mean that we 

are not having commitment in our team. We are just not consciously aware of these values 

during our work.” 

 

An interesting finding from these quotations is to see that the engineers in team F have difficulties to 

interpret, understand and distinguish between the tacit constructs. Clearly, they have difficulties to 

make the externalization step without extra assistance from the researcher. In team P, no such 

difficulties are observed. 

It is also interesting to see that these quotations suggest that both teams believe that the 

chosen value is already well developed. However, normally they are not working consciously with 

the value so they can not understand yet, how to use the value to change their behavior. 

The differences of opinion between team members did not become clear, immediately. During 

the session, it turned out that, before the individuals were able to mention a score for any of the 

statements, they required a shared understanding of the statement among the team members. 

Discussion about the ‘right’ interpretation of the constructs existed. It appeared that this 

interpretation differed between individuals sometimes. The discussion about interpretation of the 

constructs therefore occurred before the voting took place, rather than after the voting. For the 

outcome, this did not make a difference.  

 

6.2.2 Salient results of Value-Crafting session 2 

Some quotations that were taken from the second value-crafting session are listed in text box 6.5. 
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Text box 6.5: Quotations from the second value-crafting session 

Team P: 

• “We try to increase our Return on investment, which is the combination of all project goals, such 

as cost price, development speed and product specifications. Therefore, all these aspects are 

interrelated and equally important.” 

• “In the future, our management wants to know what will be the added value of a product for the 

organization, rather than purely the performance of the project itself. Therefore, the added 

value should be our project goal.” 

• “We believe that the timeframe of the research project will be too short to realize many of our 

actions.” 

 

Team F: 

• “It is not our objective to do more, than reaching the objectives in our project proposal. Doing 

more extra things will cost extra time and money, and that is not what we are expected to do.” 

• “The project proposal represents all requirements of all our potential customers, but we don’t 

have to meet all of these requirements. That would be impossible to do. So, during the project 

we need to gain more knowledge about the most profitable market segments in that pool of 

potential customers, such that we know which performance indicators are the most important 

for us to focus on.” 

 

These quotations reveal the reasons why both teams have had difficulties to reach consensus about 

the project goals. The discussion about all explicitly formulated details becomes chaotic and hinders 

straightforward formulation of the project goals. 

In the first assignment of this second session, it becomes clear that the various project goals are 

conflicting or incommensurable. The challenge is to find the right balance between these goals. By 

asking the team members to agree on the proposed list of project goals or to adapt them, a never-

ending discussion emerged about prioritizing the project goals. Individuals had different opinions 

about what goals have the highest priority. This discussion was not intended to be endless, so it was 

stopped halfway by the researcher to secure the progress of the rest of this value-crafting session. 

Increasing the project goals was therefore an equally difficult challenge, in which the priority of 

project goals was the main point of discussion. This discussion was also stopped because it was not 

leading to new insights, unfortunately. 

The second assignment, to use the intentional resource with regard to the value in setting 

general directions for further improvement, was successful in team P only. Team P was able to use 

the value for that purpose, whereas team F continued to discuss the details about prioritizing project 

goals and claimed that it was impossible to make a list of them, nor to improve them. 

The third assignment, to use the value in the generation of concrete ideas for further 

improvement of the project goals, was executed in both teams. Because of the result of the second 

assignment, team F had more difficulties to develop radical new ideas than team P. The generated 

ideas in team F was a set of actions that were already items on their agenda (developed already 

before the value-crafting session), and they were planned to be executed almost immediately. These 

ideas were meant to realize their ambition on the short term. Team P generated more radical ideas 

that were aimed for the future. These ideas were meant to realize their ambition in the long term, 

but they expected problems to realize these ideas in practice, within the time frame of the project. 

 

6.2.3 Salient results of Value-Crafting session 3 

Some quotations that were taken from the third value-crafting session are listed in text box 6.6. 
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Text box 6.6: Quotations from the third value-crafting session 

Team P: 

• “Taking into account the organizational perspective, by looking at how we could add more value 

to the organization, helped me to identify important issues that we need to consider in the next 

NPD-stage of our project.” 

• “Like we have said already last week (in the second session), the time frame of your project is 

too short for us to realize our actions. However, that does not mean that we do not intend to 

execute them later.” 

• “Short-term pressures will always exist in our project, so if we want to realize something ‘extra’ 

with our project for the organization, we have to give these actions priority. However, the 

chosen action should not have negative consequences for the project. The project should always 

remain the main objective in our team.” 

 

Team F: 

• “The decision that we had in mind, are made informally. The formal confirmation of the decision 

is not going to take place anymore, because we have arranged it with the sales manager 

directly.” 

• “All actions on the list that we have not yet executed so far, have been scheduled already, so 

these will be executed as well.” 

 

These quotations reveal clearly that the process is going in different directions in both teams now. 

Team P had developed long-term actions in their project for the benefit of the organization. These 

actions have not been realized because they require time, and were conflicting with the short-term 

goals in the project. Team F on the other hand, had developed short-term actions in their project for 

the benefit of themselves. These actions have all been executed already, or otherwise were planned 

to be executed soon. 

Both teams made different choices because they took a different perspective while developing 

the action plan. Team F took the perspective of the team, and answered the question “What actions 

can we take to increase our commitment in the project?” Their answer to that question was “by 

making the project concrete as soon as possible”. This answer consists of the two aspects that have 

been identified in the quotations of text box 6.6 as well: it is oriented on the project itself that has to 

become concrete, and it is expressed in short-term goals (“as soon as possible”). Team P answered 

the question “What actions can we take to realize our ambition, which is to add as much value to 

our organization and the customer?” Their answer to that question was a list of potential steps that 

had potential value for the organization, but which were not in line with their actual project 

planning. 

The reflection in both teams also had different outcomes in both situations. Team P, which had 

not yet realized any of its planned actions, realized that they needed to create priority for these 

actions in their project planning, if they wanted to add any extra value for the organization. Without 

giving that priority, no additional value will ever be contributed to the organization. Team F had 

already executed most of their planned actions, but in their perspective the value-crafting sessions 

did not contribute much to them. They only executed the actions that they would normally execute 

as well. These were imbedded in their standard procedures. These were ‘incremental and short-

term’ actions with regard to the value. 

 

6.2.4 Salient results of Value-Crafting session 4 

Some quotations that were taken from the fourth value-crafting session are listed in text box 6.7. 
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Text box 6.7: Quotations from the fourth value-crafting session 

Team P: 

• “I know implicitly that our project has more potential value for the organization, than only 

delivering the end-product we are working on. During our development project, we have 

discovered some really interesting and innovative concepts that are important for other 

innovation teams as well.” 

• “I have not been present during the value-crafting sessions so far, but I have not recognized 

changes in our behavior during the regular innovation-project meetings.” 

• The value-crafting sessions triggered me to look from a different perspective (the perspective of 

the organization) to our project. It revealed things that I am normally not paying much attention 

to, while I am trying to fulfill the short term goals.” 

• “I am afraid that after our innovation project ends, we will not use value crafting anymore, 

because it is not embedded in the NPD process of our organization yet. Other people that have 

never worked with value crafting will probably not going to take it over from us, because it is 

seen as extra effort, and it has no priority for many people.” 

• “I would like to continue organizing similar meetings as the value-crafting sessions in this project 

team. Only the density of the meetings should decrease. Once per two months should be 

enough, I think, and help us to maintain a long term perspective on our project.” 

• “The organization should stimulate the use of values as well, because currently the NPD process 

is fully triggered with short term goals (milestones). No rewarding triggers exist for adopting the 

long term perspective, as far as I know.” 

• “Because NPD projects always are executed under high time pressures, it is difficult for many 

teams to give enough priority to the development of a long term vision. In many situations, 

these discussions in order to develop and update the long term vision are the first activities that 

will be skipped in the project, to be able to spend more time on the short term.” 

• “I hope that our organization will offer us assistance in the future as well, similar to the role that 

the researcher fulfilled in our value-crafting process. I considered this role of the researcher very 

helpful: putting the discussion back on track when we were stuck, and stimulating us to think 

further and more out-of-the-box.” 

 

Team F: 

• “I have never experienced anything that looked like a structured value-crafting approach. In my 

perspective, we have been talking quite a lot about a certain value, and furthermore we have 

not really done anything different than before.” 

• “The value-crafting process only pointed out some aspects that influence our commitment in our 

current work. It identified the things in our work that make ourselves more committed, but 

besides identifying these, the value-crafting process has offered nothing new.” 

• “We became consciously aware of the fact that every team member thinks commitment is 

important. What can we do with that knowledge? Why did we have to discuss that for three or 

four hours? I could have told you that in 5 minutes as well.” 

• “We would have liked to see the value-crafting process in the format of a recipe in a cooking 

book. Then, we might have understood what we were going to do, for what purpose and how 

we could have used it in our work.” 

• “I can imagine that a dialogue about a value can offer some beneficial insights for the group 

cohesion, but why did we have to discuss it so intensive?” 

• “Well, now that I have understood the aspects that increase my own commitment, I start to 

understand why some of my colleagues from other departments are not sharing the same 

commitment: they are just not able to spend as much time on this particular innovation project 

as I am.” 
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• “In the future, we must pay more attention to the question how we can increase commitment of 

other employees, rather than focusing on our own commitment (which is already at a high 

level).” 

• “In my perspective, we have not yet used commitment as a tool, because nobody in our team 

has recognized the potential usefulness of it before. Today, we became aware that we can still 

improve something: our relation to groups and employees outside our team.” 

• “Finally, the value crafting sessions are contributing something new to our team. Therefore, I 

consider this fourth session as the most interesting and useful of all sessions we have had.” 

• “We are definitely going to make commitment an official item on our upcoming team agenda, 

now that we have learned the benefits of it.” 

• “I liked the conclusion of today!” 

 

For this session, quite a lot of interesting quotations were observed, and presented in the text box. 

This fourth session, the last step in the value-crafting process, entailed the sense making of all 

previous activities. Many interesting insights were therefore created and shared by the team 

members, while they experienced the hidden opportunities of values which they were not aware of 

before. Especially team F had this type of experience, which made a big contrast with earlier 

sessions in this team and therefore was a surprising result. Team P also became aware of important 

insights. Their main outcome was the recognition of factors that have enabled their value-crafting 

process so far, but also the factors that have hindered them to execute their plans. 

Both team F as team P gained valuable insights during this last session. For team F it meant that 

they finally learned how to use the value and it resulted in the adoption of the value on the 

upcoming team agenda. For team P it meant that they developed a kind of ‘declaration of intend’ to 

use the value in the near future, as soon as their current short term goals have been achieved, and 

they can start to make time for value-crafting in their project planning. 

 

6.3 Results of two independent pilot-tests 

Both for team P (section 6.3.1) as for team F (section 6.3.2), the results of applying the value-crafting 

sessions are described now. 

 

6.3.1 Team-P-specific results 

This section will start with a table (table 6.2), in which the practical circumstances under which each 

of the sessions for team P took place are presented, such as the attendees per session and the 

duration of each session. In the next table (table 6.3), the observations of the four value-crafting 

sessions in team P are summarized. In contrast to the implementation results of the value-crafting 

methodology in section 6.2, this section describes the application results of the methodology by 

team P. These four sessions and the introductory presentation together took six hours. 

 

Table 6.2: Presence of team members and duration per session for team P 

 Member 1 Member 2 Member 3 Member 4 Member 5 Member 6 Duration 

Introductory 

presentation 

PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - - 30 minutes 

Session 1 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - - 60 minutes 

Session 2 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - PRESENT - 90 minutes 

Session 3 PRESENT PRESENT - PRESENT PRESENT - 90 minutes 

Session 4 PRESENT - PRESENT - PRESENT PRESENT 90 minutes 

TOTAL 100% 80% 80% 60% 60% 20% 6 hours 
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Table 6.3: Summary of application value-crafting sessions by team P 

Session Main events / Outcomes session 

1 Differences of opinion exist in the team about the need for an organization to be 

innovative and dynamic, in order to be able to create innovative products. The team 

formulates their ambitions with regard to innovation as “Creating the best product, with 

the highest added value for the customer ánd the organization.” They have very little 

limitations for individuals to become innovative, but cannot provide very creative ideas 

either of how to encourage innovativeness in the team. The team members believe that 

their contribution to an innovative organization is limited, because they are working on a 

relatively small project. 

2 The team had difficulties to specify their project ambitions in terms of specifications, cost 

price and expected market launch, since these were all interrelated. However, discussing 

about these ambitions created enough awareness for possibilities to use the value for 

improvement of the team performance, which was the aim for this session. Most 

generated ideas aimed at adding more value to the company, but these did not match with 

the short-term goals of the project. The generated ideas were: 

• Investigation of the applicability of the product in related, but separate, niche 

markets. 

• Developing multiple products, in various segments of the market. 

• Reconsider applicability of previously generated ideas, which were not pursued 

thus far, but seem to have more potential on hindsight than originally expected. 

• Define gaps in team knowledge base, and utilize social network to fill the gaps. 

• Competitor analysis. 

• Increase marketing potential for the product, by not simply show a list of 

specifications to the customers and let them figure out how they can make use of 

it. Instead, convince the customer why he should buy this product by proactively 

demonstrate how the product adds value to the customer. 

The short-term goal was to finish the A-stage as soon as possible and prepare for the 

milestone. What was not conflicting and therefore has been executed, was mentioning all 

outcomes of value-crafting session 2 in their milestone report. 

3 The team became aware that for the project itself, they already had the highest ambitions 

and actions with regard to innovation. Limited improvements for the project itself could be 

achieved. But the session created awareness for unutilized possibilities to increase the 

impact of the project on the organization and the market. For the execution of those 

actions, a diversity of roles was adopted. Some team members preferred inward oriented 

roles, such as documentation of developed knowledge. Others preferred outward oriented 

roles, such as triggering the environment about the project’s value for them. 

The team concluded that executing the actions was not possible within the time-frame 

of the research project, but that they were going to do so after the value-crafting sessions 

were finished. 

4 The wrap-up made the team aware of the advantages of value crafting for them, and for 

the organization. Furthermore, the requirements for benefiting from these advantages 

became clear. These two insights were vital to ensuring the team’s commitment to the 

value after the research project had ended. Two important benefits for this team were 

identified: 

 

1. Providing the possibility to take distance from the project restrictions and remain 

‘free-thinkers’, by temporary focusing on what is possible rather than impossible. 

2. Making the team aware of the extra potential value which they have to offer to 

the organization, by looking beyond project boundaries. 
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Because these potential benefits do not follow automatically from the innovation process 

as described in section 4.2, two extra aspects are necessary for success: 

 

1. An individual trigger, described as curiosity and a willingness to engage in new 

ways of working, such as value crafting. 

2. An organizational trigger, that gives formal objectives or rewards for looking 

beyond project borders. Currently, the business process has such a strict time 

schedule that project leaders are more or less forced to keep the focus on the 

project all the time. There is normally no possibility to take time for talking about 

values, or to do more than executing project objectives. 

 

The team did not yet have the possibility to execute the ideas. However, they have the 

intention to do so later. Also, the team decides to organize value (crafting) meetings every 

two months from now on. Thereby they hope to keep their well-appreciated moments to 

take distance from the project. 

 

The value was already well embedded in the own operations of team P. Room for improvement 

existed mainly within the relation between the team and the organization (other innovation teams). 

There were no main difficulties in the team. The team has always been enthusiastic to engage in the 

process of value crafting during the time-span of the research project, and they announced that they 

still intend to use it after the pilot-test is over. 

 

6.3.2 Team-F-specific results 

This section will start with a table (table 6.4), in which the practical circumstances under which each 

of the sessions for team F took place are presented, such as the attendees per session and the 

duration of each session. In the next table (table 6.5), the observations of the four value-crafting 

sessions in team F are summarized. This section describes the application results of the methodology 

by team F. These four sessions and the introductory presentation together took five hours. 

 

Table 6.4: Presence of team members and duration per session for team F 

 Member 1 Member 2 Member 3 Member 4 Member 5 Member 6 Duration 

Introductory 

presentation 

PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - 30 minutes 

Session 1 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT 60 minutes 

Session 2 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT 60 minutes 

Session 3 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - PRESENT 60 minutes 

Session 4 PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT - 90 minutes 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 60% 5 hours 

 

Table 6.5: Summary of application value-crafting sessions by team F 

Session Main events / Outcomes session 

1 Commitment is formulated as “the drive and enthusiasm to perform.” In this group, 

commitment is considered very important. Their ambition is to “feel engaged in the 

development project and they want to make the best of it”, but they do not consciously 

improve the commitment in the team by specified actions. The team’s approach to 

encourage commitment in the rest of the organization is sufficient but not extra-ordinary. 

This means that they ask commitment from other departments, but if they don’t receive 

that commitment, they will quite easily try to solve problems themselves. 

2 The team had problems to define their project goals in terms of cost price, market launch, 

and specifications. The question “to what extent they believed their project plan was 

realizable or too ambitious”, was even interpreted as a test of their commitment to the 
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project plan. They defended themselves to this ‘test’ by answering that they lack the right 

knowledge to give a valid estimation to such a complex question about a specific topic. 

They could not come up with ideas to improve the performance of their project, because 

they saw it as main objective not to do anything more than the project plan prescribes. 

Instead, they defined a number of actions to improve their commitment (improve the value 

instead of the performance): 

• Develop the extra required market knowledge and technical knowledge. 

• Receive permission of principals to build a working prototype, and start with 

building this prototype. 

• Develop a number of customer profiles, together with the sales manager. 

These actions were aimed at making the project more concrete, by gaining more detailed 

knowledge of the market or the technical performance of the machine. 

3 Most of the ideas to improve commitment, which were created in the second value-crafting 

session, had been executed already before this third value-crafting session. That fast 

realization of the intentions was caused by the strong willingness of the team members to 

become more committed soon and to gain more specific knowledge from practice. 

4 The main comments from the team on the previous sessions concern the question 

whether the value-crafting really changed their behavior. The commitment in the team has 

improved but it is seen as a logical consequence of spending more time on the project. The 

relation with value-crafting is not yet clear to them, thus far. The team beliefs that the 

choice for a different value could have lead to more improvements, since commitment is a 

value which they already have developed quite a lot. Nobody in the team was really willing 

to engage in the value-crafting sessions thus far, because nobody saw possibilities to 

improve commitment in the team. 

The team becomes aware in this session that there is another aspect in commitment 

that they did not consider before. Cooperation between the team and other departments 

or persons outside the team has not always been as smooth as it could be. The team has 

experienced a lack of commitment at other stakeholders that they had to cooperate with. 

In this session, the team becomes aware that this lack of commitment may not be caused 

by indifference of the other stakeholders, for their project. The team realizes that engineers 

spent more time on only a few projects, and that intensity is making them much more 

committed to these few projects than a sales agent, for example, who has many projects in 

his portfolio. 

The team realizes that it is not only the responsibility of the other employees to make 

themselves more committed, but the team should stimulate them to become committed. If 

the team members are not able to stimulate other employees for their project, than who 

can stimulate them? The team recalls their current way of dealing with this issue from 

session 1: direct asking for commitment, which can also be interpreted as complaining 

about a lack of commitment. Now they start to realize that they can change their way of 

interacting with other employees, for their own benefit. 

They claim that if they would have realized this extra use of the value earlier, they 

would have definitely used value crafting more consciously during the last weeks, but 

unfortunately they only discovered it at the last session. The team is finally convinced and 

decides to use commitment as an official agenda item for their next meetings. They have 

wasted too much time already due to inefficient cooperation with others, and since they 

discovered a new tool today to solve that problem they are willing to use it as well. 

One team member commented that this session made the most sense to him of all 

sessions, because he finally became aware of what they could achieve with the value as a 

tool towards the outside world. Also the project leader said, afterwards, that he liked the 

conclusion of the fourth value-crafting session. 
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Team F very much projected the value on themselves, for almost the complete value-crafting cycle. 

Their judgment about value crafting was quite negative at first, arguing that value crafting did not 

add anything beneficial to them. Only at the very end, when the team started to think of the value as 

something they could use in their cooperation with the outside world, they became aware of the 

usefulness. Instead of looking at ways to improve the own commitment, they started to look at ways 

to improve commitment of their partners outside the team, in order to improve their cooperation 

and thereby their performance as a team. 

 

6.4 Results on Individual level 

In both teams, the response rate of the individual questionnaire was 100%. This means that all 6 

team members of both teams filled in the first and the second questionnaire. However, they 

reported some doubts while filling in the questionnaire. They believe that it was too early to 

measure real differences in the outcomes. Any differences in the outcome could also be caused by 

coincidence and indifference of the respondent, rather than by real changes. Only the average 

results within a group will be explained in this chapter. The individual results can be found in the 

appendix. 

As can be seen from table 6.6, the cultural quadrant was the relatively most important quadrant 

of all at the first measurement. After having participated in the value-crafting sessions (at t=1) this 

had changed. That same pattern, where the cultural quadrant is the highest aspect at t=0, and 

becomes relatively less important at t=1, is observable in both teams. Another observation from 

table 6.6 is the decrease of the social quadrant between t=0 and t=1. This also happened in both of 

the teams. 

Both of the teams show decreasing scores on the communion aspects (cultural and social 

quadrant), and increasing scores on the agentic aspects (intentional and behavioral quadrant). 

Although the differences seem to be small, and the validity of the results can not be guaranteed 

because of the use of ipsative scores, it is interesting to see that the outcome patterns are identical 

for both teams: increasing agentic aspects and decreasing communion aspects. 

 

Table 6.6: Average outcomes team P and team F 

 t=0 

(Questionnaire 1) 

t=1 

(Questionnaire 2) 

Difference t1-t0 Difference in % 

 Team P Team F Team P Team F Team P Team F Team P Team F 

Intentional quadrant 23,07 25,30 26,74 26,44 + 3,67 + 1,14 + 15,9 % + 4,5 % 

Behavioral quadrant 24,68 22,00 26,03 23,42 + 1,35 + 1,42 + 5,5 % + 6,5% 

Cultural quadrant 29,56 28,70 25,84 26,68 - 3,72 - 2,02 - 12,6 % - 7,0 % 

Social quadrant 22,69 24,00 21,39 23,46 - 1,30 - 0,54 - 5,7 % - 2,3 % 

 

It seems that the individuals have increased their individual ambitions with regard to the values. In 

the beginning the individuals found values the most important aspect in their work, but they did not 

yet know what to do with it. During the value-crafting sessions, one of the most important values for 

the team was intensively discussed and this led to increased ambitions of the individual to do 

something with the value themselves. 

This might be interpreted as follows: individuals, who already found the values important, have 

been able to personalize themselves with the value during the value-crafting sessions. This 

personalization has led to a relative increase in the agentic aspects. Team members have become 

more willing to do something with a value themselves (explaining the increases in the intentional 

quadrant) and also more active in the actual execution of their ambitions with regard to the value 

(explaining the increases in the behavioral quadrant). 

Even though the results may seem to be small amounts, one has to keep in mind that these are 

no absolute scores but relative scores. Each factor has a neutral score of 25 (as together they should 

sum up to 100 percent). A difference of 1 percentage point in a score therefore already means that 

the factor has increased with 4 % during the time span of the research. 
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7. Evaluation of the results 
 

Chapter 3 has presented the theoretical model that formed the starting point for this research 

project. In chapter 5, the methodology that was used to implement this model in a practical business 

situation has been presented. The results of the implementation process, as well as the application 

results for each of the teams and the changes that were observed at the individual level, are 

described in chapter 6. 

This chapter’s main aim is to make sense of those results in terms of the presented theory. It 

will be done by reflecting on the results of each value-crafting step in each group with each of the 

theoretical perspectives that have been discussed in chapter 3. To bring order in this reflection, the 

chapter will start with a section that describes the main events in both of the teams again. This 

overview of main events can be found in section 7.1. Second, these main events will be interpreted 

in terms of the theoretical frameworks (section 7.2) that were presented in chapter 3. Thereby, it 

provides the theoretical answers to the third goal in the research, which was to “gather insights 

about effects of the methodology for an organization”. 

Third, the outcomes of the focus-group interviews are presented in section 7.3. These focus-

group reports are interesting as well, because they represent the evaluation of the users themselves. 

Thereby, these focus-group interviews contribute to the third research goal as well, since they 

provide “insights about potential contributions of the methodology for an organization”, which was 

part of the definition of the third research goal. 

In section 7.4, the main outcomes that have been reported in the focus group (from section 7.3) 

are evaluated in terms of the observed effects of the theoretical model (from section 7.2). This leads 

to the identification of the bottlenecks in terms of each theoretical framework, which are 

determining to what extent value crafting can be beneficial for an organization. Based on these 

findings, it is possible to draw conclusions in chapter 8, as well as to point at some aspects that need 

to be investigated more deeply in further research. 

 

7.1 Summary of main events 

First, the main events of the sessions in team P will be summarized (table 7.1). Second, the main 

events of team F will be summarized (table 7.2). 

 

Table 7.1: Summary main events team P 

Session Main events 

1 • The team discusses their current level of development of resources in all four 

quadrants of integral theory. 

• The team develops an explicit interpretation of the value. 

• Five out of six individual team members have contributed in the questionnaire to the 

initial formation of a value. 

• The team dialogue leads to a unanimous interpretation of the group ambition. 

2 • The team concludes that their project goals are a complex mixture of specifications, 

cost price and market launch, of which the combination contributes to their ROI. 

• The team adopts the perspective of the organization when they develop their ideas 

for improvement of the project goals. 

• The team develops a number of long-term actions that are aimed at fulfilling their 

ambition, to add more value to the organization. 

3 • The team discusses their list of long-term actions of session 2. Each of the actions is 

evaluated on their feasibility within the project. Only some of the actions remain, but 

will be executed in a later stage. 

• The team further plans the execution of their actions in a later stage of the project. To 

guarantee that they will fulfill their intentions, they include a number of ideas into 

their intermediate report of the project. 



 48

4 • The team identified the main challenge which they experience before they can 

execute the intended actions: A lack of time in the overloaded NPD process to have 

long-term orientation meetings. 

• The team identified the benefits of value-crafting that were most important for them: 

o Opportunity to look at long-term performance instead of short-term 

milestone. 

o Increased awareness for the added value to the organization, and how the 

team can increase that. 

 

Table 7.2: Summary main events team F 

Session Main events 

1 • The team discusses their current level of development of resources in all four 

quadrants of integral theory. 

• The team has difficulties to develop an explicit interpretation of the value. 

• Four out of six individual team members have contributed in the questionnaire to the 

initial formation of a value. 

• The session is closed with a vague description of the team ambition, on which all 

members agreed. 

2 • The team has difficulties to converge the discussion about explicit project goals, and 

therefore cannot reach an agreement about them. 

• The team is not developing ‘new’ actions with regard to the value, but uses the value 

to explain why they have a specific action plan. 

• The value is used to justify current actions, rather than to develop new actions that are 

inspired by a value. This is probably caused because they lacked a clear ambition for 

the value, which made it harder to generate new actions. 

3 • The team reports on their status of executing the action plan. 

• Most actions have been executed, or are planned for within a short time frame. 

• Team has not adapted their behavior because of the value-crafting sessions, and has 

felt no intention to do so either. 

4 • Team becomes aware that they can use the value in their cooperation with other 

departments and employees as well. 

• The team comments that they have not yet tried to use value crafting so far, but that 

they will do so from now on, because they finally discovered the benefits for 

themselves. 

 

7.2 Evaluation theoretical model 

This section will evaluate the results of the pilot-tests, from a theoretical perspective. Hereby, the 

initial insights with regard to the developed and tested model become clear. Each session will be 

discussed separately in theoretical terms. Per session, a table will evaluate which of the theoretical 

steps have been observed, which have not been observed, and which of them caused problems in 

the teams and may have hindered the value-crafting process. 

 

7.2.1 Session 1 

Team P has developed a clear explicit formulation of their ambition with regard to the value, on 

which they all agreed (SECI theory step 1 and Integral theory step 1 are observed). The fact that 

they all agreed was important, to ensure that the remember interaction is created, according to the 

expectations of the panarchical systems thinking step 1. 

Team F was able to explicitly formulate their interpretation of the value, but had problems to 

develop an ambition. They needed more support in the explicit formulation of the value, and could 
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not distinguish between the value and the ambition. Finally they reached consensus about their 

interpretation of the value. 

 

Table 7.3: ‘Proof of concept’ of theoretical models - step 1 

STEP 1 value-

crafting cycle 

SECI theory Integral Theory Panarchy theory 

Observed in 

team P 

YES, tacit value 

was made explicit 

YES, value was turned into 

ambition 

YES, all team members agreed on ambition 

Observed in 

team F 

YES, tacit value 

was made explicit 

NO, team had difficulties 

to turn value into ambition 

YES, consensus is reached about the 

value/ambition (no real difference 

between value/ambition) 

TOTAL YES MAYBE YES 

 

7.2.2 Session 2 

In terms of the SECI theory, the teams had to combine explicit formulations of a value with explicit 

formulations of project goals. It seemed that the teams had fewer problems with having this 

discussion about explicit issues, compared with the discussion of value-crafting session 1. Every team 

member was able to formulate each of the project goals, and restrictions to possible combination of 

these conflicting project goals. However, the complexity of the decision made it impossible to take 

all detailed, specified and explicit knowledge about the project goals into account, while still trying 

to find a consensus. In other words, the explicit knowledge was too complex to share completely, 

which created difficulties in the decision making. 

In terms of the integral theory, the teams had to turn intentions into behavior, to stay in line 

with the theoretical model. This had to be done outside the value-crafting session, because the 

value-crafting session only helped to develop the plan to turn intentions into behavior. The final 

execution of that plan had to occur in practice. Team F was able to generate short-term oriented 

intentions, which were implementable in practice, right away. However, those actions were already 

planned before the value-crafting sessions, so it can not be considered as a change in behavior. 

Team P generated long-term oriented intentions that were implementable in practice in the long 

run, only. It turned out that step 2 of the value-crafting cycle in terms of integral theory was not 

straightforward. Throughput time was needed to execute long-term intentions. 

In terms of the panarchical systems theory, the remember interaction may limit or help the 

team members to generate actions. Team F seemed to have difficulties to let the restrictions of 

reality go while setting their intentions. It appeared as if they had very strict (unconscious) rules to 

follow, which were set by the remember interaction. These rules did not allow them to forget about 

any of the restrictions, and thereby increased the complexity of the decision making very much, 

leaving little room for changes of action. Team P seemed to have fewer difficulties to let go of the 

restrictions of reality and they generated actions for the long term. This requires enough flexibility of 

the rules of the remember interactions. Without flexible rules, it is useless to have ideas to change 

behavior in the long term. This means that the action plan of team P is either useless (when they 

don’t execute any of their actions due to restrictions of reality), or very useful (when they are able to 

realize their long-term ambition). The future has to reveal which of the two options applies. 

 

Table 7.4: ‘Proof of concept’ of theoretical models - step 2 

STEP 2 value-

crafting cycle 

SECI theory Integral Theory Panarchy theory 

Observed in 

team P 

YES, explicit ambition was used to 

develop explicit action plan in the 

project 

NO, not enough time to 

change behavior 

YES, remember 

interaction is supporting 

use of the value 

Observed in 

team F 

YES, but the other way around. The 

team used explicit value to justify 

their current explicit actions 

NO, ambition was not 

formulated so also no 

change in behavior 

YES remember interaction 

is hindering use of the 

value 

TOTAL YES NO YES 
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7.2.3 Session 3 

In terms of panarchical systems theory, these results are not interpretable because the reflection on 

itself can not be observed. 

In terms of the SECI theory, the group that executed the planned actions (team F) was not really 

able to reflect on the effects of their actions on performance. It turned out that their actions were 

not different from their normal actions, and therefore they could not reflect on the added value of 

value crafting on their performance. The group that did not execute the planned actions (team P) 

was also not really successful in their reflection on performance changes. They could only try to 

predict the effects of their actions, and select which of these actions would have positive effects, 

and which of them could have negative effects on their project. However, these expectations of the 

effects of their actions are tacit. 

In terms of the integral theory, both groups seemed to have problems to match their roles on 

their behavior, which was expected to happen in this step. It is expected that this was caused by the 

short time in between session 2 and session 3, such that the role could not be discovered yet and all 

attention was still spent on the change of own behavior. 

 

Table 7.5: ‘Proof of concept’ of theoretical models - step 3 

STEP 3 value-

crafting cycle 

SECI theory Integral Theory Panarchy 

theory 

Observed in 

team P 

YES, the effects of the explicit actions 

are predicted to investigate the 

feasibility 

NO, team has not been able to 

fulfill role better because of their 

action-plan 

Not observable 

Observed in 

team F 

NO, the team is not able to reflect on 

their experiences of the executed 

actions, because they cannot imagine 

how it would have been otherwise 

NO, team has not changed their 

behavior, and can not imagine the 

additional effect of their behavior 

on their role in the organization 

Not observable 

TOTAL MAYBE NO Not observable 

 

7.2.4 Session 4 

In terms of SECI theory, both teams have been able to exchange their tacit experiences of the value-

crafting process and combined them into new tacit understanding of the value and potential usage 

of the value. None of the teams had such a detailed and thorough (tacit) understanding of the 

importance of the value in their work and relations, before the value-crafting cycle started. 

In terms of panarchical systems theory, the real revolt has not yet occurred. According to the 

two teams, it is a matter of time before they will start to implement their ideas to add value to the 

organization, or to pay more attention to their relation with other departments and employees in 

the organization. It seems that value-crafting sessions have prepared for a revolt interaction, rather 

than created the revolt interaction. As one of the quotes from team P already suggests, there is a 

good possibility that these team members will not be able to continue their intentions to use value 

crafting in other teams. As long as the organization’s NPD process does not create the right triggers 

for it, the other employees that have not discovered potential benefits of a value-crafting approach 

may not engage in value crafting. It is still seen as some extra effort, which is not yet rewarded by 

organizational triggers. 

In terms of integral theory, the reflection on the role of the team in the organization resulted in 

valuable insights. Team F discovered the potential changes that they can make to their role, by 

taking the initiative to create commitment for their project, in the rest of the organization. Thereby 

they better understood the importance of the value for cooperation with other employees. Team P 

discovered the mismatches between their desired role and their current role in the organization. 

They identified the aspects that had to change before they could start to fulfill their desired role. 

This did not yet give them a better understanding of the value, but it has certainly helped them in 

their desire to realize the value better. 
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Table 7.6: ‘Proof of concept’ of theoretical models - step 4 

STEP 4 value-

crafting cycle 

SECI theory Integral Theory Panarchy theory 

Observed in 

team P 

YES, reflection of tacit 

experiences resulted 

in new tacit insights 

YES, the awareness of the desired role of 

the team gave a better understanding of 

how to realize the value better 

NO, effect on the 

organization has not 

yet happened 

Observed in 

team F 

YES, reflection of tacit 

experiences resulted 

in new tacit insights 

YES, the discussion about the effect of the 

value in relation to other departments, 

gave a new dimension to the value 

NO, effect on the 

organization has not 

yet happened 

TOTAL YES YES NO 

 

7.3 Evaluation Focus-groups 

By only looking at the theoretical insights that have been based on observing the videos of the value-

crafting sessions, it is possible that important information is missed. Not everything is directly 

observable, and due to the unstructured analysis of the videos, some things may remain unnoticed. 

To cope with this issue, the groups were asked to evaluate on their perspectives on the value-

crafting process as well. 

Their evaluations on a number of questions, which have already been mentioned in table 5.2, 

are presented here. Their user’s perspective made it possible to get insights into organizational 

benefits, which was part of the third goal in the research. Table 7.7 presents these results for team 

P, and table 7.8 will do the same for team F. Afterwards, these focus-group results are interpreted. 

 

Table 7.7: Outcomes focus-group team P 

Question Answer 

“Did your interpretation of the 

value change during the group 

discussion in session 1?” 

In the first session, some initial differences of interpreting 

‘innovation’ existed in the team. No effort was spent on changing 

interpretations, but more on reaching an agreement. In the 

second session, when the shared goal became clear (adding more 

value to organization), these differences were not important 

anymore, so the interpretation did not have to change much. 

“To what extent did value 

crafting influence the goal-

setting process and the 

generation of ideas?” 

Before the value-crafting sessions, innovation was important as 

well for their actions, just like other values.  

“To what extent were you 

consciously aware of that?” 

These values were not used very consciously in the past, 

compared with the value-crafting sessions. This extra conscious 

usage made the team aware of the role of values for them, and 

that the values are present in their actions all the time. 

“To what extent did your 

ambitions and potentials 

increase, and did they become 

clearer, during the value-

crafting process?” 

Ambitions and potential had improved a bit during value-crafting 

sessions, but not much. The ambitions and potential were already 

high in the beginning. Now, they have become a bit more critically 

aware of their actions, which may have improved their potential to 

be innovative. 

“Why did you choose 

particularly for these goals and 

actions?” 

The first reason was that the mentioned actions were a summary 

of all ideas they already created in the past. These turned out to 

be the ideas that they had available already, but which never had a 

high enough priority due to short-term goals. 

The second reason was that these actions were considered to 

be realistic, and were expected to add the most value to the 

organization, which was the main ambition of the team. 

“To what extent did the value-

crafting process help to realize 

In order to realize the group ambition, the team arguments that 

they need more time. During the 5 weeks of the research project 
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the group ambitions?” they were too much occupied by short-term goals, to really pay 

effort to the innovative actions, and add extra value for the 

organization. The willingness to do so is present within the group, 

but the business process with many short-term goals is not 

stimulating any efforts outside of the project itself. 

“To what extent did the value-

crafting process contribute to 

your innovative role in the 

organization?” 

Our ambition was to create the best products, and thereby add as 

much value as possible to the organization and the customer. The 

value-crafting sessions gave us the possibility to think about ways 

to achieve that ambition, and it relieved us temporary of the 

short-term pressures that dominate our project all the time (see 

answer previous question). Therefore, we could take some time to 

reflect on our role in the organization and to think of ways to 

maximize our added value. 

 

Table 7.8: Outcome focus-group team F 

Question Answer 

“Did your interpretation of 

the value change during 

the group discussion in 

session 1?” 

All the team members were convinced that their interpretation 

changed quite a lot during the group discussion. While filling in the 

questionnaire these people discovered that it was very difficult for 

them to describe their interpretation of the value commitment. In the 

group discussion of session one, the interpretation of the value was 

completely formed. 

“To what extent did value 

crafting influence the goal-

setting process and the 

generation of ideas?” 

The setting of goals and generation of ideas to bring into practice is 

very much affected by commitment. The team members are not sure 

whether this stimulating effect is caused by value crafting, or just by 

strong motivation in the team. 

“To what extent were you 

consciously aware of that?” 

If value crafting did play a role at all, than it was an unconscious role 

for sure, because nobody in the team could find any proof of the 

effects of value crafting on the goal setting. 

“To what extent did your 

ambitions and potentials 

increase, and did they 

become clearer, during the 

value-crafting process?” 

The ambitions and potential of the group did increase for sure during 

the value-crafting process, but once again, the team is very critical to 

grant these positive results to the value-crafting process itself. In the 

perspective of the team, the ambitions increased because of the 

progress that they achieved in their project during the past few 

months, rather than because of the additional focus on the value. 

“Why did you choose 

particularly for these goals 

and actions?” 

Mainly because these actions contribute directly to our commitment 

as a group, which is our ambition. By gaining more knowledge about 

the market and the product we feel more familiar with the product 

and that is necessary for us to feel committed to the project.  

“To what extent did the 

value-crafting process help 

to realize the group’s 

ambitions?” 

Talking about the value may have helped a bit, but the team is not 

sure that value crafting has changed their behavior and helped to 

realize their ambitions. They are not convinced of the contribution of 

value crafting to the achievement of their ambitions. 

“To what extent did the 

value-crafting process 

contribute to your role in 

the organization?” 

The team starts to realize that they should not aim blindly to achieve 

their group ambitions only. Instead, in order to realize their own 

ambitions more easily, they should mobilize the people and 

departments around the team as well. The paradox is that to realize 

their own ambition, the team should let go of that ambition for a 

while, and try to contribute first to the ambitions of people and 

departments around them. 

 



 53

It is interesting to see that both teams (F and P) were claiming in the beginning that the value was 

already well developed in their team and that value crafting could not bring them much news. The 

main added value for them turned out to be the extra attention for interaction with others (team F) 

or the role in the organization (team P). Both are part of the social quadrant in integral theory. 

Team P discovered this added value quite soon and it increased their willingness to engage in 

the further value-crafting sessions. Team F discovered the benefits only in the end of the value-

crafting process. They had therefore also more troubles to remain interested during the value-

crafting sessions, but their enthusiasm returned in the end as well. 

It was interesting to observe the problems that especially team F had with thinking about tacit 

knowledge and working with it in value-crafting sessions. Every tacit question, statement, 

assignment or assumption that was used during the value-crafting sessions was amplified by the 

engineers, to know exactly what was meant by it. Team P did have fewer difficulties with tacit 

knowledge, and needed only some general instructions to continue. The answers in the focus group 

to the question whether the teams were consciously aware of tacit aspects in their goal-setting 

process, showed that only team P was aware of these aspects. Recall for example that team P claims 

that they have been more consciously aware of the value in their goal setting and action planning. 

This means that they were trying to apply their tacit knowledge in the sessions. Team F on the other 

hand, denied that value crafting played a role for them. They add that, “even if value crafting did 

play a role, then it must have been an unconscious role”. Team F and P therefore gave complete 

opposite answers to this question, and it can be the main reason why team F has been so skeptical 

towards the value-crafting approach, whereas team P was enthusiastic already from the second 

session onwards. 

Also both teams claim that during value crafting, their potential to perform well and contribute 

to the organization has increased. However, they have difficulties to say to what extent this was 

caused by value-crafting sessions or by other factors. Team F was more skeptical and they claimed 

that it was probably because their own development in the project, rather than by value crafting. 

Team P was more positive, suggesting that value crafting created more awareness for important 

aspects in their work. However, they did not yet have the opportunity to bring their ideas into 

practice, and therefore could not say how much value crafting has really contributed to their 

performance. 

Based on these descriptions of the focus groups, the following interpretations can be made: 

 

• The highest added value was achieved in the social quadrant. 

• The added value has to be recognized before the engineers will consider using the 

methodology. 

• Difficulties to deal with tacit knowledge may hinder the value-crafting process. 

• The value-crafting process contributes to awareness for important aspects in work decisions. 

Under the right conditions (such as not too many short-term constraints), these identified 

aspects can also result into practical application. 

 

7.4 Summary evaluation 

Now that the research has been evaluated on theoretical ground as well as on experienced usability 

by the end-users, it is possible to provide answers to the third and last research goal: “to provide 

insights about effects and potential contributions of the methodology for an organization”. This will 

be done, by starting with the outcomes of the focus-groups, and these will be related to the found 

theoretical effects for further explanation. 

As was mentioned in the end of section 7.3, both teams experienced the highest added value in 

the growth of their awareness of their role in the organization and possible ways to improve their 

contribution to, and cooperation with, the organization. In terms of the value-crafting cycle, this 

suggests that they have adopted the value better than before, and that it is only a matter of time 

before they have the opportunity to realize their ideas with regard to the value. Assuming that this 
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has indeed been the highest contribution to the organizational future performance, the following 

three subsections will explain how it may be explained. 

 

7.4.1 The added value explained with the SECI lens 

All SECI steps have been observed, in the way they were expected in chapter 3. Only the third step, 

reflection on the own performance, caused some insurmountable problems in one of the two teams: 

team F. This team was also relatively late with their discovery of the added value of value crafting for 

them. In the last value-crafting session, team F managed somehow better to reflect on their 

functioning in the complex organizational environment. After they successfully reflected on their 

functioning in the greater whole, they realized the benefits of value crafting for them. Taking this 

comparison between team F and team P into account, the explanation by the SECI lens suggests that 

the internalization step has been the crucial factor that determined the success of value crafting in 

the teams. As soon as the teams were able to internalize their explicit performance into tacit 

insights, they were able to develop their potential to perform. 

 

7.4.2 The added value explained with the Integral Theory lens 

All Integral theory steps have been observed, in the way they were expected in chapter 3. The 

bottleneck in terms of the integral theory seems to be step 2: turning the ambitions into actual 

behavioral changes. Team P formulates environmental factors that are hindering this realization 

step, such as too many short-term goals and too short period of evaluation to realize changes. Team 

F is just not ready to change their behavior, because they do not yet believe in the added value of 

value crafting at that point. 

When teams are able to turn their ambitions into actions, this also affects their role in the 

organization. In the end of the value-crafting sessions, both teams realized that this role was the 

highest improvement they could achieve by crafting the value. Team F pitied that they did not saw 

this potential earlier, such that they would have been able to use it earlier as well by realizing a 

change in their behavior. 

 

7.4.3 The added value explained with the Panarchical Systems lens 

All panarchical systems steps have been observed, in the way they were expected in chapter 3. This 

framework seems to be the most difficult of the three to observe. It appeared that step 1 and 2 did 

take place. Step 3 was not observable and step 4 did not yet take place. These results were the same 

in both two teams. One main difference has been observed, though: the step-2-remember 

interaction in both teams has been of a different nature. 

Team P had a remember interaction that supported the exploration of the value. They were 

curious to find out what they could do with the value, even before they were convinced of it. This 

attitude made that the value-crafting sessions in the team were relatively easygoing and relieved the 

main added value of the methodology to them quite early. 

Team F had a remember interaction that was hindering any usage or exploration of the value, 

before it was spelled out literally to them what would be the added value for them, and what they 

had to do for it precisely. This more conservative remember interaction of team F made that the 

team was not willing to try anything different than they were used to do, as long as the contribution 

to them and the steps to get there were not specific enough. In session 4, this team was asked to let 

go of all their dominant arguments against usage of new knowledge with uncertain outcomes, but 

just speak as freely as possible. This seemed to have broken their existing remember interaction a bit 

and let them realize potential usage of the value which they did not consider before. A remember 

interaction that is stimulating the exploration of new knowledge and new ways of working, rather 

than hindering it, seems to be a crucial factor to make value crafting useful for an organization. 
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7.4.4 Concluding remarks on the basis of the evaluation of the developed model 

Based on these evaluations of the model, there is no direct cause to change the model from the way 

that it has been presented in chapter 3. All steps that have been predicted in the theoretical model 

have somehow been observed. In the cases that the expected steps were not observed in the 

sessions, this does not necessarily mean that the model is wrong. In this chapter, it is explained why 

some steps were not observed, by linking the theoretical observations with the outcomes of the 

focus-group interviews. 

It is important to evaluate the steps in section 7.2 more thoroughly on the one hand (by more 

structured analysis of the videos for example), and to test the model in different situations on the 

other hand. A more elaborated vision about this future research will be presented in the discussion 

chapter. 
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8. Conclusion and discussion 
 

In this chapter, a review of the generated results will be presented. In section 8.1, the main 

conclusions are presented, by recalling the research goals of section 1.1. In section 8.2, some 

limitations that were faced during the execution of the research are described. This will be followed 

by theoretical implications (section 8.3) and managerial implications (section 8.4). Section 8.5 will 

end with some insights for future researchers that are considering further contributions to this 

interesting field of science. Finally, section 8.6 will close with a personal reflection. 

 

8.1 Conclusions 

In section 1.1, the report has started with distinguishing three research goals that have a played a 

central role in this research project. Before the conclusions with regard to the achievement of the 

project goals are being discussed, it should be noted again that the research project was exploratory. 

This means that besides some initial ideas based on several theoretical frameworks, no prior 

research has been done to value crafting. It can therefore be considered as a revolutionary new 

knowledge field, with all uncertainties that come together with exploring it. This means that not 

everything can be, or has to be validated 100% waterproof at this stage, yet. The main aim was to 

develop a proof of concept for the theoretical intuitions, such that further research can aim for 

validation of those ‘proven concepts’. In this chapter the main conclusions regarding these research 

goals will be discussed. The goals are recalled in table 8.1. This table also evaluates whether the goal 

has been achieved. 

 

Table 8.1: Achievement of the research goals 

 Research Goal Achieved 

1  Development of a methodology to bring organizational values into practice within a 

real-life business context. 

YES 

2 Test the methodology through an exploratory pilot study. YES 

3 Gathering insights about effects and potential contributions of the methodology for 

an organization. 

YES 

 

8.1.1 First research goal 

The first research goal was achieved. A methodology has been developed to bring organizational 

values into practice. It is a matter of time, before the values are brought into practice in the tested 

real-life business context in which they have been tested. The conclusion can be drawn that it is not 

straightforward to bring organizational values into practice. Many mechanisms are influencing the 

value-crafting process, and taking all of them into account becomes a very complex task. Three 

theoretical lenses have been used in this research to investigate the expected outcomes of value 

crafting from multiple perspectives. Much effort was necessary to communicate the developed 

methodology and expected outcomes to the engineers, before it could be brought into practice in 

the real-life business context. The process to achieve this goal is described in chapter 5. 

 

8.1.2 Second research goal 

The second research goal was achieved. The developed methodology (for research goal 1) has been 

tested in two different R&D teams. This resulted in two different scenarios. One team was 

experiencing difficulties to engage in the value-crafting process, whereas the other team did not 

experience most of these problems. In the end, even the team that had some difficulties was able to 

complete the value-crafting process as well. These outcomes have been discussed in chapter 6. 

Furthermore, it turned out that the engineers need constant support and some guidance during the 

value-crafting process.  
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8.1.3 Third research goal 

The third research goal was achieved. Many insights have been gathered during the research. Both 

on theoretical grounds, as well as on practical applicability, the research has shown consistent 

results. These have been discussed more thoroughly in chapter 7. 

 

8.2 Limitations 

This research had a number of limitations. Some limitations are related to the exploratory character 

of the research, some are related to the difference in scientific and managerial goals, and some are 

related to time-issues. 

 

8.2.1 Limitations of exploratory research 

This research was an exploratory search for effects of value crafting in business situations. 

Therefore, the theoretical model, as well as the interventions based on the model, and the 

measurement tools to validate the model, had to be newly developed during the research project. 

This makes it difficult to draw hard conclusions about the effects of value crafting. The outcomes of 

each evaluation method, is not a sufficient evidence to proof the benefits of value crafting for an 

organization. Rather, these evaluation methods should be seen as indications for benefits of value 

crafting. Taking all these different indications collectively into account, a stronger case is made to 

proof the effects of value crafting in an organization. 

To some extent, this research project can be compared to a lawsuit. Each of the pieces of 

evidence in a lawsuit is not a sufficient proof to condemn a defendant. However, when all pieces of 

evidence can be considered together, the defendant is found guilty or not. 

 

8.2.2 Limitations of incompatible project goals 

Both the university and the company defined a number of goals in the beginning of the master 

thesis. In the beginning of the project, a lot of effort was put into the combined realization of both 

goals. However, exploratory theory building and business-problem solving turned out to be 

incompatible with each other in this project, under the given constraints of available time and 

resources. Despite the many efforts in diagnosing the business problem of the company, and taking 

it into account while developing the intervention methodology, the original business problem could 

not be solved. One of the reasons for this limitation was a shortage of time. The other was a 

difficulty to find suitable teams to answer this business problem of the organization. Originally, the 

organization required a methodology to decrease the domination by team leaders in innovation 

teams. However, the teams that were available for this research did not have dominant team 

leaders. No time was available to find other teams that did have such a dominant team leader. 

Therefore, the focus of the research project shifted purely to the scientific goals halfway the project. 

To compensate for this lack of answers to the original company objectives, the approach has 

undergone many changes to bring more relevance for the innovation teams into the methodology. 

 

8.2.3 Limitations of time related issues 

The limited amount of time that is available for a master thesis has exposed this research to a 

number of limitations. The three most important limitations that are related to time are: 

 

• Lack of time to implement changes in behavior. 

• Lack of time to search for further synchronization of business and scientific goals. 

• Lack of time to do video analysis on a structured way. 

 

In the value-crafting sessions of both teams, intentions to change behavior or the role in the 

organization have been developed by the teams. Due to the short time-frame of the research, they 

did not have real possibilities to really implement these intentions in their behavior. An idea for 

further research is therefore to evaluate the results in these teams after a half year. 
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At some point in the project, when the most suitable teams to research the company objective were 

not available, there was a danger that both the company and the scientific goals were not going to 

be realized in time. If more time would be available to find a solution for the synchronization of 

business and scientific goals, there would probably be more chance to fulfill both goals. However, 

this time was not available so the choice was made to focus on the scientific goals from that 

moment onwards. 

Because a lot of time had to be spent already on the development of the methodology, and on 

the continuous improvements of this methodology on developments in practice, limited time was 

available to analyze all results of the value-crafting sessions according to structured protocols. 

Therefore, the videos have been observed seriously enough to interpret them, but not structured 

enough to draw a validated conclusion. These videos can be analyzed more thoroughly in further 

research. 

 

8.3 Theoretical Implications 

The implications that this research offers to the existing theory, is the development of a new way of 

working based on (organizational) values. Even though the research is an exploratory research, it has 

not been developed as a lucky shot, but instead has strong foundations in the existing science. Not 

just one, but three important theories have been used in the development of the methodology, as 

well as in the analysis of the effects. It has opened up a can of new conceptual ideas, which are 

appealing to be researched further. For example, each of the three used theoretical frameworks has 

revealed a key message with regard to potential success of value crafting. These key messages can 

be investigated more thoroughly to make them more valid. This research can thereby function as a 

source of new ideas. 

Another implication of this research is that it brought theoretical concepts closer to reality, by 

investing much time for the adaptation of the methodology to practical circumstances. 

Despite the fact that the methodology has been developed within the paradigm of Chaos and 

Complexity, it can be interesting to see what will happen when the value-crafting cycle will be 

combined with other paradigms or theories. So, this research offers two types of implications for 

further research: 

 

• Investigating the used theoretical frameworks more thoroughly, and deeply. 

• Investigating the value-crafting methodology from other perspectives than has already been 

done. 

 

8.4 Managerial Implications 

In section 4.5, two main stakeholder groups have been identified. One of them was the group of 

engineers and the other group was the management. Each of them had different requirements with 

regard to the methodology that was tested. These requirements have always been present in the 

background of the research methodology. This section will give implications that the methodology 

offers to each of the two stakeholder groups. 

 

8.4.1 Implications for engineers 

The main objections that engineers had in the beginning against engaging in value crafting 

considered the investment of their time. The engineers experience high time pressures in their work, 

which makes them careful to waste their precious time to activities that are not directly related to 

their projects. To present value crafting as an interesting opportunity, rather than as a waste of time, 

two aspects were very important in the communication towards engineers. In the value-crafting 

methodology, special care was taken of these needs. These were ‘expressing the relation to the 

innovation project’, and ‘minimizing the extra effort.’ 

The first need of the engineers was that the required effort of them would be kept to a 

minimum. From the beginning, the total time that was required from engineers was minimized, as 
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much as possible, by combining several activities, such as value-crafting sessions and focus-group 

interviews. In total, they spent six hours for participation in the research. This was still considered 

reasonable by most engineers as long as the added value was clear to them, which was their other 

concern. 

The second concern was covered by the direct combination of the crafting of the value with the 

innovation project. Originally, the plan was to craft the value from scratch, with no relation to any 

specific project or task. As soon as the orientation round revealed the need of the engineers for 

explicit and clear understanding of the value-crafting process and its added value to the team, this 

approach was redesigned. The final approach consisted of the crafting of the value in the project, by 

developing actions that originate from, and will be used in the innovation project itself. This has 

been experienced as a very important managerial implication. Without clarifying the link between 

the value and the actual work of the engineers, the likelihood that these engineers will engage in 

value crafting is minimal. 

 

8.4.2 Implications for management 

The management had no objections towards value crafting. They would like to hear the expected 

result of value crafting in terms of key performance indicators, if possible. Their main interests had 

to do with the improvement of innovation speed in the company. 

Value crafting does not provide direct improvements with regard to innovation speed. However, 

this does not mean that value crafting is unrelated to improving innovation speed. The most direct 

way to speed up innovation is probably by further pressing the innovation teams with short-term 

goals. Although this is an outcome-oriented solution to speed-up innovation processes, the question 

should be critically asked whether it is really solving the problems, or just solving the symptoms. By 

pressing more on short-term goals, the boundaries for the project are further tightened. As was 

identified in the orientation, this may lead to further isolation of engineers, and consequently to 

ineffective cooperation. If that is happening, the pressure with short-term goals leads to more 

problems in the long term. 

Value crafting is challenging the innovation teams to think about their goals themselves. The 

team is triggered to set short-term goals in the project, which are in line with the long-term 

ambitions, which in turn are in line with the values of the company. So, instead of pressing the 

teams into isolation by giving them more and stricter targets, the teams are challenged to create 

targets themselves. Thereby cooperation is stimulated rather than hindered. 

Engaging into value crafting does not lead to improved innovation speed directly, but it creates 

the right conditions under which innovation speed can be improved in a more participative way. 

 

8.5 Suggestions for further research 

This research offers some suggestions for further research. The first suggestion would be to further 

investigate the outcomes of value crafting in the long term. Both teams have mentioned that they 

intend to continue to craft values in some way or another, but that the timeframe in this research 

was just too short to realize changes in behavior. Measuring the same team after 6 months could 

lead to valuable insights. 

The second suggestion involves the evaluation of Value Crafting on the organizational level of 

aggregation. In this research, the main unit of analysis has always been the R&D team, and to some 

extent the individual engineers as well. For managerial implications, it would be interesting to have a 

better understanding about the potential effects of value crafting for the organization, as well as the 

usability of value crafting on the organizational level of aggregation. “How can value crafting 

contribute to a better performance of the organization in its environment?” is an example of a 

research question that can be of high value, but which has not been answered by this research. Also, 

the investigation of other ways of value crafting is an issue for further research. “What is the most 

optimal starting point of the value-crafting cycle?” and “How can value crafting be made more 

participative?” are two examples of interesting questions that pop up when one reflects upon this 
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research project. In this research project, the value-crafting cycle has been interpreted in one way by 

the researcher, and this has been implemented identically in both teams, except for some 

adaptations to the unique team-project situations. This interpretation of the value-crafting cycle is 

not necessarily best. Starting at different points of the value-crafting cycle can be helpful to speed-

up the process. This research has shown that the internalization activity in step 3 of the value-

crafting cycle is of vital importance to the success of value crafting. Investigating new pilot studies 

that start with this third step of the process might give new insights. 

Another point of discussion in this research has been the directive approach to implement value 

crafting. The teams did not ask themselves for value crafting, and they did not know how to craft the 

values. To make sure that the theoretical model could be tested, the teams had to go through a 

number of steps sequentially, and therefore a directive approach was considered necessary. Within 

the directive approach, the teams were left as free as possible to maintain some participative 

elements in it, as well. Now that the theoretical elements have been investigated and prove of 

concept has been found for most of them, it is time for the next step, which is to develop a 

participative methodology to bring organizational values into practice within a real-life business 

context. 

Besides these new ideas for further research questions and directions, it is also necessary to 

develop more validated measurement tools. The questionnaire has, for example, never been 

validated and the outcomes remain unreliable therefore. The same holds for the observations, which 

have been executed somewhat superficial due to time constraints. It would be a real improvement 

to develop a structured protocol for analysis of the video fragments that have been recorded in this 

experiment. This protocol should in the best scenario be usable for future research with other value-

crafting studies as well. 

 

8.6 Personal Reflection 

The execution of the research has sometimes been a very challenging process, with a number of ups 

and downs. An important challenge has been to communicate the theoretical and vague concept of 

Value Crafting, especially to the engineers and management of the organization. Understanding and 

developing the complex theoretical models to support and create the value-crafting model was 

already a big challenge, but convincing the engineers and management that value crafting could be 

of added value to them was even harder. 

As soon as the project took a start in the two engineering teams, the main challenge was always 

to maintain the engagement of the engineers. These people are used to work under high time 

pressures in their projects, most of the time. Therefore they are not very willing to spend much time 

on activities in which they don’t see the end-result, clearly. When the empirical part of the study was 

not even halfway, some engineers expressed frustration regarding the value-crafting methodology. 

This sign was hardly ignorable. More focus was therefore given to the potential benefits of value 

crafting for the engineers and for their projects. Also, the teams were assured that their efforts were 

very well appreciated and useful for my research. 

When it appeared that both teams were able to use value crafting for their own benefit, and 

both teams acknowledged in the end that they became aware of the added value for them, it felt as 

a major victory. Especially after all the hurdles that have been taken to convince the engineers at 

first, it felt good to hear them say that they appreciated the outcomes of the sessions. The last 

experienced difficulty in this project is concerning the variety in the requirements of supervisors. 

Despite attempts to achieve them all, in the end this desire has not been realized. 

Despite these reported challenges that I experienced during the execution of the master thesis 

project, I have very much enjoyed to work in the organization for several months. I would not have 

experienced many things, when I would have executed a master thesis within the university. The 

opportunity to work in a practical environment gave another dimension to my graduation project, 

which was not always easy, but definitely instructive. I appreciated the contact with the employees, 

who gave me their straight opinions about my contribution to them. 
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