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Abstract 

In the past decade, crowdsourcing has been the subject of rigorous scientific research in 

multinational, mainly manufacturing enterprises. Due to a lack of knowledge, or better yet, know-

how and best practices, innovative managers in large Professional Services firms are discouraged to 

carry out this enhancing strategy in their organizations. This study examines success factors of a 

crowdsourcing strategy and builds a step by step guide on carrying out the process. 

A clear apprehension of the forces that influence the success of a crowdsourcing initiative in 

Professional Services Firms will provide managers with the means for a successful implementation. 

Deriving on scientific literature, this research identified fields for examination and used them as a 

basis for the interviews that were performed later. Based on varying reference models for guiding 

crowdsourcing processes and defined success factors, this study has identified a step-by-step 

process and additional critical success factors.  

Main findings are that when Professional Services Firms engage in a crowdsourcing projects, 

they are not guided by the cost saving factor. Furthermore, crowdsourcing in Professional Service 

firms has not yet encountered the NIH syndrome, as the motivation behind implementing it is 

acceleration. Additionally, as Professional Services Firms are not specialists in community 

management the crowd motivation is primarily done by the platform provider. What is more, it 

appears that an experienced project manager is enough to guide the process between the 

corporation and the platform. The deductions of these findings have resulted in a step-by-step 

design towards successful evaluation of the organization’s preparedness and its needs as well as 

execution of a crowdsourcing venture in Professional Service Firms. 
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Management Summary 

Research questions and organization 

This research examined crowdsourcing in a large Professional Service Firm (PSF). The main 

purpose was to establish how can crowdsourcing processes be successfully implemented in the service 

industry. The issue itself was presented by Deloitte Netherlands and was aimed at developing a working 

step-by-step guide on how to execute crowdsourcing in Professional Service Firms based on their Meso 

levels of organization. With the objective of differentiating the main research question, the following 

research question was established:  

What steps should Deloitte take in order to achieve successful crowdsourcing processes?  

To provide a better base for dealing with this question, the following sub-questions have come forth: 

- How does being a Professional Service Firm affect how crowdsourcing processes can be 

structured? 

- How should crowdsourcing processes be guided? 

Methodology 

This research has adopted the restricting cycle of Van Aken et al. (2007) for dealing with 

organizational issues. It begins with a literature review with the objective of collecting means to help 

the researcher implement the interviews. The produced theoretical background helped the direction 

of the issue from a definite point of view. Crowdsourcing literature and literature on organizational 

behaviour were examined for their practicality and applicability into business contexts. In addition, 

the literature analysis helped in finding out how crowdsourcing processes should be setup. The review 

was finalized by examining activities performed by the requesting organization in external 

crowdsourcing. In contrast with internal crowdsourcing initiatives, in external crowdsourcing there are 

legal constraints but its input might be more valuable and faster compared to inside operations.  

The data was collected using desk research, semi-structured interviews, an inquiry from the 

inside and case documents. Consequently, the interviews were transcribed and coded, the rest of the 

data and observations were taken into account and the data analysis was conducted. With the aim of 

structuring a preliminary framework, both selective and open coding were used. 

In regards to the validity and reliability of this research, the author has tried to ameliorate biases 

stemming from the nature of the study and the measurements used by theoretical triangulation and 

experts’ opinions. Despite the fact that this is a study for designing a specific solution for a specific 

problem and generalizability is vulnerable, the researcher argues that the reliability and thus quality of 

this study meets the criteria of an adequate academic research.  

The requirements for redesign are derived from Van Aken et al. (2007) and validated with the 

project sponsor. They are further combined with CIMO-logic, so that the problems identified are 

outlined and have solution direction.  
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Analysis and redesign 

Based on the performed desk research a brief description of Deloitte and its competitors was 

given. By expressing the desire to engage in external crowdsourcing activities, the company initiates a 

process of change. They have tried to make use of crowdsourcing for supplementing existing resources 

and accelerating own efforts but some issues have emerged. The analysis examined the steps that were 

undertaken and found that issues that emerge are due to insufficient familiarity with the process and 

leaving the management of the crowd to the platform provider. The results suggest that companies that 

engage in crowdsourcing have to possess sufficient resources because of the possibility of increasing 

costs due to platform’s consulting fees. Another indication was that when engaging in crowdsourcing 

for software design, it is wise not to offer higher rewards for the participants that finish as fast as 

possible because the motivation of participants shifts towards getting a higher reward for faster 

execution rather than delivering quality solutions. Additionally, confirming previous studies, the analysis 

showed that framing questions is of critical importance. Furthermore, for pilots and small projects 

executed with the help of the intermediary, a dedicated project manager is sufficient for guiding the 

process. However, the same analysis uncovered two groups of problems that should be dealt with. The 

first one deals with the amount of responsibility that is transferred to the intermediary. This is 

complemented by the finding that “PSFs are not in the business with community management” which 

makes it very hard to deal with challenges and tasks concerning crowdsourcing project execution. The 

second issue is targeted at the way crowdsourcing is used within PSFs. While, such long-standing 

companies are trying to innovate and stay competitive, using crowdsourcing only for supplementing 

skills and specific knowledge is not enough. The analysis suggested that crowdsourcing for problem 

solving and knowledge capture is often overlooked and as such is still in a stage of developing concepts, 

thus making it very labour intensive and time taking. However, based on scientific theory on open 

innovation and collaborations, it is suggested that Professional Service Firms develop crowdsourcing 

efforts with universities and students in particular. The effects of this would be two-sided. First, 

Professional Service Firms would have access to emerging technologies, scientific knowledge and skills 

and secondly, readily available workforce would be targeted through contests.  

The generic crowdsourcing design with its critical activities, showed in Figure 1 and Figure 2, has 

been developed based on both, scientific literature and findings from the performed analysis (the 

detailed step explanation can be seen in Appendix IV). Additional guidance for overseeing 

crowdsourcing processes is provided by the models depicted in Figure 14, Figure 15 and Figure 16 in 

Appendix V. It is not clear if all Professional Service Firms should follow all the steps in the design but it 

could be used as a checklist for activities that need attention. The design was field tested with two 

interviewees and after several suggestions; it was altered so that it fits better within the company. 



iii 
 

Legend: Text in RED represents critical activities. 

Figure 1: Detailed step-by-step design of crowdsourcing processes (Meso Level) 

Step 1 

Initiation 

 
Examine changes to the economy (flexible workforce, competition, industry); Examine costs (make sure there is enough money), coordination, risks; 
Allocate appropriate expertise – project managers/ promoters/ champions who will drive the process, possess the know-how and help the company 
break through structure and processes barriers 
Make sure employees are on board and are committed (avoid NIH syndrome) – communicate that CS is an accelerator and not a substitute (done by 
a process promoter – managers with wide in-house network to introduce the method);  
Select an intermediary based on marketplace analysis- previous success stories 
Negotiate contract (involve the legal department early on – process & power promoters) 
• Financial conditions 

• Usage fees 
• Success fees 
• Incentive structures 

• Legal conditions 
• IP terms 

     Risk Acceptance - Consider receiving low quality results 

Step 2 

What not to crowdsource 

• Tasks that require knowledge, cognitive, 
and social skills that are not replicable by 
computing technology 

• Ideas for new services 
• Improving algorithms/ UI, UX, API design 
• Broad range of daily activities 
• Projects involving international research 

Step 3 

What to crowdsource 

• Highly-fact intensive matters 
• Projects that would shift the 

responsibility for decision making to the 
crowd 
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Step 5 

How to crowdsource 

- In a microtask scenario 
• Find a problem/task/issue to warrant experimentation 
• Describe the problem to be solved 
• Abstract the problem - Break down task into chunks to avoid revealing company specific details 
• Define the problems with high specificity to keep scope narrow 
• Write problem formulation clearly (for solvers from different fields – done by the expert promoter in 

collaboration with the intermediary) 
• Formulate & Highlight realistic performance criteria 
• Design & Promote Incentives (Platform cooperation) 
• Define a timeline 
• Broadcast the (open) call 

- In an idea contest scenario (when not clear what skills or technical approach would reap the best result or no 
best practice is present) 
• Identify a specific issue 
• Abstract the problem 
• Write problem formulation 
• Design & Promote incentives 
• Broadcast the (open) call 

Step 6 

How to incentivize (Love/ 
Glory/ Money)-in 

cooperation with the 
intermediary 

• Reward models are easier to control  
• Decide what to pay for and how much 

– the result depends on this 

Step 7 

How to evaluate - if the 
crowd or specific 

department will evaluate 
the results 

• Don’t assume the solutions are usable as is 
• Put a feedback system in place with 

adequate timeframe 
• Identify suitable experts capable of 

evaluating individual results – in most cases 
is the requestor himself (process promoters 
may be used as moderators). 

Step 8 

How to integrate (done 
by the power promoter) 

• Avoid NIH syndrome by an 
adequate management support 
and top-down implementation 

• Ensure that there are enough 
resources 

• If applicable, engage in a 
cooperation project 

Step 4 

Who is the solver 

• Understand which crowds are 
relevant and necessary (nature 
of task, specific skills, know-how, 
etc.) and if necessary curate it. 

• Verify participants for conflict of 
interest 

Figure 2: Detailed step-by-step design of crowdsourcing processes (Micro Level) 
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Conclusion and discussion 

By answering the research question, this research tried to derive steps on how to successfully 

execute crowdsourcing processes within Professional Service Firms without remodelling organizational 

structure. Academically, the thesis has integrated literature on organizational design and behaviour, 

where structures are already built and hard to ameliorate and literature on crowdsourcing. The 

emerged model is a newly developed framework on crowdsourcing processes based on Meso and Micro 

levels of organization. For the management practice, a generic design to guide the process of executing 

crowdsourcing projects was developed. As an additional step, guidelines for better utilization and 

benefit from crowdsourcing in PSFs were provided. Further research should look at how are 

crowdsourcing contests for generating new ideas for services set up and what is the ultimate, most 

sustainable duration for such a setting. In addition, research into legal set ups should take place for 

designing guidelines based on laws, company policies and regulations as well as contractual agreements 

with platforms in different countries. 

It should be noted, however, that the study has some limitations. First, the results are based on 

challenges for software design. Second, the generic crowdsourcing model was examined and field 

tested within a single Professional Service Firm – hence, the data provided by the interviewees might be 

biased. Finally, a change management implementation plan should be carried out for successful 

application of the designed model. 
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1 Introduction 

Crowdsourcing, being first coined by Howe (2006b), suggests the “act of a company or institution 

taking a function once performed by employees and outsourcing it to an undefined (and generally large) 

network of people in the form of an open call”. This definition is very similar to Chesbrough’s (2003) 

definition of open innovation, that is combining “internal and external ideas into architectures and 

systems” (p. xxiv). In the same vein, Piller states that “open innovation is the leveraging the discoveries 

of unobvious others as input for the innovation process”1.  

Manufacturers, the tourism industry, medical research and IT companies have been 

implementing crowdsourcing practices in their processes. Most of the scientific research on 

crowdsourcing is focused on new product development (Huston & Sakkab, 2006; Howe, 2008) and 

success factors of crowdsourcing. In the meantime, research on crowdsourcing platforms offering the 

mediation of the process is growing. However, so far there has been little understanding of how 

Professional Service Firms (PSFs) manage to organize external crowdsourcing processes based on their 

organizational factors. It is essential to get a better understanding of what it costs for organizations to 

deploy crowdsourcing through not only focusing on the outside environment but also on the inside. 

According to a recent article by BCG2 (2014) more than 80% of the workforce will be freelancing 

by 2030. This suggests that more and more people would not have stable contracts with companies and 

this entails that major organizations will have shortage of employees. Therefore, to stay competitive 

and successful, firms should embrace the flexibility of the crowd and harness its advantages. In addition, 

in 2013, Accenture performed a survey among Dutch innovative start-ups and concluded that it is hard 

to find employees with the proper skills or background. Moreover, companies are facing difficulties with 

the phases of idea generation, conceptualization and design. This is relevant because crowdsourcing 

could help companies in minimizing the skills and creativity shortage, hence, PSFs can benefit from 

implementing crowdsourcing processes.  

However, the presence of crowdsourcing in PSFs is still very small and presently most of them are 

using it as a strategy to involve internal employees in idea generation phase and out of hours claims 

(Financial Review, 2015). Because of this, it seems that crowdsourcing is not as widely implemented in 

PSFs and even though companies are somewhat familiar with the concept, most are reluctant to carry 

out a crowdsourcing practice involving outside crowd. First, this corresponds to the fact that 

implementation strategies available in scientific literature are mostly case studies based on large 

multinational manufacturing enterprises. These can be considered inapplicable for PSFs – hence, the 

need for an understanding the suitability of crowdsourcing for PSFs and guidelines for its 

                                                           
1 http://frankpiller.com/open-innovation/  
2 The Global Workforce Crisis: $10 Trillion at Risk 

http://frankpiller.com/open-innovation/
https://www.bcgperspectives.com/content/articles/management_two_speed_economy_public_sector_global_workforce_crisis/#chapter1
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implementation (Micro organizational levels) based on their own capabilities (Meso organizational 

factors). This work will aim to determine a suitable use of crowdsourcing in PSFs and develop a step by 

step guide for successful utilization of crowdsourcing processes. 

1.1 Relevance of this study 

A work that covers the above-mentioned issues would be a significant contribution to academia 

as well as management practice. Crowdsourcing has obtained a substantial increase in interest in 

research and practice but so far, processes are on a trail and case basis. The appraisal and apprehension 

are still young and therefore many gaps still emerge. Interviews and internet articles suggest that PSFs 

could very well benefit from using crowdsourcing. This lays the inquiry of how are successful 

crowdsourcing processes in a PSF organized. This work studies this question and its primary academic 

contribution is the development of a successful crowdsourcing processes within PSFs. The information 

may heighten PSFs’ interest towards crowdsourcing, the academia to deepen the research into how 

enterprises’ macro levels of organization influence their diversification in innovative times as well as 

legal aspects of executing crowdsourcing. 

The managerial application consists of concluding dubiousness and risks that are presently 

connected to the implementation of crowdsourcing practices. While crowdsourcing poses promising 

outcomes and companies worldwide are successfully utilizing it, we are not very familiar on how it 

operates in PSFs – fundamentally, these companies are limited by their long-standing practices and 

their boundaries. Apprehending the forces of crowdsourcing in PSFs’ context will help in forging the 

most appropriate managerial recommendations and thus may play as a base in developing a framework 

for establishing crowdsourcing processes within PSFs. 

1.2. Problem Statement 

As a large Professional Service Firm, Deloitte has built certain practices and policies that have 

worked since their founding. They have managed to successfully adapt throughout the years but today’s 

environment of constant change and disruption as well as perpetual movement of people is challenging 

for the business. To deliver the expected outcomes and transformational impact for their clients 

Deloitte produces services upon demand but to do that they often need business capabilities and 

different industry insights. Freer movement of workers, multiple job opportunities and the appearance 

of new and innovative entrants in the consulting market have made Deloitte think about strategies for 

staying successful. From that perspective, one of the recognized innovation strategies is external 

crowdsourcing.  

As mentioned previously, academics have understudied the use of crowdsourcing in PSFs and 

information on how to develop such practices internally is still missing. Through guidance of the 

process, crowdsourcing can be successfully utilized in PSFs for productivity and innovation. The 

literature has not yet provided a step-by-step guide on the topic and as such, an issue for examination is 
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how to develop crowdsourcing processes based on the specificity of a PSF. As mentioned earlier, 

Deloitte recognizes the power of crowdsourcing but does not yet have a procedure for successful 

crowdsourcing processes. Therefore, the following research question has emerged: 

1.2.1. Research Questions 

What steps should Deloitte take in order to achieve successful crowdsourcing processes?  

To provide a better base for dealing with this question, the following sub-questions have come forth: 

- How does being a Professional Service Firm affect how crowdsourcing processes can be 

structured? 

- How should crowdsourcing processes be guided? 

The objective of the study is to establish a successful utilisation of crowdsourcing in PSFs and in doing 

so, to develop a step-by-step guide in guiding the process.   

1.3. Structure of the study 

Section two of this research will cover the literature study, where relevant concepts will be 

examined while elaborating on reasons for crowdsourcing adoption and crowdsourcing processes. 

Section three will present the methodology of working. Section four presents the analysis and its 

results. Section five presents an abstract model for utilizing crowdsourcing processes based on design 

principles and the consequent recommendations. Finally, the last sections discuss the findings of this 

work, its implications, limitations and suggestions for future research.  
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2. Theory 

This chapter will present results of a literature review, thereby elaborating on concepts that are 

relevant for the definition and assessment of success factors of a crowdsourcing practice. First, the 

concept of crowdsourcing is described. Second, Meso organizational factors and the objectives for 

crowdsourcing utilization are discussed with insights into different practices. Last but not least, the 

Micro organizational factors describing a general framework for preparing and implementing a 

crowdsourcing “open” call are examined. Finally, an integrated theoretical framework is presented. As 

such, this study will be positioned in the crowdsourcing literature. 

2.1. Background 

A company needs its resources to be strategically allocated to make use of external opportunities. 

A first step is to carefully analyse an organization’s capabilities and strategies on how to utilize external 

factors. Having said that, with the objective of enabling the power of crowdsourcing within companies, 

PSFs must first educate their employees why is it significant and the benefits it would harvest. The 

analysed literature includes essential information on crowdsourcing adoption, the importance of 

framing problems to be crowdsourced and multitude of success factors. However, in order to set up a 

successful framework for crowdsourcing within PSFs, the organizations need to focus on the lack within 

and how to build sustainable crowdsourcing processes without wreaking havoc on internal structures. 

2.2. Crowdsourcing – definition and advancements  

It has been 10 years since Jeff Howe (2006a) coined the term crowdsourcing for his article for 

Wired magazine. According to Howe’s work, a corporate innovation strategy that taps into the 

knowledge of the ‘crowd’ is called crowdsourcing and it is defined as: “representing the act of a 

company or institution taking a function once performed by employees and outsourcing it to an 

undefined (and generally large) network of people in the form of an open call. This can take the form of 

peer- production (when the job is performed collaboratively), but is also often undertaken by sole 

individuals” (Howe, 2006a; 2008).  

Subsequently, many scholars have been studying the field. Multitude of research had focused on 

success factors (Kittur, Chi, Suh, 2008; Lüttgens Pollok, Antons & Piller, 2014; Walter & Back, 2011) and 

challenges connected to the setting up of a crowdsourcing initiative (Saxton, Oh, Kishore, 2013; Schenk 

& Guittard, 2011; Vukovich, 2009). For example, Walter and Back (2011) examined the external factors 

influencing the success of a crowdsourcing project and developed a success framework. Afuah and 

Tucci (2012) examined when would crowdsourcing be better for problem solving and found that if the 

problem can be delineated and the knowledge cannot be found in-house, a company can reach to an 

outside crowd after an evaluation of the solution it expects, thus, focusing on the type of the problem. 

As an access to a large pool of people and finding the right know how, i.e. diversity, Harris and 
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Srinivasan (2013) agree with previous studies (Afuah & Tucci, 2012; Malone, Laubacher & Dellarocas, 

2010; Marjanovic, Fry & Chataway, 2012) and their stand corresponds with findings from later analysis 

that the chances of finding the right know-how in the crowd are higher (Gafforova, Merkushova, N., 

Smirnov, Batalova & Merkushova, Y., 2015; Liu, Yang, Adamic & Chen, 2014; Rechenberger, Jung, 

Schmidt & Rosenkranz, 2015; Simperl, 2015). Other studies focus on task design (Feller, Finnegan, 

Hayes & O’Reilly, 2012; Harris & Srinivasan, 2013; Thuan, Antunes, & Johnstone, 2016) and incentives 

and payments to the crowds (Lee, Chan, Ho, Choy, & Ip, 2015). All studies uncover key characteristics 

of crowdsourcing and the relationships at play. For instance, Erickson, Petrick and Traut (2012) 

distinguish four core crowdsourcing categories, namely crowdsourcing for productivity, innovation, 

knowledge capture and marketing & branding. By presenting a better understanding of the similarities 

and differences between different organizational needs and crowdsourcing types, the authors 

introduce how companies can extract value from crowdsourcing initiatives, i.e. organizations must 

match the right crowdsourcing type to the specific organizational need.  

Nevertheless, in understanding crowdsourcing uses and processes for PSFs, we need to 

understand the organizational factors that influence the decision to crowdsource. Essentially, 

organizations need to consider multiple aspects, including organizational contexts, crowdsourcing 

benefits, challenges and capabilities in order to evaluate their readiness. Accordingly, Palacio, Martinez-

Corral, Nisar & Grijalvo (2016) have identified emerging research trends in crowdsourcing adoption on 

three levels: Meso, Micro and Macro organizational levels (Figure 3). Because this study will neither be 

examining the organization in its social context, nor addressing questions about cognitive meaning of 

culture and institutions, we will focus on Micro and Meso levels of organization to shed light on how the 

different elements affect the implementation of crowdsourcing. 

 
Figure 3: Components in Crowdsourcing (Palacios et al., 2016) 

Because the scope of this study is to examine successful utilization of crowdsourcing processes within 

- Open Call 
- Timeline 
- Feedback 

Mechanism 

Legitimacy Institutional 
Logic 

Code of Conduct Policy/Legal Issues 

Seeker 
Organizational 

Factors 
Objectives 
Definition 

Framing 
the issue 

Engagement 
Mechanisms 

Platform Solver 

MICRO LEVEL 
MESO LEVEL 

- Form 
- Design 
- Boundaries 
- Capabilities 
- Learning 

- Problem 
Solving 

- Learning 
Paradigms 

- OI Programs 
- New product 

development 
- Collaborative 

Initiative 

- Internal 
- External 

- Contests 
- Wikis 
- Time-bound project 
- Reward/reputation 
- Continuous 

Feedback 
- Perceived Legitimacy 

Feedback loop - solutions 

Feedback loop - results 
Feedback loop - test 

MACRO LEVEL 



 

6 

PSFs, we are focusing on suitable use of crowdsourcing and the steps that PSFs need to take when 

implementing crowdsourcing. 

2.3. Meso Levels of Organization and Objectives Definition 

Meso organizational factors are critical for understanding vital organizational problems. Routines 

and activities link members with different units and in so doing; they develop as the very essence of an 

organization (Rousseau & House, 1994). This essence – form, design, boundaries, capabilities and 

learning, etc. affect what an organization can and cannot do. Structure and labour division and 

organization within an organization affects productive and dynamic capabilities – thus they shape the 

immediate and long-term prospects of the organization (Jacobides, 2006). In the following sections, the 

different organizational factors that influence the decision to crowdsource will be examined. 

2.3.1. Organizational Factors 
To stay successful, businesses must evolve and adapt. As crowdsourcing offers access to 

knowledge and expertise outside the boundaries of the firm, it is seen as a way to stay successful. 

However, in order for companies to achieve this and accomplish their goals, they need to understand 

their form and design. On the one hand, the organizational form is the structural manifestation of 

different functions that are performed within the company and how they are connected. On the other 

hand, the organizational design is the methodology of working and the procedures that are put in place 

that fit current business goals. As firms grow and external challenges become more complex, processes, 

policies and systems that once worked become roadblocks to efficiency and financial profitability.  

Form and design 

PSFs are frequently large, multinational companies, often hired because of their reputation and 

credibility (Empson, Hinings, Muzio, & & Broschak, 2015). Contrary to manufacturing companies, most 

of their assets are intangible (competences, relationships and reputation). These organizations often 

offer customized and knowledge based services to their clients, i.e. selling expertise and so they will 

experience different demands and confront different issues. Since, different clients will have different 

demands, knowledge can hardly be standardized and offered as a “one size fits all”. Related activities 

and specialties are coupled and applied to the entire organization, which is typical for firms with 

functional forms. Specialization is occurring within different groups and is used when companies want 

to cover different types of market areas. This makes separate units with their own goals, resulting in a 

divisional structural form of the organization (Harlacher, 2010). However, as a result of the economy 

and change in employees perspectives, the chances of not having the appropriate expertise in-house 

grow. As such, searching for the expertise outside of the company is a solution in itself.  

Findings of Foss, Laursen and Pedersen (2011), Foss and Saebi (2015), Keinz and Hienerth (2012) 

indicate that organizations willing to employ open innovation must re-organize their business models to 

facilitate open innovation strategies and increase innovative performance later on. For this purpose, 
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Saebi and Foss (2015) have adopted an organizational perspective on defining business models and 

have examined the link between business model specifications and how can companies re-organize 

them. By adopting an organizational based view, the authors suggest that organizational structure 

(specialization, hierarchical layers) needs to be designed in such a way as to facilitate the search 

behaviour of companies as well as their ability to integrate and utilize external knowledge.  

These recommendations do not seem fit for long-standing PSFs and there is a need for a way for 

established companies to make use of the flexible workforce and diversity of ideas that crowdsourcing 

can offer.  In line with this, Dahlander and Gann (2010) found that firms that manage to create synergy 

between their own processes and externally available ideas may be able to benefit more from the 

creative ideas of outsiders to generate profitable new products and services.  

Focusing on the internal synergy and the heterogeneity of an organization, Diener (2015) found 

out that a crowdsourcing initiation mechanism should be tailored to the existing form and design. 

According to Foss, Lyngsie, & Zahra (2013) organizational design can significantly influence the 

exploitation of strategic opportunities. Thus, a decentralized form supports direct search activities and a 

centralized form is beneficial when applying indirect search in the form of broadcasting a problem by 

either an open or selective call.  

Boundaries 

Firms’ organization and their boundaries are at the core of any undertaking. In line with this, 

Jacobides and Billinger (2006) showed that increased permeable vertical organizational architecture 

“enabled efficient and effective operations through competitive benchmarking and monitoring along 

the value chain”. Second, it fostered strategic capabilities and nurtured innovation through a more open 

structure. Third, it allowed better resource allocation and more effective growth while providing greater 

transparency and accountability.” (Jacobides & Billinger, 2006, p. 22). Therefore, by integrating such an 

architecture, companies can enable diffusion of knowledge throughout the different organizational 

levels and improve efficiency and profitability.  

Santos and Eisenhardt (2005) define four distinct types of organizational boundaries with a locus 

on efficiency, power, competence and identity. According to the authors a decision on “who we are” as 

an organization is a boundary in itself, thus “the origins and role of the shared values and norms that 

constitute its character” (p. 500). Organizations are assumed to have specific decisions and property 

rights that enable the choices of conducting a particular transaction in or outside the organization. 

Firms are generally using their boundaries to both defend their current position on the market and 

advance their position in emergent markets. Firms’ boundaries are also defined by consistency between 

environmental opportunities and organizational resources, i.e. the altering of horizontal and vertical 

boundaries by dynamic capabilities. In this sense, Santos et al. (2005) reason that boundaries reflect the 

core of organizations and the use of crowdsourcing within PSFs is affected by the extent to which their 
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boundaries are permeable. 

Ashkenas et al. (2015) identify four success factors of companies in the new era – speed, 

flexibility, integration and innovation where in order to achieve them companies must remould their 

vertical, horizontal, external and geographical boundaries. When it comes to speed, larger organizations 

tend to take longer to change as they have larger masses of people to be “informed, convinced and 

channelled” (Ashkenas, Ulrich, Jick, & Kerr, 2015, p. 41), i.e., the larger the company, the less flexibility 

there is in utilizing knowledge from external collaborators. Flexibility is described as organizations 

pursuing multiple paths and experiments while making most out of ad hoc teams and change when 

tasks shift. Ultimately, this leads to the integrations where organizations promptly mobilize the right 

resources for a proper collaboration with others to bring into existence an integrated whole. In this 

regard, PSFs need to practice flexibility when it comes to crowdsourcing.   

Capabilities and learning  

Innovating companies see crowdsourcing as a differentiation strategy, a way of building 

knowledge, and ultimately creating competitive advantage. This strategy needs flexibility and reaching 

out beyond the conventional boundaries of the firm offers a crucial supply of innovations. However, 

reaching out is not enough, the organization needs capacities to absorb the gained knowledge (Cohen & 

Levinthal, 1990; Lawson & Samson, 2001). According to Schreyögg and Kliesch-Eberl (2007) 

organizational capabilities are critical success factors, i.e. they are “the result of an organizational 

learning process, a process in which a specific way of ‘selecting and linking’ resources gradually 

develop” (p. 916). However, the authors stress that the exploitation processes can lead to a “fixation to 

existing capabilities and prevent developing of new” (p. 917) ones. Cyert and March (1963) view the 

organization as a bundle of routines, competencies and patterns of action that change through learning 

and search. In other words, how firms learn about their internal and external environment (Todeva, 

2007). In the same vein, Ashkenas, Ulrich, Jick, & Kerr (2015) state that to be able to cope with the 

future and any alterations it may bring, firms would need to switch to a resource leverage logic. Since, 

resource leveraging, seeks to get the most out of the available resources, “this means that superior 

performance is always derived from the possession of unique difficult-to-imitate skills, knowledge, 

resources, or competences and assets” (Wang & Hing-Po, 2003, p. 495). However, to the extent that 

knowledge is narrowly concentrated in the firm, internal boundaries dominate and the use of 

innovation enabling strategies such as crowdsourcing is minimized. 

Cohen and Levinthal (1990) posit that organizational learning is the organization’s capability for 

acknowledging the value of external information, the capability to absorb it and employ it for financial 

gains. Chang Y., Chang H., Chi, Chen & Deng (2012) found that “the organizational capabilities necessary 

for innovation are a firm’s ability to seek out, integrate, tolerate and experiment with new products, 

processes and services, for non-mainstream businesses” (p. 443). In the same manner, Alegre and 
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Chiva’s (2013) study results suggest, “innovation performance cannot simply be considered as a direct 

relationship, but it is also conditional or dependent on organizational learning capability” (p. 500). 

Accordingly, Noruzy, Dalfard, Azhdari, Nazari-Shirkouhi & Rezazadeh (2013) found that the level of 

organizational learning is one of the substantial criteria for determining organizations’ development and 

success.  

The development of new knowledge, derived from organizational learning enables competencies 

to remain dynamic and thus favouring improvement in performance. (García-Morales, Jiménez-

Barrionuevo, & Gutiérrez-Gutiérrez, 2012). Hence, an organization committed to learning increases its 

innovative capability and is less likely to miss opportunities provided by enabling solutions such as 

crowdsourcing.  

2.3.2. Objectives Definition 
After taking into account the organizational factors described in the previous section, we will dive 

into details on what are the organization’s objectives to use crowdsourcing.  

From an organizational point of view, Palacios et al. (2016) highlights five objectives for the use of 

crowdsourcing, namely: Problem Solving, Learning Paradigms, Open Innovation Programs, New Product 

Development and Collaborative Initiative. However, because Deloitte Netherlands has pointed out their 

objectives, we will explore the first two elements, highlighted in Figure 4 (Problem Solving and Learning 

Paradigm) and will add a third for “Workforce or Productivity” derived by Erickson, Petrick and Trauth 

(2012, p. 157) framework of Crowdsourcing uses.  

 
Figure 4: Objectives Definition, (Palacios et al. (2016)) 

Erickson et al. (2012, p. 1), ask the question: “How do practitioners make strategic decisions about how 

and when to leverage the crowd?”. Similarly, Bloodgood (2013) states that as primary elements – the 

objectives and capability aspects of an organization need much more attention because they are the 

need and desire to gain and maintain a competitive advantage. That is why, the objective of 

Workforce/Productivity will be explored for its’ suitability and current practices within the firm. 

Erickson et al. (2012), hold the belief that the potential value for companies comes from the 

ability to collect the distributed knowledge and learn. As such, organizations that want to better their 

understanding through knowledge capture extract value from the crowd’s knowledge. However, it is 

only intuitive that Problem Solving and Learning Paradigms are intertwined. For example, a PSF does 
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not need to use crowdsourcing specifically for learning paradigms. This may come as a result of using 

crowdsourcing for problem solving – as they use crowdsourcing for extracting knowledge for a solution 

to a problem; they will gain knowledge that will promote learning within the company. Hence, since we 

consider implementing crowdsourcing as a strategic decision within PSFs, we will look at the following 

reasons for crowdsourcing adoption: 

Crowdsourcing for Problem Solving and Learning Paradigms 

A common reason for an organization to adopt crowdsourcing is problem solving for innovation. 

As reported by Jeppesen and Lakhani (2010), crowdsourcing can be a source for the generation of ideas 

by extracting knowledge from diverse external sources to solve internal problems. Such use of 

crowdsourcing can serve as a tool for capturing knowledge, i.e. learning and innovating.  

The application of crowdsourcing has obscured the functions of consumers and producers, 

thereby including the consumers in the value chain. Internet offers new simplified modes of 

communication on a large scale between them and the value of outreach is in the broad number of 

people who are generating ideas (Bonabeau, 2009). As the crowd is generally geographically dispersed 

and has variable cultural backgrounds, “the web can facilitate the exchange of diverse opinions, 

independent of each other, in a decentralized way” (Brabham, 2008, p. 81). That said, Bauer and 

Gegenhuber (2015) identify crowdsourcing as a powerful one-to-all communication that functions both 

ways and the crowd switches from consumer to supplier because of input and means of potential 

production. Intrinsically, consumers can now be incorporated virtually into the development process via 

social media, global accessibility and fast-decreasing cost of communication and information processing 

which are important facilitators of the process (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). 

According to Nickerson and Sakamoto (2010, p. 2), “hundreds of ideas can be generated in 

minutes if enough people are recruited”. The authors found out that the vast pool of people is able to 

produce more novel ideas than in-house professionals through the process of idea combination. 

Erickson et al. (2012) posit that organizations often use idea generation for retaining or gaining 

competitive advantage by supplementing their current resources. Through crowdsourcing adoption, 

companies often access many potential providers and are gaining competitive advantage and increasing 

innovation adoption. According to Foss, Lyngsie, and Zahra (2013), companies are under pressure to 

develop new revenue sources and they can do so using distributed knowledge as a gap filling resource. 

Due to exactly this distribution of knowledge, the global competition is escalating and thus “to derive 

business value from the user-induced knowledge, the organization should be capable of utilizing it in its 

innovation processes” (Rajala, Westerlund, Vouri, & Hares, 2013, p. 29).  

Crowdsourcing for Workforce/Productivity 

Another reason an organization would decide to crowdsource is to increase productivity. 

Durward, Blohm, Leimeister (2016) posit that crowd work is the online performance of tasks by 
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distributed crowd workers who are paid by requestors. It is a transformation of permanent jobs into 

flexible resource pool in which workers undertake tasks in a project based manner, where organizations 

“can realize quality gains through the flexible, scalable and fast access to remote employees, resources 

and skills” (p. 285). Since, firms are often using crowdsourcing to complete difficult and/or time-

consuming tasks; they can also gain by the location, time-independent distribution and parallelization of 

tasks that results in overall time-reduction of task processing. According to Brabham (2008) 

crowdsourcing provides a problem-solving model that can be applied in different industries for solving 

mundane and very complex tasks where the crowd outperforms professionals while making 

crowdsourcing a faster and cheaper option compared to in-house specialist. 

Furthermore, operating on a case-by-case basis, crowdsourcing is an additional cost saving effort. 

Cost considerations are another motivation for companies to engage in crowdsourcing. They offer a way 

of accessing resources as and when needed without enduring costs when resources are not needed. 

Therefore, it represents a flexible resource which can be used on and off according to needs. Harris and 

Srinivasan (2013) claim that paying the crowd is only a fraction of what would otherwise be paid for in-

house employees, which is in line with Malone et al. (2010) who posit that crowdsourcing should be 

preferred when there are not enough resources for new employees. As such, it appears to be more cost 

– effective to pay per task or per hour, rather than to engage workers on an employee basis where 

overheads incur (Green, Hoyos, Barnes, Beate, & Behle, 2013). In the same manner, Perkmann and 

Salter (2012) state that companies can and should access different pools of knowledge that serve as a 

cost saving mechanism.  

When using crowdsourcing for productivity, organizations have access to vast pools of external 

spare resources (Marjanovic et al., 2012; Simperl, 2015) and it seems as an important new way to 

overcome organizational limitations in human resources or employee capability (Ford, Richard, & 

Ciuchta, 2015). The capabilities needed for firms to remain competitive do not reside within the 

company anymore, but outside, in the mass. These capabilities, the mass capital, have temporal 

dimensions - timing, and volume. 

Leveraging crowdsourcing allows organizations to gain from the crowd’s productivity without 

compromising on the quality of work done. Companies that crowdsource not only have access to 

flexible workforce and skills (Durward, Blohm, & Leimeister, 2016) but they have the benefit of location, 

time-independent distribution that results in time reduction of task processing. While Marjanovich et al. 

(2012) and Simperl (2015) endorse the access to a vast pool of external spare resources, Malone et al. 

(2010) and Lu et al. (2015) propose that organizations should crowdsource when they have too few 

employees for task deployment and lack of knowledge in the organization.  

Associated to the advantages of using crowdsourcing for productivity are diversity and flexibility. 

A very large online-community that usually performs microtasks means a large group of people with 
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experience. However, Boudreau and Lakhani hold that such attempts should take place when the 

organization knows what kind of solutions they are looking for. The process generally starts when a 

company selects a task that it is currently being carried out by its own employees and outsources it to a 

crowd. Such tasks are formed by dividing a project into smaller tasks, clearly defined and can be 

performed independently. Then, the crowd is asked to perform this task in place of the company for a 

previously established prize. Enrique Estelles3 suggests that, in microtask scenarios the quality of work 

performed can be improved in different ways, where companies “can ask only users who have 

received specific recognition from the platform to participate; can specify restrictions, or the same task 

will be given to more than one worker to compare the results obtained”. 

2.4. Micro Organizational Level - Crowdsourcing Processes  

The focus of this section will be crowdsourcing activities on micro-organizational level. While 

often invisible to conventional strategy, micro-organizational levels can have substantial effects for 

organizations and the people who work in them (Johnson, Melin, & Whittington, 2003). That said, 

crowdsourcing requires time, that a company must be willing to give for it to be effective, but the 

outcomes can provide innovative, high quality ideas, solutions and increased productivity for any 

business. Poetz and Schreier (2012) show that the ideas generated by users, i.e. not professionals, 

scored significantly higher in novelty and customer benefit and feasibility.  

On a Micro level, Palacios et al. (2016) include three main elements, illustrated in Figure 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Because the aim of the study is to develop a successful guide on utilizing crowdsourcing 

processes in PSFs, each element would be individually examined. 

2.4.1. Framing the issue 
For crowdsourcing to be effective, tasks need to be focused and clearly explained and the firm 

needs to have procedures in place for effectively filtering and considering ideas that come in (Whitla, 

2009). It appears that enough information needs to be available to the crowd in order to get effective 

results. Obviously, a company cannot share all their secrets with people outside of the business, but 
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workers need to know enough about the problem to give it context.  

Schenk and Guittard (2011), Muhdi et al. (2011) as well as Walter and Back (2011) include the 

definition and an accurate formulation of a question, where clarification of what outcome is expected is 

crucial. Companies should keep wording of the questions short and simple to be understood by anyone 

(Durward et al., 2016; Lüttgens et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011). A good quality result is obtained if tasks 

are designed with appropriate control mechanism, they are well defined and clear scoped (Feller et al., 

2012; Thuan et al., 2016). Simperl (2015) suggests task design to be executed with two question in 

mind, namely: “What will the crowd see?” (p. 28) and “What kind of contributions do we expect?” (p. 

28). According to Murturi et al. (2015) clarity, modularity and complexity crucially affect performance. 

Research into idea generation (Ebner et al., 2009; Walter & Back, 2011) suggests that when tasks are 

qualified as being highly complex, less participants possess the right skills to suggest an idea. However, 

the exact opposite holds true for crowdsourcing for productivity. Kazai et al. (2013) suggest that it is 

essential that a task be broken down to “easily digestible units” (p. 173), where the task needs to be 

small and very specific. Unfortunately, executives do not clearly understand what kind of problems a 

crowd can handle better and how to manage the process (Boudreau & Lakhani, 2013). Nevertheless, 

Whitla (2009) suggests that crowdsourcing is not effective for tasks where the “information to be 

gathered or project being worked on is secretive in nature” (Whitla, 2009, p. 26). According to Afuah 

and Tucci (2013) when using crowdsourcing, the requester company risks providing information about 

its competitiveness and therefore lowering the ability to capture value and thus a way for mitigating 

this risk is to keep the identities of requesters and solvers hidden. In addition, Whitla (2009) suggests 

there are number of legal and ethical issues concerning crowdsourcing, such as idea ownership and 

replacing of own highly paid employees. Nevertheless, crowdsourcing seems to provide a way for 

overcoming discrimination in the labour market as well as the barriers to working on-site. 

For crowdsourcing idea competitions, Ebner, Leimeister, Bretschneider & Krcmar (2009) suggest 

keeping generic tasks offering wide solution options, incentives to be cash prizes and opportunity for 

networking and job possibilities within the company organizer. As first phase of submissions, ideas are 

short description of 4-5 pages and the duration of the challenge varies between 4 and 26 weeks. The 

authors suggest that the community of participants steadily produces knowledge as the amount of 

ideas in the competition grows and may act as inspiration and knowledge base for its own members.  

2.4.2. Platform 
Companies need to consider whether they are going to run the project themselves or use an 

intermediary platform (Rosen, 2011) as the choice of a platform plays a major role in a crowdsourcing 

project. However, building a platform would take development time and costs and it is better that 

companies use an existing external platform (Zhao & Zhu, 2014). As a benefit, Ford et al. (2015) points 

to organizations that do not wish to allocate resources for permanent capabilities to interface with the 
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crowds because of limited usage or small size. The authors suggest companies asks themselves if their 

employees/managers are prepared to allocate time and energy for framing issues, supervise work 

quality and assess the results. Normally, company requestors (seekers) post their tasks and challenges 

from a wide range of categories on a crowdsourcing platform, often external. Members of the crowd, 

called “crowd workers or solvers” process these tasks and challenges. When a platform is chosen, the 

company will broadcast a call. This call might be either completely open, targeted to all the subscribers 

of a platform or, it can be limited to a particular and pre-screened community in order to a specific 

knowledge or skills to be targeted (Whitla, 2009). Geiger et al (2011) and Tranquilini et al. (2015) 

suggest that a successful practice is to preselect the crowd. The question is when this practice is 

successful? For the call to be broadcasted, however, a specific time allowance is set and when done 

performing, crowd workers submit their solutions and based on the quality of the solution, the 

company awards a cash prize that is determined up front  (Brabham, 2008; Whitla, 2009). Boudreau & 

Lakhani (2013) suggest that companies should use an intermediary platform. The reason for this may be 

either the specialized form of the crowd or its’ generalizability together with the fact that the 

requesting firm might decide to stay anonymous.  

2.4.3. Engagement Mechanisms with the Solver 
Løwendahl (2005) states that professional services “rely to a large extent on the interaction 

between knowledgeable buyers and highly educated service providers who engage in some form of 

joint problem solving activity” (p. 18). PSFs typically have strong brand name since they had the time 

and resources to establish a widely visible brand. However, with the emergence of entrepreneurial 

start-ups and continuous innovation, they need to stay ahead of competition through leveraging 

strategies for differentiation and success. 

Walter and Back (2011) found that incentives (the reward amount), longer contest periods and 

strong brands will have positive effects on the amount of submitted ideas but do not have any effects 

on the quality of submitted ideas, thus concluding and confirming results of Mason and Watts (2010) 

that increasing compensation does not improve accuracy. Contrary to this, Kazai et al. (2013) found that 

higher payments and rewards encourage better work, especially among qualified workers and is by far 

the main reason people engage in crowdsourcing activities. The remuneration of contributions can be 

fixed, success based or lacking completely (Geiger & Seedorf, 2011). According to Brabham (2008) 

rewards are the most important driver for solvers to come up with a solution or an idea. Dow, Kulkarni, 

Klemmer and Hartmann (2012) support previous studies that online communities often provide 

infrastructure for moderators to review others’ content and to encourage the growth of newer 

members. These members are part of a community, which through transparency and reputation 

systems defines standards and quality control mechanisms. The authors suggest that synchronous 

feedback, i.e. providing feedback while the solver is still thinking about the task, might have more 
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impact on task performance. Nevertheless, Dow et al. (2012) acknowledge the fact that such a feedback 

“places a burden” on the seeker because they have to provide it quickly. On the other hand, if seekers 

are provided with more time for providing feedback to the solvers (asynchronous feedback), this may 

affect the quality of solutions because solvers have “forgotten about the task or feel unmotivated to 

review the feedback” (Dow et al., 2012, p. 1015). However, the authors confirmed that feedback leads 

to better work, helps workers learn over time and motivates more production. For providing near real-

time feedback, it is possible to recruit more experienced solvers to provide feedback to their peers 

(Dow et al., 2012). 

After examination of the processes on Micro level, it is apparent that activities are overlapping, 

some need to precede others and others need to be continuous. When a firm strives for success in an 

open innovation era, it first needs to focus on its heterogeneity and own capabilities before marching 

on a strategy for deploying open innovation and crowdsourcing in particular. Long standing PSFs are not 

nearly on their way of completely revamping their structures and if not carried out professionally, 

reorganizing may destroy their reputation as well as the whole organization. This is why it is important 

that any changes made to the way of doing business is first aligned with the company’s strategy and 

driving principles and then adjusted in the best way possible. In line with Piller & Walcher (2006), 

Muhdi, Daiber, Friesike & Boutellier (2011) posit that the results of a competition “do not directly lead 

to an innovative product” (p. 319) and in order for the results to be realized, a subsequent step by the 

organization should be taken.  

2.5. En Route to a new process framework 

As described in the previous section, activities on both Meso and Micro level overlap or need to 

be performed before others. The examination points towards the need of companies to focus their 

crowdsourcing efforts based on the type of the organization with its specificity and the objectives they 

are after. In line with this, it is important that an overall process framework guides PSFs when they 

execute crowdsourcing projects. In order to realize crowdsourcing within PSFs, one should first 

understand what drives the organization to adopt crowdsourcing and how the different organizational 

levels (Meso and Micro) are connected to successful utilization of crowdsourcing processes. 

Furthermore, there is no fully integrated framework on how to initiate, start, execute and complete a 

crowdsourcing project within a PSF setting. Hence, further tailoring of crowdsourcing processes for PSFs 

will lead to better understanding of the subject. Specifically, what are the steps that need to be taken to 

ensure the successful execution of crowdsourcing initiatives? 

The next section will present the crowdsourcing processes through the view of Muhdi et al. 

(2011). The initial framework of Palacios et al. (2016) will be extended, where some of the phases might 

be broken down for better clarification. The subsequent structure that emerges will be used as the 

newly designed step-by-step guide on utilizing crowdsourcing. 
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According to Muhdi et al. (2011) there are five phases of a crowdsourcing process: 1) 

deliberation, 2) preparation, 3) execution, 4) assessment, and 5) post-processing.  

2.5.1. Deliberation phase 
In this phase, companies have to decide if crowdsourcing is an appropriate approach for their 

problems (Muhdi et al., 2011). The process is initiated by gaining a deep understanding of what 

crowdsourcing is, what are the benefits and the risks that might hamper the organization. Intuitively, 

for implementing crowdsourcing as a strategic decision in this phase, Lyles, Baird, Orris, & Kuratko’s 

(1993) strategic analysis should take place (environmental analysis; strengths and weaknesses over the 

competition; if strategy change is required; decision making; resource allocation; adapting structure to 

suit the strategy of the firm; create an appropriate climate; and control – in line with objectives and 

strategy of the firm).  

As a start for generating a list with possible points worth addressing through crowdsourcing, 

companies should review issues that have come up through their customers and feedback. These points 

are prioritized and refined through collaboration with direct stakeholders. They can help locate exactly 

what the concern is – this will, in later stages, help in knowing what to ask the crowd.  

Malone et al. (2010) posit that when it comes to costs, coordination and risks, crowdsourcing 

should be preferred when there are not enough resources for new employees. On the other hand, Lu et 

al. (2015) argue that the coordination and transaction costs may increase and thus leading to increased 

spending. A recent study by Thuan et al. (2016) presents inconclusive findings that crowdsourcing 

should be implemented when a company has sufficient budget.  

Some of the other considerations should be receiving low quality results (Thuan et al., 2016), 

proper management of IP (Burger-Helmchen & Pénin, 2010; Ågerfalk, Fitzgerald, & Stol, 2015), 

knowledge loss and loss of crowd control (Durward, Blohm, & Leimeister, 2016). 

As we can see, this phase of the process covers the Organizational Factors and Objectives 

definition on Meso level described by Palacios et al. (2016). However, the decision to crowdsource is 

not only taken based on the objective of the company but on many addition factors, such as cost and 

quality considerations as well as internal resistance. Ford et al. (2015) and Muhdi et al. (2011) suggest 

that companies need to tackle the not invented here syndrome (NIH) to avoid failure or delay of 

implementation (Whitla, 2009; Zhao & Zhu, 2014).An interesting distinction between the two 

frameworks is that Muhdi et al. (2011) consider the choice of crowdsourcing platform as part of Meso 

organizational levels, that is, the platform is chosen in the beginning of a project as a major strategic 

task that would aid or harm the desired outcome.  

Another distinction made by Muhdi et al. (2011) is that companies should establish what can be 

crowdsourced and what not, i.e. if existing issues can be presented to an outside crowd. This plays a 

role in framing the issues in later stages. 
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2.5.2. Preparation phase 
In this phase, companies sign contract with the intermediary of choice with clarification of 

expectations so that future disappointments and misunderstandings are avoided (Muhdi et al., 2011). 

Lüttgens et al. (2014) suggest that often companies have difficulties integrating intermediaries’ 

conditions with their own terms of conditions and a contract negotiation is needed. In this negotiation 

phase, the financial conditions (platform usage fees, success fees, incentive structures), the legal 

aspects in terms of solutions to be generated, and IP terms should be negotiated (Rosen, 2011).  

It is important to define performance criteria along with defining the duration of the initiative 

(Durward et al., 2016; Lüttgens et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011; Palacio et al, 2016; Whitla, 2009). The 

time that solvers can submit ideas also has a positive effect on the ultimate success of the 

crowdsourcing initiative. The longer the duration, the more solutions will finally be submitted (Ebner et 

al., 2009; Walter & Back, 2011). This is probably because over time more people are reached through 

the internet. Contrary to this, Muhdi et al. (2011) showed that the highest response rate is achieved in 

the first week after online publishing. It seems that the literature disagrees when it comes to duration 

of contests, be they for productivity or idea generation.  

The activities on Micro level - framing the issue with defining the proper timeline and 

performance criteria, are in line with Muhdi’s et al. (2011) Preparation phase. However, before the 

problem is defined and formulated, a platform contract negotiation is needed. The clarification of 

details, expectations and terms of conditions can prevent paying more in later stages or paying because 

of legal aspects not properly covered by the contract.  

2.5.3. Execution phase 
This phase concerns the online publishing of the question (Muhdi et al., 2011) or broadcasting an 

open call (Lüttgens et al., 2014; Palacio et al, 2016; Tranquilini et al. 2015; Vukovic, 2009). Solvers are 

attracted by the pure existence of a firm’s corresponding brand (Leimeister et al., 2009; Walter & Back, 

2011). Additionally, the strongest brands are usually brands of large firms that have appropriate 

resources to reach a large amount of people. Based on this, an interesting clash of concepts emerges. 

On the one hand, solvers are attracted to the brand of a company and more submissions are expected. 

On the other hand, the companies risk exposing sensitive information. Since, companies cannot assume 

that contributions will be usable as they arrive (Simperl, 2015), here, a critical success factor is the 

ongoing reading of received ideas (Muhdi et al., 2011), communication with the community where 

solvers receive performance feedback (Muhdi et al., 2011; Palacio et al., 2016).  

Muhdi’s et al. (2011) execution phase elaborates on the actual online posting of the task, 

whether it will be anonymous or the company would disclose their name and providing continuous 

feedback to participants. However, rewarding contributions is not part of the Execution phase and this 

intuitively leads to an additional layer of Micro level activities.  
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2.5.4. Assessment phase 
The assessment phase is initiated once the submission of responses is terminated (Muhdi et al., 

2011). Inspection and validation of responses’ correctness and validity is a critical (Ford et al., 2015; 

Walter & Back, 2011). For assessing the submissions, allocated internal human resource is needed 

(Muhdi et al., 2011). Other studies (Cullina et al., 2015; Dow et al., 2010; Geiger et al., 2011) posit that 

the crowd can perform assessment of solutions and ideas. Yet, Lee et al. (2015) and Lüttgens et al. 

(2014) hold that crowdsourcing processes need to be planned, organized and coordinated. Hence, a 

selection of an internal crowdsourcing expertise. Without the expertise, companies would have hard 

time aggregating contributions whether for integrative or selective process (Geiger et al., 2011).  

We see that Muhdi et al. (2011) have included remuneration in the assessment phase and the 

allocated resources that have framed the issue and have provided feedback during the execution phase 

assess the results. Here, an option is to distribute the rewards to several ideas or reward only one. 

However, it only seems fair that when offering higher reward, companies should balance through a 

higher quality control (preselection of contributors). This could lead to higher transaction costs due to 

the need to unravel useless contributions from valuable ideas (Walter & Back, 2011). However, PSFs are 

expected to have sufficient resources to offer attractive monetary rewards and generally have to bring 

forth other incentive schemes to attract people to submit. Efforts such as career options would be 

possible if the company had disclosed their name. However, there is a consensus that the final result 

highly depends on tasks performed during previous steps of the process. 

After a comparison, we observe that Palacios et al. (2016) have ambiguously marked the 

assessment phase as a feedback loop for results between solvers and objectives definition but we are 

not informed on how the actual assessment is performed. 

2.5.5. Post-processing phase 
In this phase, companies usually integrate the ideas or solutions provided by the crowd (Lüttgens 

et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011). However, this apparently is also the phase where companies fail the 

most.4 The literature does not provide an extensive information and guidelines on how companies 

integrate crowdsourcing solutions or even if the solutions are worth integrating. For failing to integrate 

solutions, the literature has mostly put the blame on the NIH syndrome. There is a lack of information if 

this is the only reason why companies fail to incorporate solutions provided by crowd workers. It is 

possible that due to a good quality control mechanism for evaluating submissions, organizations have 

decided that the quality of the submitted solutions is not sufficient. Furthermore, integrating crowd 

submissions might take the form of using it as a base for a better end result. As in the previous phase, 

Palacios et al. (2016) have not included post-processing phase as an activity on a Micro level. Instead it 

is marked as a feedback loop between solvers and seekers. 

                                                           
4 Innovation Academy - Assess and implement  

https://ideascale.com/innovation-academy-week-4-assess-and-implement/
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As demonstrated, both frameworks have practical implications for organizing crowdsourcing 

processes.  The framework proposed by Palacios et al. (2016) and showed in Figure 3 is a holistic view of 

crowdsourcing components, where Micro level activities would be hard to execute if not properly 

aligned with activities on a Meso level. However, the process framework proposed by Muhdi et al. 

(2011) and explained in 2.5.1 - 2.5.5 is a detailed description of crowdsourcing activities. Thus, by linking 

activities from both frameworks, we can develop a new framework that will lead to a better 

preparedness and utilization of crowdsourcing processes.  

2.6.  The new Crowdsourcing Process Framework 

Using Palacios et al. (2016) framework (Figure 3) and the phases distinguished by Muhdi et al. 

(2011), a new framework that connects activities on Meso and Micro levels can be developed. The 

newly created framework is depicted in Figure 6 and it follows a managerial logic, i.e. activities are 

executed in a specific order and can be easily supervised. 

On a Meso level, or in the Deliberation phase, companies develop their objective definitions 

based on their organizational factors. Depending on the type of organization and the work that they 

perform, firms can investigate present issues as well as future possibilities and decide which of them 

can be crowdsourced. Following the establishing of activities able to be crowdsourced, firms need to 

find crowdsourcing platforms that offer a base of crowd workers with the desired skills and expertise 

for solving such issues. In addition to this, companies need to make sure the terms and conditions and 

incentive structures are applicable to them. When a corresponding platform is found, a contract 

negotiation and signing is pursued. With signing of a contract with a platform provider, activities on a 

Meso level are completed and firms need to move to executing tasks on a Micro level. 

Figure 6: New Crowdsourcing Framework 
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On a Micro level, companies start by framing their questions. This task dependens on what type 

of issue needs to be solved and who the solvers are, i.e. questions pertaining to a specific field can be 

targeted at people with relevant skills and knowledge or open to all. This leads to the decision to 

broadcast an open or curated call. In addition, companies need to decide on appropriate timeline as 

well as what performance criteria they will use. Next step is the publishing of the question and 

providing a continuous feedback to solvers. The aforementioned tasks are generally performed with the 

help of the platform provider. However, there is a need for a dedicated internal team. They will know if 

solvers are performing as desired and the feedback would correspond. When a challenge or contest is 

over, solutions must be evaluated and winning results must be rewarded. The final step is the 

integration of the chosen solution. The evaluation and integration of results should be performed by the 

internal team, regardless if the platform provider supports the process of evaluation or not. 

Creating a successful organization of crowdsourcing processes depends on multiple aspects. However, 

an appropriate approach will ensure efforts are effective. 

3. Methodology 
This chapter will deal with an explanation of the way the literature was examined and how data 

was gathered and analysed. 

3.1.  Methodological Approach 

As a base for this research, scientific databases such as Web of Science and ABI Inform were used. 

The search terms were “crowdsourcing”, “strategies”, “processes”, “open innovation”, “best practices”, 

“challenges”. However, the results were comparatively subjected to limits and therefore primary focus 

were articles in the form of integrative literature reviews and conceptual frameworks in the field of 

crowdsourcing. From these initial 15 articles, the literature grew due to the reference lists. To decide 

whether and which references to use, an evaluation of the literature and reasonable judgement was 

used. The criteria was based on Harzing Journal Ranking (2016) Erasmus Research Institute of 

Management Journals Listing (EJL 2016) and on publication date, where the more recent the study is, 

the better – after all we are searching for advances in the field. The descriptions of Meso and Micro 

organizational levels for implementing crowdsourcing have indicated that distinctive factors influence 

the acceptance, as well as the success of a crowdsourcing project. 

Deloitte has already presented the issue at hand, i.e. “What steps should they take in order to 

achieve successful crowdsourcing processes?”. Therefore, this study will be dealing with an 

organizational issue and thus, its’ functional course will follow Van Aken et al. (2007) three way 

taxonomy for examination (Figure 7): targeted at performance improvement; developing of a better 

working design and a literature review of the knowledge conforming with the principles or methods 

used in science. An additional reason for choosing Van Aken et al. (2007) methodology of design-

focused business problem solving is the rationality that realizes performance improvement for the 

http://www.harzing.com/resources/journal-quality-list
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business. Accordingly, the content of direct observations is considered to provide a qualitative result.  

 
Figure 7: Reflective redesign (Van Aken, 2007, 2012) 

However, a profound analysis of qualitative data should corroborate the statement (van Aken, Berends, 

& van der Bij, 2007, p. 64). Van Aken et al. (2007) suggest that such issues should be formalized so that 

the right objectives could be set, as these objectives might not have the same traits as other people 

imagine them to. Different departments’ representatives have been inquired through semi-structured 

interviews and sometimes simply conversing about their experiences with innovation and specifically 

crowdsourcing within Deloitte.  

3.2.  Research Type 

As previously mentioned, this study aims to provide information for guiding the development of a 

process and as such, it will be exploratory in nature. However, since an in-depth analysis in a single 

organization was performed, it will also be considered a case study. This type of qualitative research is 

flexible and can address different kinds of research questions. Above all, it is useful for evaluating 

policies and strategies as well as their implementation. In an attempt to increase validity and reliability, 

the researcher has adopted strategies such as triangulation with different data sources and theoretical 

perspectives and expert validation throughout the study phases (Brink, 1993; Golafshani, 2003). 

3.3.  Data Collection and Analysis 

The research was completed over a period of six months. Throughout this time, data were 

collected through desk research, interviews, informal conversations, personal involvement in a project 

with case observations and internal documents.  

Firstly, a desk research was performed. Information on Deloitte’s competition and their use of 

crowdsourcing was obtained using a search engine. This was relevant because it allowed benchmarking 

for delays, readiness, efforts and opportunities.  

Additionally, data collection was complimented by semi-structured interviews conducted with 

Deloitte’s employees. The set of open questions facilitated a discussion and as such, the semi-
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structured interviews allowed for examination of additional responses and thus, generate rich data. (the 

interview guide can be seen in Appendix I). This was appropriate because the author wanted to 

understand how processes work and how can they be ameliorated. The participants were all reached 

through an e-mail with a request for a meeting and a discussion about crowdsourcing practices. This 

resulted in ten face to face and two phone interview appointments with Deloitte’s innovation and 

crowdsourcing experts as well as with employees from other business units and departments, not 

directly involved in innovation activities. The employees not directly involved in innovation activities 

were chosen for a couple of reasons. First, they would look at the topic from a different perspective and 

second, it would support the researcher’s objectivity by contributing to a more critical thinking process. 

The face-to-face and phone interviews were all scheduled in Deloitte’s offices. All interviews, including 

phone interviews took about one hour and due to the confidential nature of the conversations, five 

were recorded and transcribed and one was summarized. The semi-structured interviews provided the 

opportunity for the respondents to tap into discussions the author had not considered. It is worth 

mentioning that the interviews were broad in scope so that a wide range of topics would be covered 

and adjusted according to participants. Not all questions were addressed in each interview due to 

respondents’ different positions within the company. However, all interviews covered topics about 

organizational factors and acceptance, as well as usefulness of crowdsourcing. An overview of the 

respondents is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Overview of respondents 

Position Department Crowdsourcing Experience 

Director Deloitte Innovation  

Director Audit 
Familiarity with the concept and personal 

experience 

Partner Technology Enabled Solutions  

Senior Manager Audit Familiarity with the concept, no experience 

Senior Manager Audit - 

Senior Consultant Deloitte Pixel  

Additional data was collected through a personal project involvement on presenting Deloitte’s 

Dutch crowdsourcing point of view. By adopting Evered and Louis’ (1981) research approach “inquiry 

from the inside”, the study was enriched by exclusive functioning within the organisation. Access to 

documents was not difficult to obtain because Deloitte is still researching the field of crowdsourcing and 

they appreciate the help and insights provided by the master thesis project. In regards to this, many 

presentations about crowdsourcing were created, examined and in time analysed for changes in 

development and advancement. Platform intermediaries showing interest for collaboration provided 

additional presentations. They were analysed for the sake of understanding the service they provide. 

Extra information was collected through drafting notes during meetings and feedback sessions with the 

project’s sponsor. After reflecting on the personal experience and the holistic view of the organization 
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and its processes, the presented problem as well as its design were more reasonable and applicable to 

the organizational factors.  

After the interviews were conducted and recorded, the data gathered was coded and analysed 

with the help of the software program NVivo. Open coding was used as a means to discover main trends 

and relationships between categories (van Aken, Berends, & van der Bij, 2007). The coding scheme can 

be found in Appendix II. By analysing gathered data and interviews a perceptual structure for underlying 

issues was uncovered and this allowed for answering the research question. For the purpose of 

increasing validity of the interviews, the findings were methodologically triangulated with existing 

literature, documents, personal notes and observations and brought out resemblance, divergence and 

so far unexplored topics. During the analysis of the interviews, the eight identified stages of 

crowdsourcing activities (Figure 6) served as guiding principles further in the process.  

3.4.  Validity and Reliability 

Van Aken et al.  (2007) distinguish  three  important  elements  in  the  quality of  research:  

controllability,  reliability,  and  validity. However, Robert Yin (2009)  names construct validity, internal 

validity, external validity, and reliability as important quality tests. Since this master thesis has a case 

study elements, the  constructs  by  Yin  (2009),  together with  van  Aken  et  al. (2007) controllability 

will  be  considered  unitedly. 

Construct validity concerns the use of correct measures for the phenomena under study (Yin, 

2009). In order to determine the construct validity in this research, multitude of information sources 

such as documents, observations, interviews and inquiry from the inside were used. Furthermore, key 

respondents were asked to confirm interview transcripts to avoid misunderstandings. The identified 

protocol was developed in cooperation with the project sponsor.   

The internal validity concerns the appropriateness of the conclusions that are made during the 

data analysis, i.e. internal validity concerns conclusions about the relationships between phenomena 

(van Aken et al., 2007; Yin, 2009). An important aspect in establishing internal validity is to view a 

problem using several theoretical perspectives or in other words - theoretical triangulation (van Aken et 

al., 2007).  In addition to the used scholarly literature from different fields, expert opinions were used to 

validate the relationships. However, because of the limited number of respondents, for this research, 

the theoretical triangulation is the most important in ensuring and increasing internal validity.  

The external validity refers to the generalizability of the study beyond the present domain of the 

case that is studied. In other words, the results from a case study should be generalized to a specific 

broader theory (Yin, 2009). Generally, case studies are not able to fulfil the requirements for drawing 

general conclusions based on a single case. However, in this study the aim is to design a specific solution 

to a specific problem and thus, external validity is of lesser concern. Nevertheless, since the identified 

problem concerns PSFs, the design is arranged in a way that can be extended and adjusted for other 
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PSFs and other companies with problems of structuring their crowdsourcing processes, hence 

increasing external validity. Furthermore, as Yin (2009) advises, researchers should use literature in 

order to improve external validity. The literature study was a large part of this research and 

consequently, the external validity is increased and different firms can apply the insights. 

Research reliability concerns the independence of particular study characteristics related to the 

study outcomes, and therefore replication in other studies (van Aken et al., 2007; Yin, 2009). Reliability 

means that an exact replication of the study would generate the same results. Generally, potential bias 

can be distinguished among the researcher, the instruments, the respondents, and the situation (van 

Aken et al., 2007). Bias may be impossible to be avoided entirely but the reliability of this research can 

be maximized through working in a structured way (using interview protocol) and perseverance in the 

chain of evidence (simply a logical approach for basing next moves on the conclusions of the previous 

stage). In regards to bias from the researcher, Van Aken et al. (2007) states that both hot and cold 

biases harm reliability. In this study, in order to decrease the influence of cognitive biases driven from 

personal motivation and thus unintentionally minimizing reliability, the researcher has tried to create 

balance by being subjective and be attentive to evidence. Considering the used research instruments, 

i.e. semi-structured interviews, the researcher has “left room for biases” (van Aken et al., 2007, p. 159) 

and to minimize their effect, the author has adopted Yin’s (2009) source triangulation. The data 

identified through the analysis has been confirmed with the literature and validated with the project 

sponsor and vice versa. The fewer respondents and the circumstances of conducting the interviews 

have also posed an opportunity for bias.  However, the researcher has tried to minimize the effects by 

having respondents in different roles and departments.  

In conclusion, although vulnerability of the research is present and melioration is possible at all 

times, the researcher reasons that the reliability and thus quality of this study meets the criteria of an 

adequate academic research.  

3.5.  Design Method 

The collected data was analysed and through the analysis, some requirements have emerged. 

These requirements are acquired from Van Aken et al. (2007) which define the design space and are 

described as: 

- Functional requirements - performance demands on the object to be designed. 

- User requirements - specific requirements from the users’ perspective. In the present research, 

these requirements will be specific and should be considered unique for Deloitte.  

- Boundary conditions – requirements that must be met. 

- Design restrictions – requirements that are preferred. 

The functional requirements are the conditions determined through analysing scientific literature 

on crowdsourcing, organizational studies and most importantly through the information gathered 
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through interviews and the setting of a Professional Services Firm. In this regard, they are considered 

generally applicable and add value in defining the design space.  

However, in order to combine the requirements into design mechanisms and interactions, CIMO-

logic is applied. In its essence CIMO logic outlines the direction of problems that are identified and 

examined. Then they are communicated with relevant stakeholders, so that potential options can be 

conceptualized. Finally, in order to mitigate or avoid failure, an action should be taken. In other words, 

“in problematic Context, we use an Intervention to bring into existence generative Mechanism, so that 

we can deliver specific Outcome” (Denyer et al., 2008, pp. 395-396). Once a concrete design is created, 

it will be validated and tested by presenting it before relevant stakeholders because “it is important to 

acknowledge that the elements of organizational design are interdependent and configurational” 

(Denyer et al.,2008, p. 407). Accordingly, in order to mitigate dealing with managerial challenges in 

informal and quick ways, the solution design would offer a generic process for handling issues in a 

somewhat organized way (Van Aken & Romme, 2012). 

4. Results 

This chapter will introduce the results of the analysis and it consists of four parts. First, a short 

description of Deloitte’s competition is given. This is followed by description of the findings connected 

to Meso and Micro organizational level for crowdsourcing initiatives. Then, as a result of the analysis, 

the chapter will close with a conclusion of the insights and as a preparation step for the integrated 

design principles that will serve as a basis for the design phase in Chapter 5.  

4.1. Crowdsourcing and the competition 

As a result of the desk research, information on Deloitte’s competition emerged. The aim was to 

understand if other PSFs utilize crowdsourcing and if so, how it is carried out.  

PricewaterhouseCoopers is trailing a crowdsourcing model that allows its team of 120 research 

and development tax specialists to earn a cash bonus if they process claims outside work hours5. They 

have just opened a university competition to seek answers to the question: “How can the UK win the 

war against waste?”. They also launched a crowdsourcing initiative, across its 17.000 employees, to 

submit ideas on how PwC can further help provide a legacy for current and future wounded and sick 

servicemen and women. Nifty R&D is a platform to overtake the time spent with claims of tax incentives 

(about 4-6 weeks) to just 1 day.  McKinsey & Company have essays and recommendations contests6. 

KPMG has developed Crowd Connection7 – a global crowdsourcing tool that is an interactive web and 

mobile offering that taps into the power of crowdsourcing and can be configured as a one-time market 

                                                           
5 PwC innovates with crowdsourcing to process out-of-hours claims 

6 MGI Essay Prize 

7 Chaordix and KPMG Partner To Bring Crowd Connection Into The UK 

http://www.afr.com/leadership/pwc-innovates-with-crowdsourcing-to-process-outofhours-claims-20150603-ka0ub
http://www.mckinsey.com/mgi/overview/mckinsey-global-institute-essay-prize
https://dailycrowdsource.com/content/open-innovation/1262-chaordix-and-kpmg-partner-to-bring-crowd-connection-into-the-uk
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research project or an ongoing, managed social community to engage with a "crowd" of the most 

valued stakeholders. In addition, KPMG had a project with Vodafone on a research in how employees 

used mobile devices at work, at home and on the go to shape the deployment of future technologies 

and their mobile working strategy. Strategos has formed a strategic alliance with InnoCentive to use 

more open innovation and crowdsourcing for resolving challenges8.  

At the same time, many other industries, such as education, banking, food and beverages, 

technology and insurance are making use of crowdsourcing. Dell is setting up challenges with students 

for thousands of ideas worth pursuing. Cisco hosts contests on business plans and Friendsurance and 

Guevara have developed peer-to-peer insurance concepts for cars and others. 

Crowdsourcing in different industries is used for development of ideas, market research, 

innovative and non-traditional solutions through challenges and contests and so on. It was obvious that 

other companies make a successful use of crowdsourcing for problem solving through ideas and specific 

insights. However, not much of the included companies make use of external crowdsourcing. 

4.2.  Crowdsourcing in Deloitte  

The initial problem statement posits that the company is exploring what steps they need to take 

in order to achieve sustainable utilization of crowdsourcing processes. Before the analysis was done, an 

assumption was made that the company has not yet tried to utilize crowdsourcing. However, the 

interviews and their analysis showed that this was not the case and the company is really focused on 

utilizing every complementarity to bring more innovative solutions for a competitive edge. As a start, 

internal crowdsourcing had been utilized in the past but the concept wore off and old ideas started 

resurfacing. To put that in perspective, the company wants to use external crowdsourcing as a 

differentiation strategy and is now pursuing external crowdsourcing for workforce and productivity. 

Seven years ago, Deloitte decided to leverage employees’ creativity by asking them to share their 

ideas for successful practices, new services and expanding the business. As a result of this internal 

crowdsourcing initiative, Deloitte’s executives recognized the power of fresh perspectives and a new 

department – Deloitte Innovation emerged. The department specializes in aiding employees with great 

ideas from different service lines to work along dedicated professionals and bring new services or 

products to life. However, three years after the start of this corporate initiative, old ideas began to 

surface repeatedly and the internal crowdsourcing was cancelled. Nevertheless, Deloitte Innovation 

remained as a department in the member firm’s structure and has helped hundreds of employees and 

service lines in developing new and innovative solutions. 

Recognizing the shift in workforce environment and the power of what human resources can do 

with the help of emerging technologies, Deloitte Global decided to march on a mission for expanding 

                                                           
8 InnoCentive and Strategos Form Strategic Alliance 

 

https://www.innocentive.com/innocentive-and-strategos-form-strategic-alliance/
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innovation capabilities outside the boundaries of the firm. As a result, Deloitte Pixel was created. After a 

little more than two years in the making, experimenting and manoeuvring, Pixel has become the “crowd 

of crowds” for business units and departments. By having signed contracts with different crowdsourcing 

platforms, Pixel enhances these teams and business units through crowdsourcing capabilities. Despite 

the successfully developed projects, there are also not so successful ones. Moreover, the crowdsourcing 

environment is ever changing and they are still learning. As part of that learning curve, Deloitte 

Innovation was one of the first departments to try the new capability. Collaborating with Pixel, Deloitte 

Innovation underwent several design challenges with a crowdsourcing platform. Typically, the processes 

on a crowdsourcing platform follow the structure shown in Figure 8. 

 
Figure 8: Usual process on a crowdsourcing platform 

However, this schema only shows what processes are followed by the intermediary platform after an 

engagement. It does not represent the steps that need to be taken by the company and it does not 

assure success of the initiative. The processes are not as universal and simple as it is expected. Many 

organizational and structural details may pose a different implementation approach. 

Small and medium sized companies are the main users of crowdsourcing platforms. Larger 

companies, as Deloitte, that possess thousands of employees work more integrated, with formal and 

organized structures and formal partnerships. The company was analysed based on the crowdsourcing 

components, visualized in Figure 6, as well as Muhdi et al., (2011) five phases of crowdsourcing 

described in sections 2.5.1 - 2.5.5.  

As a PSF that delivers customized advice and solutions to their clients, Deloitte is focused on the 

customer and everything that would enhance this relationship would bring value to the company. In 

addition, it was emphasized that a key activity is being innovative on a daily basis. While analysing the 

phases of a crowdsourcing project, the functions and steps emerged to be sequential and activities 

cannot be changed once the project is started. As a reference, the Waterfall model in Figure 9 seems to 

explain the process through a holistic point of view. The Requirements are related to the company’s 

strategy, which then translates to key activities for Designing followed by the Implementation of a 
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Submission

• The business unit 
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of submissions, 
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out the prizes.
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crowdsourcing project. However, the end-result of a project needs to be maintainable, i.e. we can 

conclude that all steps need to be carefully executed. 

 
Figure 9: Waterfall Model (Source: Wikipedia) 

4.2.1. Meso levels of organization 
In the following section, an explanation of crowdsourcing on a Meso level within Deloitte will be 

presented. Executives are recognizing that the environment is changing very rapidly and the sector is 

prone to disruption and thus they need to start changing before they are forced to do it. However, just 

because they are still not disrupted, they do not move.  

4.2.1.1. Organizational factors 

Form and design  

One of the first discoveries that was made was that the company’s organizational factors play a 

major role in utilizing crowdsourcing. The company is established 170 years ago and completely 

reorganizing their structure would not deem desired outcome. Employees consider the firm not to be as 

flat as they wish it to be and causing reluctance in new employees to stay for longer periods. There are 

multiple barriers stemming from the form and design of the organization and the long-standing 

existence has led to policies and practices that are not innovation friendly and thus leading to delays in 

executing crowdsourcing processes. 

Boundaries  

Due to the type of work in PSFs, crowdsourcing is perceived as another thing for which 

procedures and policies should be created. All tasks considered unsuitable for external crowdsourcing 

and ideas concerning the business and development of new services were acknowledged for internal 

crowdsourcing where currently employees not involved in projects can perform. For instance, 

employees found the concept of crowdsourcing compelling but they all first thought of their clients and 

what would the general idea bring to both the company and the quality of solutions as well as existing 

and future clients. Other representatives expressed their concerns about giving out details to the 

outside crowd because of the company’s confidentiality regulations. These concerns were confirmed 

when a respondent shared that if they have to crowdsource their work, they would need a quality 

system in place that is aligned with their regulations. An employee of Deloitte Pixel shared that it takes 

them longer to acquire authorization from Risk, Legal and Independence departments than it takes 
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them to acquire results from their crowdsourcing initiatives.  

Capabilities and learning  

The firm experiences first-hand the flexibility of the workforce - new employees, specifically 

graduates are starting their careers and within few years are moving towards something less 

demanding or more flexible. All interviewees agreed that utilizing crowdsourcing would help find talent 

and be beneficial in situations where there is lack/unavailability of human resources. Furthermore, a 

representative expressed that younger generations demand that companies should be adapting to 

them and not the other way around – this concludes that long-standing companies’ policies and 

practices are hard to change and it seems easier for new people to adapt to the already established 

form than the other way around. This wreaks havoc on their processes and abundance of skilful 

workers. Consequently, there is plenty of knowledge spillovers and trying hard to retain talent. It 

became clear that the boundaries of the firm cause limitations to the use of crowdsourcing.  

The findings confirm Jacobides’ (2006) stance that the structure and labour division as well as the 

organization within a firm affects productive and dynamic capabilities and shaping the long-term 

prospects of an organization. According to Foss et al., (2011; 2015) and Keinz et al., (2012) companies 

must design their structures so that it will increase their innovative performance. Fortunately, Jacobides 

and Billinger (2006) propose increasing the permeability of vertical architectures to nurture innovation 

without complete restructuring. Dahlander and Gann (2010), posit that companies should create 

synergy between existing structure and processes and the externally available abundance of ideas to 

benefit and therefore generate profitable new services. In addition, Diener (2015) proposes 

crowdsourcing initiation mechanism to be tailored to existing form and design. Cyert and March (1963) 

view the organization as a bundle of routines, competencies and patterns of action and Ashkenas et al. 

(2015) posit that larger companies take longer to adapt as they have larger masses of people to be 

“informed, convinced and channelled” (p. 41), i.e. mobilization of right resources for a proper 

collaboration. The results of the analysis confirm Alegre and Chiva’s (2013) study results for 

organizational learning and are in line with findings of García-Morales et al. (2012) that learning 

increases the innovative capability and it is less likely to miss opportunities provided by enabling 

solutions such as crowdsourcing. However, Ashkenas et al. (2015) state that if companies are to cope 

with the future, they need to switch to resource leverage logic. This would mean that, even though 

different knowledge is concentrated in specified business units with their own goals, where internal 

boundaries dominate (Harlacher, 2010), the company has to learn to leverage skills and knowledge of 

new and young employees and outsiders to derive superior performance (Wang & Hing-Po, 2003).  

4.2.1.2. Objectives definition 

Crowdsourcing for Problem Solving and Learning Paradigms  

Considering the types of crowdsourcing that can be used within a PSF setting, a consultant within 

Deloitte Pixel shared that crowdsourcing for problem solving is seen as one of the most difficult types of 
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crowdsourcing a company can undertake. As an argument was pointed that it is very hard for people 

that do not work for a PSF - specifically Deloitte and do not know what are the specifications for the 

firm as well as for the client, to generate useful ideas. The current way of pursuing crowdsourcing 

projects is focused on development of digital products – particularly User Interface (UI), User 

Experience (UX) and App (application) design. Thus, crowdsourcing is envisioned as a solution mostly for 

development and design.  

Crowdsourcing for Workforce/Productivity 

A first interesting finding was that crowdsourcing is not as cheap as it appears to be but the 

objectives for engaging are productivity, better and faster results. This became even clearer when 

interviewees expressed that crowdsourcing is “a powerful tool” and “compelling strategy”, its “benefits 

are that it is faster and better” and “cost-efficiency is not what is driving the teams”. Employees have 

noticed some of the benefits of using crowdsourcing and pointed that it is faster, it is better and 

sometimes cheaper than traditional methods, where sometimes it is the only method. In addition to 

this, the company has a lot of knowledge on innovation due to their daily activities and initiatives. They 

try to stimulate crowdsourcing practices and it appears that their goal is to perform work that cannot be 

done in any other way. Additionally, crowdsourcing is considered as an accelerator and not a 

replacement for employees, functions, etc. It was apparent that the company would decide to 

crowdsource because of lack of employees, skills and knowledge. Interviewees, involved with both 

outsourcing and crowdsourcing initiatives, shared that they really appreciate the help that they receive 

on a daily basis and it allows them to focus on more relevant parts of their jobs. An Auditor shared that 

this would be empowering rather than a substitution. In relation to that, it appears that the Not 

Invented Here syndrome is not yet present. Nevertheless, the company’s boundaries are indicative of 

limited possibilities for the use of crowdsourcing. These restrictive capabilities have put strain on 

crowdsourcing processes. An interviewee expressed that internal crowdsourcing, in the way that it is 

used on the platform provider, would not benefit the company. Because these are binary tasks that are 

performed by employees that receive salaries, paying additionally to do them would not make sense.  

Discussions about daily and mundane activities were brought to light but employees had a hard 

time pinpointing what type of tasks would be suitable for crowdsourcing, having in mind that the crowd 

participants change with every project. For example, in Audit practice, employees need to be on site 

when performing specific tasks - documents need to be cross-referenced, hence, it would be impossible 

to be crowdsourced since the name of the clients are written on every page. In this sense, an 

interviewee mentioned that using mock data and hypothetical situations works best when you cannot 

disclose information. The findings suggest that it is wise not to crowdsource the company’s operations. 

Being one of the innovative technology enabled solutions, crowdsourcing is seen as a business strategy 

that if not undertaken now, the firm would suffer hardships in the future. 
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Contrary to a large part of the literature (Brabham, 2008; Harris & Srinivasan, 2013; Malone et al., 

2010), the results suggest that crowdsourcing is not as cheap as it appears to be but the objectives for 

engaging are productivity, better and faster results (Durward, Blohm, & Leimeister, 2016). The results 

confirm findings of Durward et al. (2016) that organizations “can realize quality gains through the 

flexible, scalable and fast access to remote employees, resources and skills” (p. 285). Ford et al. (2015) 

posit that crowdsourcing can help organizations overcome limitations in human resources or employee 

capability. Regardless of the lack of NIH syndrome, academics (Ford et al., 2015; Muhdi et al., 2011; 

Whitla, 2009; Zhao & Zhu, 2014) suggest that companies need to tackle it to avoid failure or delay of 

implementation should be kept in mind. Previous research (Bonabeau, 2009; Bauer & Gegenhuber, 

2015; Jappesen & Lakhani, 2010) has indicated that crowdsourcing can be a source of external ideas for 

solving internal problems. The results suggest that this is not the case when using crowdsourcing in a 

PSF setting, confirming Afuah and Tucci’s (2013) stance that companies risk exposing sensitive 

information. 

4.2.1.3. Platform 
For pursuing crowdsourcing initiatives Deloitte uses an intermediary platform. During an 

interview it was shared that the company is not in the business of community management, i.e. they 

cannot manage digital communities and paying them is experienced to be very complex. This is also the 

reason to find a platform that does all of these tasks to ease the process.  However, another employee 

expressed a struggle with understanding the value of the platform providers because except the 

connection to the crowd they also offer consulting and sometimes even performing instead of solvers. 

What is more, there is a gap between what crowdsourcing platforms provide and what is coherent for 

PSFs. Additionally, there is variation in pricing structures of platform providers in different countries. In 

Deloitte’s case, the platform provider charges fees not only for the challenges but also for consulting, 

assigning project co-pilots, community reviewers, second and third best ideas. An employee shared that 

in reality what a company pays for a single challenge is the prize * three. When asked to translate this in 

real numbers, the interviewee’s estimation was approximately €20000 with an argument that for the 

same amount of money they would hire an external agency that would spend time relating to the issue 

at hand. This brings additional issues, as member firms are being charged differently, depending on the 

countries they are based in. The examined literature did not contain information on how one platform 

provider acts in different countries and no information was found on whether there have been cases of 

multinational companies using the same platform provider and thus examining their contractual terms. 

Furthermore, PSFs have strict rules for independence – this means that conflict of interests should be 

prevented. That being said, using crowdsourcing presents difficulties in controlling conflict of interest, 

as the chances of a solver being involved with one of the firm’s clients anywhere in the world are high. 

In trying to ameliorate that, the member firm has to perform a search for known connections. One 
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more time, the literature did not provide information on cases such as this one, leading to the 

conclusion that PSFs are indeed different from manufacturing companies and need additional guidance 

in setting up crowdsourcing processes. 

According to Boudreau & Lakhani (2013) and Ford et al. (2015), companies should use 

intermediary platforms because of the benefit of interfacing with the crowd. However, the analysis 

concurs Lüttgens’ et al. (2014) suggestion that because of difficulties that surface from intermediaries’ 

conditions that are challenging to integrate with the companies’ terms of conditions it is indeed 

important to negotiate a contract based on what needs, capabilities, boundaries and objectives they 

have. Signing contracts with different vendors that work in different countries can have implications 

because of different laws and payment differences. Contract negotiations take time and the 

requirements of the platforms are not always sound decisions from a company’s perspective. In 

addition, there is a misconception that crowdsourcing is “magic” and companies can bear success only 

by engaging in the process. However, it must be clear that companies need to consider the possibility of 

receiving low quality results. An exemplary overview of quotes part of the analysis on a Meso level with 

stages connected to it is given in Table 2. The full representation is in Table 7,Appendix III. 

Table 2: Analysis on a Meso Level 

Meso Level 

Phase Stage Quote 
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 Organizational 
Factors 

“We are not as flat an organization as we think we are. Only in Audit, we have 14 
levels of hierarchy and people don’t want to spend 3 years, for example, doing 
specific job to get to the next level. This is a massive disruption.” [Director, Audit]  

Objectives 
Definition 

“Crowdsourcing is a powerful tool. I have seen it in action and I must say it is a 
compelling strategy. It brings a competitive edge and we need to incorporate it 
within our strategy ASAP.” [Partner, Technology Enabled Solutions] 

Platform 
“It is contracting hurdle meaning payments. That is actually very complex. Once 
you have a large professional services firm the contracting details are also quite 
complex.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

In conclusion, in the context of Meso organizational level and regardless of its suitability, 

Crowdsourcing for Problem solving and Learning Paradigm are overlooked because of the nature of the 

work in PSFs. The analysis suggests that people that reside outside the boundaries of the firm are not 

capable of solving situation specific issues because they are not familiar with the nature of the work; 

the client the work is being performed for as well as being incapable of deciding what a good idea 

without important details is.  

4.2.2. Micro levels of organization 
This section will represent some of the problems that surface on a Micro organizational level.  

As mentioned earlier, the current way of pursuing crowdsourcing projects is mainly focused on 

development of digital products – particularly User Interface (UI), User Experience (UX) and App 

(application) design. In doing so, Deloitte expects the digital product to look great and it is easy to use. 

Utilizing crowdsourcing for UI, UX and App design is done by using the service of Deloitte Pixel that has 

contracts with a dozen different crowdsourcing intermediaries.  
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4.2.2.1. Framing the issue 
The analysis indicated that tasks within one domain can be separated in few challenges. During 

the interviews, it became obvious that this is very daunting. Teams had difficulties with wording and did 

not receive suitable solutions because of it. It was indicated that for successful challenges, teams must 

to know what kind of questions they can ask the crowd. However, the intermediary defines prizes which 

influence the framing decision. Because of payment and deadline structures, the crowd performs tasks 

for no more than three days – the aim being “the faster you perform, the more money you get”. It is 

argued that if the company knows what the payments are upfront, it would influence the types of 

questions they want to ask. Regardless, the platform provider is the primary actor in separation of tasks, 

framing questions and organizing prizes. In regards to ideation challenges, clients normally know what a 

good idea would be but it is unclear if they manage to convey it accurately in the questions they ask. 

Another discovery was that, while developing specifications for the project is an important part of the 

process, it is also very detailed. An interviewee mentioned that employees can understand the domain 

easier and stressed that an exhaustive specification is not needed. Regarding the definition of a 

timeline, it was indicated that this is a process taken up by the platform. Concerning the decision on a 

closed or open call, some interviewees were in a state of uncertainty. Normally, the company does not 

disclose their name but due to a mistake during one of the projects, their name was revealed. Despite 

this, the team received surprisingly better results. However, since one project is split into several 

challenges, IP concerns still occur because the crowd has access to all parts of the project. Altogether, 

Deloitte has trouble deciding whether to disclose information about the company when they have to 

weigh the options of receiving better results or breaching confidentiality. The analysis indicated that IP 

implications can occur because of access of the crowd to all parts of a project. In relation to the decision 

of staying anonymous and the accidental mistake, an interviewee was asked if it would not be better to 

build own platform and bear the fruits their brand name. The answer was surprising in that way that in 

an environment where there are so many crowdsourcing platforms, the company seems to be very late 

with building one. In addition, building their own platform would suggest that a crowd base would need 

to be build - this would bring responsibilities with community management. It was revealed that the 

platform provider also assigns different actors that manage the community, the project, pressing 

questions from different solvers about the challenge or the task and partially the feedback. On a 

different note, the assigned reviewers are also paid for their services.  

The results of the analysis suggest, that for piloting a crowdsourcing project simply a project 

manager is sufficient for running it. In addition, the project manager does not necessarily need to be 

entrepreneurially oriented but naturally structured and able to push crowd workers, intermediary and 

own teams/company. However, there is a need for internally dedicated team that manages this based 

on organization’s requirements and expectations (Ford et al., 2015; Muhdi et al., 2011; Walter & Back, 
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2011). This team would also frame the questions during the Preparation phase and give feedback during 

the Execution. Additionally, this will help avoid paying unnecessary consultation fees. 

The results showed that framing issues, while being one of the most important tasks (Durward et 

al., 2016; Feller et al., 2012; Lüttgens et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011; Palacios et al., 2016; Schenk & 

Guittard, 2011; Simperl, 2015; Walter & Back, 2011), it is also very difficult. Companies need to learn 

how to word different challenges as this influences the quality of the solutions they receive. However, 

framing of issues can be structured differently depending on solvers’ skills and expertise. According to 

Ebner et al. (2009) and Walter & Back (2011) the high specificity of tasks lowers the success of 

crowdsourcing initiatives. However, they have examined specificity of tasks in an idea generation 

setting to leave room for many ideas. Here, the challenge was for Productivity and specifications need 

to be detailed. Additionally, Kazai et al. (2013) posit that complex problems need to be separated in 

order to be successful. The separation of a question into several small ones prompts selecting 

appropriate crowd for each one. However, there is discrepancy in solutions due to the work of different 

people. Moreover, the entire challenge is in the hands of the crowd and IP implications can occur 

(Geiger et al., 2011; Tranquilini et al., 2015). Boudreau & Lakhani (2013) suggest that if companies 

understand what kind of questions the crowd can handle, they will have better understanding of how to 

ask them. Equivalently to Geiger et al. (2011) and Tranquilini et al. (2015), this is the reason, why 

intermediaries decide how to curate the crowd for every challenge. Unfortunately the literature did not 

indicate if there is a correlation between remuneration and framing the issues. At the same time, the 

analysis revealed that the quality of the solutions is partly a result from the amount of the prize. It is 

unclear how payment structures should be developed and linked to ultimate timeline for a high quality 

outcome. However, the results indicate that prizes should not be connected to the time a solver takes 

to perform a task as this affects the quality of solutions.  

4.2.2.2. Online publishing & Engagement Mechanisms 
Throughout the analysis, it became clear that the Framing issues and Online publishing overlap. 

Despite the fact that, as a PSF, Deloitte is not in the business of community management and Deloitte 

Pixel has signed contracts with different vendors so that they perform these tasks, it was indicated that 

there must be someone who devotes time for giving feedback to the crowd if the solutions they 

provided are good and working. Moreover, there should be resources that supervise the process as a 

whole and makes sure projects are executed in a proper manner and time allocated. Although the 

platform provider is implementing processes considered part of the crowd management, they also 

focus on providing feedback to the crowd, so that they improve. However, the seeker company gives 

this feedback, because they know if the results are working or not. A respondent shared it is very time 

taking and if you are serious about your project, it will take a tremendous amount of time.  

According to Muhdi et al. (2011) and Simperl (2015) the communication with solvers from the 
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crowd is a critical success factor. As suggested by Ford et al. (2015), the company should ask themselves 

if their employees/ managers are prepared to allocate time and energy for framing issues, supervise 

work quality and assess the results. In sum, due to the nature of the tasks and the ambition of receiving 

better results, the crowd needs to receive appropriate feedback that resonates with the company’s 

expectations. This again leads to the fact that during crowdsourcing projects, there must be own 

appropriate expertise allocated (Muhdi et al., 2011). In addition, academics (Ebner et al., 2009; Muhdi 

et al., 2011; Walter & Back, 2011) seem to disagree about setting the duration of challenges. 

Nonetheless, it is crucial that companies know what to expect and in what timeline it can be delivered. 

As suggested by Leimeister et al. (2009) and Walter & Back (2011), the higher quality results that were 

obtained during the challenge with Deloitte’s name might be the result of Deloitte’s brand strength. 

Solvers seem to put more effort in when they know who the Seeker is. Regarding the choice between 

internal and external platforms, Deloitte’s choice resonates with Ford et al. (2015) in not wishing to 

manage a community and chose an external platform. 

4.2.2.3. Evaluation 
The analysis of the Assessment phase revealed that the intermediary platform provider selects a 

Co-pilot who steers the process of the project. He/she is responsible for any questions regarding the 

challenge and clarifications posted on the forum. There is system in place, where the solutions provided 

by the crowd are checked against the specifications provided by the requestor. However, interviewees 

mentioned that validation of ideas and solutions has to be performed by people receiving them, as only 

they know if the contributions correspond to what they really want. Furthermore, for receiving high 

quality results, paying for them seems to be important prerequisite.  Nevertheless, because of the 

nature and the business of the firm, they leave the community management to the intermediary, i.e. 

reward models are in the hands of the platform provider. The intermediary uses incentive mechanisms 

that motivate solvers to work and finish tasks faster to receive bigger payments. One would think that 

the quality would be good; however, the analysis indicates that this is not the case. As for the usability 

of received results, the analysis suggest that submissions are not usable as they come and the team that 

receives them has to put some work in. 

Conforming Ford et al., (2015), Muhdi et al., (2011) and Walter & Back, (2011), dedicated internal 

resources are necessary part of a crowdsourcing project. Regarding incentives, the analysis revealed 

and confirmed previous studies (Brabham, 2008; Kazai et al., 2013) that paying for good results is 

essential. Otherwise, solutions may fall short on quality. However, Walter & Back (2011) suggest that 

higher rewards have more effect on the amount of solutions a company receives and less on their 

quality. For assessing and usability of crowd contributions, the results align with Simperl (2015). 

Furthermore and opposing Walter and Back (2011), the analysis point towards that except from task 

design, quality of the results depends strongly on the duration and the rewards of a challenge. 
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However, Heer and Bostock (2010) posit that shorter deadlines combined with higher rewards, do not 

necessarily bring better results. Nevertheless, aligned with Lüttgens et al. (2014), good results are also 

connected to a project manager or a team that steer the process - a quality control mechanism in place 

where there is a constant feedback towards the crowd - first, to keep them on track, and second to 

ensure a quality output. This finding is in line with Dow’s et al. (2012) that providing feedback while 

solvers are still working on the tasks has influence on the performance. Thus, having dedicated 

resources to the project brings overall value to the initiative.  

4.2.2.4. Integration 
An observation was made that implementation in the company is one of the hardest parts of a 

crowdsourcing project4. Moreover, the results depend on previous phases. In this sense, a huge concern 

is the possibility for future extensions and maintenance of the provided solutions. Since this is a PSF, it 

is expected that a client solution should be sustainable. Solvers try to perform the task as fast as 

possible to be paid more and move on to the next task. It appears that solvers do not collaborate with 

each other and thus, working individually in isolation does not bring quality submissions. This is in 

contradiction with Durward et al. (2016) who posit that solvers also “organize themselves into formal or 

informal groups to jointly work on tasks” (p. 281). The examined literature did not include findings on 

effects of solvers who work separately. However, we can deduce that to receive results that can be 

successfully implemented, the company needs to know how to set up tasks, specify deadlines and 

rewards, how and when to give feedback, and to supervise and manage the overall process. An 

exemplary opinions connected to the different phases on a Micro Level of organization can be seen in 

Table 3. The full representation is in Table 8, Appendix III B. 

Table 3: Analysis on a Micro Level 

  Micro Level 

Phase Stage Quote 
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Framing the 
issue 

“So we need to do this and we need to learn where we can leverage and how 
can we leverage the types of questions that we need to ask, and then I think we 
can experience value from it.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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 Online 

publishing & 
Engagement 
Mechanisms 

“Sides need to be managed and need to be pushed to think about things in a 
different way than they're used to make the process work.”, [Senior Consultant, 
Deloitte Pixel] 
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Evaluation and 
Remuneration 

“(…) so the first one (a challenge) I did with one colleague and this one I am 
doing with two other colleagues. Then there's Pixel and when you have a 
conference call with them, there are always 3-4 people. And these are already 
enough people. Then you also have a co-pilot, you have platform management, 
and then you have the community.” [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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Integration 

“You can build a prototype pretty quickly but I would be very hesitant to build 
something with the crowd which I then have to sell to a client and I need to 
maintain it if there is a bug. And when I look at the code quality that I get so 
far, there are a lot of bugs and they are hard to fix.”, [Director, Deloitte 
Innovation] 

In the context of Micro level, the findings show that PSFs broadcast a rather curated call due to 

the search of specific skills, knowledge and confidentiality. This is partly in contradiction with Howe’s 
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work (2006b; 2006a; 2008), which posits an open call to a wide and undefined crowd. The results also 

suggest that preselecting the crowd is a successful practice, which supports previous findings (Geiger et 

al., 2011; Tranquilini et al., 2015; Whitla, 2009). In addition and in accordance with Ham (2008), the 

analysis indicated that it is not advisable for companies to crowdsource their highly fact-intensive 

matters and projects that would shift the responsibility for decision making to the crowd.   

4.3.  Conclusion of analysis 

The current application of crowdsourcing processes within Deloitte has been investigated and the 

analysis showed that business units have indirect communication with the platform, whereas they 

communicate with Deloitte Pixel – Deloitte’s current crowdsourcing solution. Together they develop 

problem formulation, which then is articulated in cooperation with the platform (Figure 10).  

After careful examination of the data, different issues regarding execution of crowdsourcing 

processes on a Meso and Micro level have been recognised. For better understanding of the problems 

that have surfaced during different phases, the quotes from Table 2 and Table 3 have been mapped to 

the different stages in each phase. In each stage, there are issues that need to be dealt with. Having said 

that, during the Deliberation phase, the company faces problems such as organizational rigidity and 

difficulties with allocating tasks for a crowdsourcing project. Looked holistically, in order for a company 

to appropriately allocate tasks for crowdsourcing, they first need to make a strategic analysis while 

considering their capabilities and objectives. This is important because the analysis would help in 

determining the risks and benefits that stem from crowdsourcing. Further, their objectives would 

demand sufficient resources (human and financial) for the execution of a project. Moreover, it would 

aid in setting the right expectations and proper task allocation. In this sense, there are several main 

steps in the Deliberation phase - important in distinguishing actions for mitigating the problems, 

Any Business 
Unit 

Deloitte Pixel 

Solvers The Platform 

- UI, UX, App design 
tasks; 

- Specific knowledge 

- Framing the issue 

- Background check 

- Curating the crowd based on brief; 
- Assign co-pilot; 
- Create a game plan (deadlines and prizes); 
- Launch a challenge; 
- Forum management and feedback; 
- Send submissions to Pixel and BU; 
- Pay out prizes. 

Feedback Feedback 

Fe
ed

b
ac

k 

Figure 10: Current Crowdsourcing processes 
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namely: “initiation”; the decision “what cannot be crowdsourced” and “what can be crowdsourced”.  

During the Preparation phase, the company is confronted with setting tasks, deadlines, as well as 

curating the crowd. These problems are not necessarily connected to inability to perform them as much 

as they are tasks performed by or in collaboration with the platform provider. During the Execution 

phase, Deloitte has problems with deciding on the type of call to be broadcasted as well as having no 

part in arranging the rewards. Furthermore, based on the incentive structures set up by the platform 

provider, the company has no option of changing them because of contractual agreement. Additionally, 

during the Assessment phase, most of the feedback and evaluation of results is primarily done by 

appointed platform reviewers who check solutions against specifications provided by the company. This 

has an effect on the quality of the solutions, which in turn affects their integration during the Post 

Processing phase. Looked holistically, on a Micro level, we can again distinguish several main steps 

during different phases, namely: “Who is the solver”; “How to crowdsource”; “How to incentivize”, 

“How to evaluate” and “How to integrate”. 

The full representation of issues on a Meso & Micro level is presented in Table 4.  

Table 4: Mapping issues to steps on a Meso & Micro level 

Meso Level 

Phase Stage Problem and description Step 
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Organizational rigidity: due to the type of work in PSFs, using 
crowdsourcing is another thing for which procedures and policies should be 
created.  

Initiation 

Insufficient Resources: the intermediary dedicates more resources to a 
project than the company itself.   

Unrealistic expectations: due to the nature of the tasks and the ambition 
of receiving better results, the crowd needs to receive appropriate 
feedback that resonates with the company’s expectations. There is a 
misconception that crowdsourcing is “magic” and the company can bear 
success only by engaging in the process. It must be clear that companies 
need to consider the possibility of receiving low quality results. 
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 Shift in decision-making: it became clear that many tasks are not 
considered suitable for crowdsourcing. However, only one interviewee 
mentioned that it is not advisable to crowdsource the corporate strategy, 
“the secret formula” or “the core algorithm”.  

What not to 
crowdsource 

Allocation of tasks for crowdsourcing: crowdsourcing envisioned as a 
solution for development and design. Employees had a hard time 
pinpointing what type of tasks would be suitable for crowdsourcing, having 
in mind that the crowd participants change with every project.  

What to 
Crowdsource 
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 Contract negotiations: contract negotiation takes time and the 

requirements of the platforms are not always sound decisions from the 
company’s perspective. In addition, PSFs have strict independence policies 
and participants need to be verified for conflict of interest. 

Engagement 

Micro Level 
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Understanding the crowd: tasks within one domain can be separated in 
few challenges and selecting appropriate crowd is a difficult task. The 
intermediary decides how to curate the crowd for every challenge.  Who is the 

solver Setting up tasks: teams have difficulties wording questions and do not 
receive suitable solutions because of it. It is important that the company 
knows what questions they can ask and cannot ask the crowd. 
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Decision on an open or closed call and crowd: Closed calls can help with 
issues with confidentiality. However, disclosing company’s name aids the 
quality of solutions. How to 

crowdsource Setting up deadlines: the intermediary sets up the deadlines. It is crucial 
that companies know what to expect and in what timeline it can be 
delivered. 
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Paying for results: paying for good results is essential. Otherwise, solutions 
may fall short on quality. However, they leave the community management 
to the intermediary and thus, reward models are left in the hands of the 
platform provider. 

How to 
incentivize 
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Evaluation against specifications: The intermediary platform provider 
selects a Co-pilot who steers the process of the project. He/she is 
responsible for any questions regarding the challenge and clarifications 
posted on the forum. There is system in place, where the solutions 
provided by the crowd are checked against the specifications provided by 
the requestor. 

How to 
evaluate 
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Quality of solutions: A huge concern is the possibility for future extensions 
and maintenance of the provided solutions. Since, this is a PSF, it is 
expected that a client solution should be sustainable. Crowd workers try to 
perform the task as fast as possible to get paid more and move on to some 
next task. In addition, it appears that the crowd workers do not collaborate 
with each other and thus, working individually in isolation does not bring 
quality submissions. 

How to 
integrate 

As mentioned earlier, each problem should be dealt with in a timely fashion. It is assumed that 

once the company is aware of its objectives based on organizational factors it is easier to find an 

intermediary platform and negotiate appropriate contract. Once this is achieved, companies do not 

need to go through the steps in the Deliberation phase every time they carry out a project. However, 

due to strategy changes, new objectives, expectations or an intermediary platform that reflects the 

company’s needs better, the steps in this phase should take place again.  

Despite the fact that PSFs use intermediaries for community management, they need to be 

familiar with the steps part of a crowdsourcing process and ensure details are taken care of. Moreover, 

familiarity with the process would allow for pinpointing what went wrong if the project is unsuccessful.  

5. Model Redesign 

This chapter represents one of the final stages of the regulative cycle – the design phase. The 

analysis established number of challenges that need to be dealt with and to do that a particular 

approach is needed. It should be noted that the design is supposed to build a practical guide that PSFs 

can follow in executing crowdsourcing processes without the help of Deloitte Pixel. 

5.1.  Requirements for redesign 

As previously mentioned, the initial design requirements were defined by a thorough literature 

review on crowdsourcing and organizational studies as well as the data collected through the 

interviews. After considerable examination, the requirements that need to be met for the design to be 

strong were identified and validated with the project’s sponsor through an interactive session on critical 

assessment and suggestions for improvements. Table 5 represents them in accordance with the four 
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groups explained in the earlier part of this paragraph and in section 3.5.   

Table 5: Design Requirements 

Requirements Description of requirements 

Functional Requirements  

Central here is to provide 
possible choices for PSFs 

PSFs are constantly innovating in their day-to-day activities. However, with the 
aim of introducing new services and increase productivity calls for different 
approaches. Hence, several scenarios should be provided. 

The purpose is to enhance 
flexibility, complement 
employees and new services 

The interviews showed that the aim of the company is a bit more towards 
tasks being crowdsourced than ideas being generated. Managing to connect 
these parts can have a great impact on the business overall. 

Win more work/ Deliver new 
engagements with new clients/ 
Bring a competitive edge 

Just acquiring skills, expertise and knowledge does not contribute enough. A 
company that aims for acquiring skills and expertise as well as distributing 
them through client engagements and providing future possibilities is 
contributing a lot more. From a market perspective, managing to find the 
balance, increase brand affinity and strength brings competitive edge and is 
much more reasonable. The company has a lot of experience that could be 
dispersed outside the boundaries of the firm and even in academia. 

User Requirements  

The model should be easy to 
engage with 

Not all employees have a deeper understanding of crowdsourcing and its’ 
applications and thus the model should be easy to understand and follow. 

Boundary Conditions  

Any changes regarding policies 
should be in accordance with 
Legal & Risk and Independence 
Departments 

Redesign of protection policies should not prevent protection on company’s 
ideas and confidentiality as well as way of working 

Design Restrictions  

The model should aim at aspects 
that can be altered, i.e. in-house 
alterations 

Internal aspects are adaptable and thus are appropriate to be targeted. 

The new model should be 
strategically oriented 

The project’s scope is to find the optimal way and best practices for using 
crowdsourcing. Moreover, the extensive examples give a broad overview 
of strategic and tactical decisions a company can execute. 
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5.2.  Design Principles for crowdsourcing in PSFs 

As described in section 3.5, the design principles are set based on CIMO logic. The key to 

combining research with the aim of advising the practice is situated in the comprehension and creation 

of fundamental mechanisms. This provides a basis on why certain things happen and if a change 

appears, it is due to the nature of the context.  

Because we build the decision to crowdsource based on capabilities, resources, etc., we first 

consider the form of PSFs. Service businesses are usually large and more often for profit. In this vein, 

they are “professional bureaucracies” (Mintzberg, 1979) and their prime coordinating mechanism is 

standardization of skills and have vertical as well as horizontal decentralization. Chiaroni, Chiesa & 

Frattini (2010) differentiate two approaches toward overcoming barriers when implementing 

crowdsourcing projects: 

 Adjusting a firm’s formal organizational structure, reward and incentive system, process for 

coordination and decision making, and lastly functional structure; 

 Informal ways for organizational roles. 

It is important to remind that most of the PSFs are long-standing companies with more than 100 

years of history and as such, they have long built their organizational cultures. Keeping this in mind, 

Lüttgens et al. (2014) suggest that an intervention such as revamping the company’s structure requires 

significant time and that an informal approach should be considered as a more practical solution. 

Building on the above, the problems described in Table 4, and arguing that crowdsourcing processes 

should be build based on Organizational Factors, the following situational and context-specific 

propositions and design principles on a Meso levels of organization were derived. 

By putting an effort into constructing own procedures and policies, PSFs become familiar with 

their own capabilities and boundaries and realize what they can expect from solvers as outsiders. This 

way they would not consider their efforts and solvers’ solutions as failure. Thus:  

 Proposition 1 – Problems stemming from Organizational rigidity and Unrealistic expectations. 

Designing crowdsourcing processes around organizational structures will present the biggest advantage. 

o Design Principle 1 

Recognizing the competence of crowdsourcing and the crowd in particular, and the drawback of building 

a platform (C), PSFs make use of existing external platforms (I) for utilizing already existing crowds (M) 

to keep roadblocks of participating low and increase chances of success (O). 

By allowing the platform provider to dedicate more resources to the project than the company 

itself, they increase the chances of unrealistic expectations. However, if the company dedicates internal 

resources, the team would frame questions, learn together with the crowd, provide feedback and 
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manage the process closely. In turn, the chances of successful implementation of crowdsourcing 

projects would be higher. Thus: 

 Proposition 2 – Problems stemming from Insufficient Resources 

Allocating dedicated employees would allow crowdsourcing processes to be successfully implemented. 

o Design Principle 2 

In crowdsourcing activities (C), the guidance of the process (I) is done by allocating dedicated employees 

with characteristics of promoters/champions (M) would allow for crowdsourcing to work. 

At first glance, many tasks appear not to be suitable for crowdsourcing. It is considered that 

issues such as corporate strategy are wiser to stay in-house. However, the dedicated internal team will 

be aware of what can be exposed and to what lengths. By gaining experience in the processes, it would 

become easier to sift through and frame issues in a way that knowledge can be extracted. Thus: 

 Proposition 3 – Problems stemming from fear of Shift in decision making 

Crowdsourcing for Problem solving will provide the opportunity for knowledge capture. 

o Design Principle 3 

In order to capture expertise for innovation (O) that is not currently present (C), PSFs use competitions/ 

idea challenges (I) to attract diverse array of viewpoints, skills and knowledge (M). 

Deriving from Proposition 3, the dedicated team would allocate tasks to solvers that would 

otherwise take business units months to execute due to lack of professionals. The faster execution of 

these tasks would allow business units and teams to focus on work that is more relevant and accelerate 

work processes. Thus:    

 Proposition 4 – Problems stemming from inability for Allocation of tasks for crowdsourcing 

Crowdsourcing for Productivity would play a role of a business accelerator. 

o Design Principle 4 

In order to close the knowledge gap (O) created by cost cuttings and lack of professionals (C), PSFs start 

engaging the crowd with tasks (I) for inexpensive value added services and enhancing work processes 

(M).  

5.3.  Design of generic crowdsourcing model 

The redesign started with identification of design requirements, followed by design principles for 

the new design. Following the framework in Figure 6 and as a result of the analysis of the current 

situation (Figure 10), the case observation and employees’ suggestions, different stages of 

crowdsourcing execution were differentiated. Various problems stem from Meso and Micro levels of 

organization. In their essence, they represent problems in different stages of crowdsourcing project. 

Furthermore, these issues are the basis for the proposed design. The initial framework in Figure 6 was 

extended by breaking down some of the phases. This was done primarily because crowdsourcing 

processes proved to be sequential and each stage has particular tasks that need to be performed.  
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The research question in section 1.2.1 was aimed at estimating the steps for sustainable 

crowdsourcing processes in PSFs based on their specific organizational factors. Although this is very 

broad and crowdsourcing processes cannot be put into one frame it is very compelling to integrate the 

information from the literature with the findings of the analysis for a successful guidance of the process 

that would establish a good start for furthering crowdsourcing practices in PSFs.  

The waterfall model in Figure 9 is used as a base for the design. The findings resulted in a multi-

item conceptual design and when put in a PSF context, new factors that appeared to be of significant 

value were added. The step-by-step guide on crowdsourcing processes is visualized in Figure 11.  

 

Figure 11: Step-by-step guide on crowdsourcing processes 

5.3.1. Testing of the generic crowdsourcing model 
The testing of the design took place at the company the project was based on, i.e. a PSF. Due to 

time constraints crowdsourcing for problem solving could not be tested but crowdsourcing design for 

productivity was chosen as a result of being a leading part of the analysis. Another reason for this is that 

adaptations to the model can be altered with the help of experts in the field or experimentation.  

 Test setup 

In order to obtain maximum results from crowdsourcing initiatives and design a better model, 

testing was performed. Employees involved in crowdsourcing were asked what they would change to 

reap better results. The answers were later presented through the generic crowdsourcing design and 

were examined with employees’ opinions. The test followed the following phases: 

Initiation

What not to 
crowdsource

What to 
crowdsource

Who is the 
crowd

How to 
crowdsource

How to 
incentivize 

(Love/ Glory/ Money)-in 
cooperation with the 

intermediary

How to evaluate
Decide if you’d allow the 

crowd or specific department 
to evaluate the results

How to 
integrate

(done by the power 
promoter)



 

44 

 Request for any changes that would alter more successful crowdsourcing initiative 

 Present the generic crowdsourcing design 

Field Test 

Due to time constraints and business engagements, the field test was performed with two of the 

interviewees. Some of the described wishes were to have tailor-made recommendations. Besides this, 

changes that specified the duration of challenges and Legal & Risk implications were desired. Also, it 

was advised to mark any critical activities and complement it with additional information.  

5.3.2. Improved generic crowdsourcing model 
The opinions given by the interviewees led to an improved generic crowdsourcing model (Figure 

12 and Figure 13). Relationships and steps are adapted, the model is made more user friendly, and the 

vagueness is resolved. In this case, the emphasis of critical activities was done by elaborating on tasks 

that need to be performed and changing their font colour in red (for better visibility of activities, see 

Appendix IV). The generic design suits to all the requirements explained in chapter 5.1. and was 

purposefully split into two parts as to visually separate the activities performed on a Meso and Micro 

levels. For the complete picture, supplementary models were designed and represent the 

organizational logic for crowdsourcing (Figure 14, Appendix V), holistic view of the necessary steps for a 

successful crowdsourcing project (Figure 15, Appendix V), as well as the types of necessary internal 

resources to steer a crowdsourcing process (Figure 16, Appendix V). 
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Legend: Text in RED represents critical activities. 

Step 1 

Initiation 

 
Examine changes to the economy (flexible workforce, competition, industry); Examine costs (make sure there is enough money), coordination, risks; 
Allocate appropriate expertise – project managers/ promoters/ champions who will drive the process, possess the know-how and help the company 
break through structure and processes barriers 
Make sure employees are on board and are committed (avoid NIH syndrome) – communicate that CS is an accelerator and not a substitute (done by 
a process promoter – managers with wide in-house network to introduce the method);  
Select an intermediary based on marketplace analysis- previous success stories 
Negotiate contract (involve the legal department early on – process & power promoters) 
• Financial conditions 

• Usage fees 
• Success fees 
• Incentive structures 

• Legal conditions 
• IP terms 

     Risk Acceptance - Consider receiving low quality results 

Step 2 

What not to crowdsource 

• Tasks that require knowledge, cognitive, 
and social skills that are not replicable by 
computing technology 

• Ideas for new services 
• Improving algorithms/ UI, UX, API design 
• Broad range of daily activities 
• Projects involving international research 

Step 3 

What to crowdsource 

• Highly-fact intensive matters 
• Projects that would shift the 

responsibility for decision making to the 
crowd 

Figure 12: Detailed step-by-step design of crowdsourcing processes on a Meso Level of organization 
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Step 5 

How to crowdsource 

- In a microtask scenario 
• Find a problem/task/issue to warrant experimentation 
• Describe the problem to be solved 
• Abstract the problem - Break down task into chunks to avoid revealing 

company specific details 
• Define the problems with high specificity to keep scope narrow 
• Write problem formulation clearly (for solvers from different fields – done 

by the expert promoter in collaboration with the intermediary) 
• Formulate & Highlight realistic performance criteria 
• Design & Promote Incentives (Platform cooperation) 
• Define a timeline 
• Broadcast the (open) call 

- In an idea contest scenario (when not clear what skills or technical approach 
would reap the best result or no best practice is present) 
• Identify a specific issue 
• Abstract the problem 
• Write problem formulation 
• Design & Promote incentives 
• Broadcast the (open) call 

Step 6 

How to incentivize 
(Love/ Glory/ Money)-in 

cooperation with the 
intermediary 

• Reward models are easier 
to control  

• Decide what to pay for and 
how much – the result 
depends on this 

Step 7 

How to evaluate - if the 
crowd or specific 
department will 

evaluate the results 

• Don’t assume the solutions are usable as is 
• Put a feedback system in place with adequate 

timeframe 
• Identify suitable experts capable of evaluating 

individual results – in most cases is the 
requestor himself (process promoters may be 
used as moderators). 

Step 8 

How to integrate (done 
by the power promoter) 

• Avoid NIH syndrome by an 
adequate management support 
and top-down implementation 

• Ensure that there are enough 
resources 

• If applicable, engage in a 
cooperation project 

Step 4 

Who is the solver 

• Understand which crowds are 
relevant and necessary (nature of 
task, specific skills, know-how, etc.) 
and if necessary curate it. 

• Verify participants for conflict of 
interest 

Figure 13: Detailed step-by-step design of crowdsourcing processes on a Micro Level of organization 
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5.4.  Design of guidelines 

Deloitte needs capabilities that do not only support the business strategy, but also enable it, 

hence, design and execute strategic moves that take advantage of capabilities instead of being limited 

by them. Having said that, Deloitte can gain advantage in speed, scale, and flexibility by using the 

contributions of someone other than the principals who are involved in a transaction and thus moving 

sources to the resources the organization can involve in bringing new offerings to market. The new 

business landscape requires focus on mobilizing and coordinating instead of managing and planning.  

This means that, obtaining resources where they are and diffusing problems among them in a 

decentralized manner can enable greater speed, flexibility, and scalability without the institutional 

operating costs or capital demands. However, intellectual property is protected and employee 

productivity is maximized through standardized roles and processes. That said, new entrants can 

capitalize through external participation, releasing partial control and sharing intellectual property to 

create increasing returns (Hagel III, Brown, & Davison, 2010). However, as a company that is focused on 

delivering high quality service to their clients, preserving reputation and brand name, Deloitte is 

focused on protecting IP and seem to assess third party assistance as too risky that will call for formal 

agreements and processes that are clumsy. However, by balancing between protecting information and 

IP and the value that could be brought with crowdsourcing, Deloitte can build better services to 

accommodate needs of broader extent. 

5.4.1. Deeper understanding of an engagement with crowdsourcing platforms 
The following part of the redesign focuses on guidelines for the policy makers within PSFs as well 

as the teams executing external crowdsourcing.  

First, PSFs need to be more active with the community and not to forget that they are the seeker 

- they know best what type of results would be good. The thesis did not create a distinction between 

different crowdsourcing providers but tried to tailor the process and provide the rightful decision 

making choice to the parties that decide to engage in crowdsourcing activities. PSFs need to keep in 

mind that the ultimate success depends on their own efforts and understanding that the platform 

providers have enough power by only providing the access to the community. The analysis showed that, 

PSFs appear not to engage too much with the community, as they are not in the business of community 

management. However, as a seeker, it is not enough to expect quality results by only engaging with a 

crowdsourcing platform. Careful examination of the platform’s capabilities and services should be 

performed and their consulting fees should be avoided by negotiating appropriate contract. The 

intermediaries are often very helpful but having one’s own capabilities would ensure the successful 

execution of a project. Additionally, Legal & Risk, as well as Independence departments should make 

the process for collaborating with the crowd easier and faster. The reason for this is that the rigidness of 

policies and practices neutralizes the effects of crowdsourcing efforts targeted at speed and flexibility. 
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Furthermore, Legal & Risk departments should be very well informed about potential issues stemming 

from such open innovation practices and thus should be involved closely when deciding on cooperation 

platform and setting up tasks for crowdsourcing. They should also make sure that the contractual terms, 

including payments, are made in a way that ensures rules are the same in all countries. Thus, a platform 

having a contract with multiple member firms should have the same terms and conditions. 

5.4.2. Dedicating internal resources 
An additional guideline for successful implementation of crowdsourcing processes within PSFs is 

to engage in crowdsourcing by dedicating internal resources to steer the process. It is reasonable that 

PSFs dedicate internal expertise that would know how to formulate the questions for the crowd. In 

addition, the internal resources would dedicate time and efforts for providing feedback, evaluation of 

solutions and help with the integration. The analysis have concurred findings of Chiaroni et al. (2010), 

Erickson et al., (2012), Lüttgens et al., (2014) and Muhdi et al., (2011) that the way for overcoming 

barriers within crowdsourcing projects is to dedicate a proper expertise. Whether this would be in the 

form of informal organizational roles such as Lüttgens’ et al. (2014, p. 17) “promoters” or “champions” 

or a more formal way of developing an additional business unit depends on the company’s strategic 

decisions and preferences. Nonetheless, PSFs are large and multinational organizations with multiple 

business units and enough resources that could be dedicated to different activities. At the same time, 

execution of tasks takes time and one person would not be enough. A good suggestion would be to 

adopt Lüttgens et al. (2014) approach and dedicate the three typologies of employees (Figure 16), so 

that each has their own responsibilities for timely execution. Once the company has scaled with 

crowdsourcing usage, it would be wise to dedicate a larger team of professionals (Thuan et al., 2016).  

5.4.3. Collaboration with smart people  
The motivation for this suggestion is twofold. First, by engaging universities, PSFs would benefit 

from scientific knowledge and quality ideas. An open innovation strategy would advise on developing 

long-term collaborations as to make use of early inventions, radical innovation and accessible 

knowledge. The analysis suggested that employing external crowdsourcing for problem solving is time 

consuming and much more labour intensive compared to crowdsourcing for productivity. If PSFs 

dedicates internal expertise they will excel in research in key enabling technologies. Secondly, by 

engaging in crowdsourcing initiatives with universities and students, PSFs would partially solve skill 

shortages. The literature exhibited that students are highly motivated to participate when they are 

offered monetary rewards combined with future career opportunities. Moreover, theory posits that a 

company’s brand brings more success in crowdsourcing initiatives. Having said that and having in mind 

that large PSFs are well known and desired places for job opportunities, it is only intuitive that such a 

step would make skills and knowledge available.   
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6. Discussion and conclusions 

This thesis has explored crowdsourcing processes in Professional Services Firms. Primary scope of 

interest was how to set up sustainable crowdsourcing processes in these firms based on Meso levels of 

organization. For achieving this goal, the subsequent research question was defined: 

What steps should Deloitte take in order to achieve successful crowdsourcing processes? 

To provide a better base for dealing with this question, the following sub-questions have come forth: 

- How does being a Professional Service Firm affect how crowdsourcing processes can be 

structured? 

- How should crowdsourcing processes be guided? 

The research question was answered by a combination of a literature review that attempted to link 

crowdsourcing with organizational design and an analysis of crowdsourcing practices and processes 

within a professional service firm in the Netherlands. 

The literature review and the analysis allowed for recognizing the issues on Meso and Micro level 

of organization discussed above. After careful examination, consideration and discussions with relevant 

stakeholders, these problems were mapped to the identified phases in Figure 6. Consequently, these 

problems were analysed and their effects appeared to be able to be avoided with certain actions. This 

led to an outline of the different stages of a crowdsourcing initiative and allowed for tailored 

suggestions on what steps and when they need to be taken.  

The company in question is active in delivering professional, tailor made advice for other 

corporations and thus innovating on a daily basis. Having to deal with solving problems of different 

kinds as well as holding a competitive position on the market, new ways of innovating and 

supplementing current resources are needed. Having said that, the company expressed its readiness for 

further development and staying on top of the market and one of the strategic choices are technology-

enabled solutions. Since, crowdsourcing is facilitated by the Web 2.0 it is considered technology-

enabled. Executives realize that the world is changing and they need to move with it because multitude 

of small and medium sized companies move faster due to lack of constraints with policies and long-

standing practices. Crowdsourcing within a professional service environment is seen as a way to close 

the gap between lack and availability of workers and skills at the right time. 

We further explored how PSFs’ structural organization affects crowdsourcing efforts; hence, what 

are the challenges that PSFs face when deciding to undergo a crowdsourcing initiative. Best practices 

derived from the literature (Lüttgens et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011; Rechenberger et al., 2015) were 

useful for guiding the process of finding out how does crowdsourcing work in the company in question, 

what problems they face on a project base and what additional steps they need to employ.  

The final part of this research dealt with the actual crowdsourcing design. The design’s focus is to 

show PSFs what steps need to be taken in order for them to make full use of best practices and harvest 
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success from crowdsourcing initiatives. This question is answered through a “waterfall” type of process 

guide map, showed in Figure 12 and Figure 13 and the supplementary designs (Figure 14, Figure 15, 

Figure 16) that represent the holistic view of how a decision to crowdsource is taken, how an (open) call 

is broadcasted and the dedicated human resources that steer the process. The design was constructed 

with the help of the literature and the data analysis. Because of the need for the model to be used in 

practice, a field test phase was performed, so that it can double check and confirm its’ usability. The 

test helped with improving the design and the two interviewees – direct stakeholders – found it to be 

very useful. It is difficult to claim that the design would be suitable for all PSFs; however, it gives general 

guidelines on what is to be expected from a crowdsourcing initiative, what are the steps that are under 

the control of companies and most importantly, offers measures that influence all of the identified 

success factors for a crowdsourcing project. 

7. Contributions 

The purpose of this thesis was the creation of crowdsourcing processes and specifically develop a 

step-by-step guide on how to integrate crowdsourcing processes based on PSFs’ organizational factors. 

The aim was successfully accomplished and supplements both academia and management within large 

Professional Service Firms.  

7.1. Scientific Contributions 

As a starting point of this thesis and as means to provide a basis for implementation of a design 

solution, a literature review was conducted. During this phase, the author selected a generous view of 

the literature on crowdsourcing and organizational studies. The gathered specific and insightful 

knowledge about success factors and critical activities for crowdsourcing processes helped in 

responding to the calls for further research into the different levels of crowdsourcing organization 

(Palacios et al., 2016). However, the origin of the end-result started out of Palacio’s et al. (2016) 

framework on Micro, Meso and Macro levels of crowdsourcing components. The level of analysis 

adopted in this thesis is in institutional context, more specifically Professional Service Firms and their 

Meso and Micro levels of organization. Methodologically, the study corroborates Van Aken’s et al. 

(2007) business problem solving methodology and the design science method introduced by Denyer et 

al., (2008). 

Building upon the existing literature (Erickson et al., 2012; Muhdi et al., 2011; Palacios et al., 

2016), and addressing the lack of a way to establish crowdsourcing within PSFs, this research proposed 

a newly developed crowdsourcing framework that takes into account the organizational factors and 

institutional logic of firms. The author identified and synthesized additional studies (Lüttgens et al., 

2014; Simperl, 2015) for their important elements. The chosen components were reviewed and 

integrated into a newly developed process framework (Figure 6) that supports the setting of 

crowdsourcing within PSF. It can be stated that the new framework and its components together with 
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the step-by step guide (Figure 12 and Figure 13) that resulted as a guided process seizes the main 

processes of the crowdsourcing phenomenon. The study also identified that signing contracts with 

intermediary platforms depends not only on what the objectives of the companies are but also on their 

organizational factors. In addition to this, in a PSF setting, verification of participants is needed due to 

an additional layer of complexity brought by tackling conflict of interest. Respectively, the present 

research has valuable implications for both academia and practice as it offers an improved 

crowdsourcing framework with five main phases stemming from Meso and Micro levels of organization. 

Additionally, eight steps of completing each phase have been identified where in each step certain 

actions need to be carried out.     

7.2. Practical Contributions 

This thesis has proposed practical contributions relevant for PSFs and as such may be able to 

positively influence the use of external crowdsourcing strategies and increase the innovation capacities 

of PSFs. They can make use of and gain competitive advantage from the generic crowdsourcing design 

as it provides the step-by-step guide, depicted in Figure 12 and Figure 13, on how to evaluate and 

manage their crowdsourcing processes and activities (Lüttgens et al., 2014; Muhdi et al., 2011; Palacios 

et al., 2016). Consequently, PSFs can recognize specific actions within their structures consider them in 

their circumstances and prepare for utilizing crowdsourcing. The design would initiate processes for 

composing intermediate steps that allow the uninterrupted trespass from one stage to the other. As a 

result of the analysis, one very important practice occurred. Since Professional Service Firms have 

specifically developed Independence departments that handle matters concerning conflict of interest, a 

best practice approach to executing external crowdsourcing is to verify solvers participating in 

challenges in member firms’ databases in corresponding countries.  

Despite the fact that the results of this research are mainly relevant for PSFs, the results are also 

important for other interested organizations as well as intermediary platforms. For platform providers, 

the proposed crowdsourcing framework (Figure 6) and the design can help in understanding concerns 

with contractual agreements and incentive structures and thus aid the development of better and/or 

different conditions. This is in line with previous studies (Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Diener, 2015; 

Erickson et al., 2012; Foss et al., 2013; Jacobides & Billinger, 2006; Palacios et al., 2016; Saebi & Foss, 

2015; Santos et al., 2015; Vukovic, 2009) that posit that crowdsourcing activities should be aligned 

according to business practices and process within firms. 
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8. Limitations and Future Research 

This research’s scope has several boundaries. The first and most important is the concept of 

Professional Services Firms - they offer customized, knowledge-based services in the fields of Tax, Audit 

and Consulting to corporate clients and are mostly large. Second, crowdsourcing in this study is relevant 

to the fact that it may and would lead to development of new services and utilizing a pool of available 

and flexible workforce. The “crowd” here is the flexible workforce and the source of solutions to 

existing problems. Third, it should be noted that the crowdsourcing design is a result of an in-depth 

theory study, inquiries through interviews and an inquiry from the inside. However, the results are 

primarily based on challenges for software design and are not empirically verified in other PSFs but 

were counterbalanced by a small field test within the company. Forth, it should be kept in mind that 

PSFs are not manufacturing or marketing companies and so their clients are other corporations that 

receive tailor-made solutions of highly sensitive nature. Fifth, employees differed in hierarchy within the 

company, which might have caused bigotry in the data. Sixth, a proposition for dedicating proper 

expertise was made; however, an implementation plan for change management should be carried out 

for successful application.  

Several lines of future research emerged. It is a broad starting point for academics from the fields 

of crowdsourcing, law, organization management, etc. with the objective of following up the 

components of the framework and step-by-step guide that have been discussed. For instance, 

researchers into intellectual property rights as well as law researchers in general can use the proposed 

framework and subsequent guide for building on the Macro, Meso and Micro levels of crowdsourcing 

components that deal with contractual agreements, crowd employment, conflict of interest, etc. As an 

illustration, a first line of research may focus on designing crowdsourcing guidelines for legal and risk, 

and independence teams within PSFs. Second line of research should focus on the issues that stem from 

different laws and regulations in different countries and the subsequent contractual terms with 

platform providers - payments and contracting should be aligned. Third, future research should focus on 

legal complications due to short-term employment of solvers (Felstiner, 2011; Ford et al., 2015). 

Additionally, crowdsourcing for problem solving and learning paradigms through universities and 

students without long-term open innovation practices might provide the expertise of academia in 

combination with students’ creativity. Furthermore, future research should focus on most sustainable 

duration of a problem solving contest within PSFs and productivity/workforce contests in general. This 

would provide important information on how long do solvers stay motivated to work on a task if their 

reward is not associated with faster execution. Finally, if the crowdsourcing design is to be realized, 

there needs to be a strategic plan for change management.  
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Appendix I – Interview Guide 

Reference Data  

- What do you do within the company? Is your position related to innovation activities and what 
are they? 

- Are you aware of the changing environment (flexible workforce, on-demand employees, 
companies using crowdsourcing for cost reduction and faster execution)? 

- What do you think crowdsourcing should do, what are the success factors, what does need to 
be in place in order to implement it within the company? 

 
Meso Level 
Organizational Factors:  

- How many people are involved in the entire crowdsourcing project? Is it the entire team 
including you or is it also including other departments? 

- Have employees expressed fear towards using crowdsourcing? Have you encountered the NIH 
syndrome? Would you think you are not performing well at your job if the department employs 
crowdsourcing? Do you think this would have a negative impact on your career? If the practice 
of crowdsourcing becomes widespread, would there be a reduction in staff? 

- What is the differentiating part between our community and the crowd and when do you think 
this will be over? 

- How capable are we and can we also use our own internal network better by means of 
crowdsourcing platforms? Is that also something you have looked into? 

- Is it the way of working that needs to change or is it the business model that needs redesign? 

- To what extent the company can compete with this type of technology enabled solutions- 
crowdsourcing being just one of them! Do you think we can still compete having in mind we 
have more boundaries? 

- Would you speculate with a long-term strategy effect of crowdsourcing? 

- Is it going to be cheaper if you use crowdsourcing not only for a single project but instead utilize 
it more often? 

- Would there be an exposure risk if the company starts using crowdsourcing? Would clients 
agree with the use of crowdsourcing? 

- Are there any boundary conditions/contracts that are put between business units and their 
clients so that there are no problems in the future caused by the use of crowdsourcing? 

- Is there something specific in a structure of a company that enables to employ crowdsourcing: 
current knowledge management processes, flexible capacities, how are they organized for 
crowdsourcing specifically. 

- If we are to design crowdsourcing practices, would the organizational characteristics matter? 

- Can you give me an example of organizational capabilities that are needed for sifting through 
the vast amount of information as well as absorption of external contributions? 

- Are there any specific skills or knowledge that need to be present when engaging with 
crowdsourcing? 
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Objectives: 

- Do you find you have a lot of mundane tasks? 

- Does the company need employees that are more experienced? 

- Do you think crowdsourcing would result in faster execution of tasks and this would enable 
finishing engagements before deadlines? 

- Would faster execution of engagements allow you to pick up another engagement ASAP and 
thus doubling productivity? 

- What about other concepts of crowdsourcing, i.e. problem solving? 

- How did you decide to use crowdsourcing? Isn’t it easier to use your own team? Did you need 
more people or did you just wanted to try it out? 

- Would you consider the crowd's knowledge/help as a compliment or a substitute? Is 
crowdsourcing cost-efficient? How? Would you evaluate the performance of the projects?  

- How long does it take to see tangible results in terms of cost efficiency and is this something 
that is part of your long-term innovation strategy or vision? 

Micro Level 

- Is it a good idea for the company to build a crowdsourcing platform itself? 

- If you are about to leverage the knowledge of the crowd in terms of ideas or solutions to 
problems, how do you make that happen? 

- How do you develop the questions? 

- What works best when we are talking about framing the questions? 

- Is the intermediary curating the crowd, act like a sieve? 

- Who decides what is and what is not a good result? What is the process of evaluation? 

- What was the quantity and quality of the solutions and did it meet the expectations? 

- What are the costs for a crowdsourcing project using an intermediary? How are payments 
done? Who is rewarded? 

- Was there anything surprising or unexpected during the project? 
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Appendix II – Coding Scheme 

Table 6: Coding Scheme 

Concept Definition 

Familiarity with CS How familiar are employees and executives with the concept of 
crowdsourcing and do they recognize the benefits and challenges of 
employing it. 

CS within the company Crowdsourcing initiatives for different solutions undertaken by the 
company. 

7. Motivation for CS The reasons, the company decided to use crowdsourcing 

 Lack of human resources 

or skilled human resources 

Lack of, unavailability or unskilful employees for particular tasks. 

 Problem Solving The company needs novel services for existing and emerging markets. 

 CS for productivity A way of accelerating productivity within the boundaries of the 
company through crowdsourcing tasks to the crowd for meeting 
deadlines.  

8. CS benefits The advantages that have been delivered through crowdsourcing. 

 Faster Faster execution of tasks, projects, etc. 

 Accelerator Aiding employees in execution of tasks and focusing on delivering 
better and innovative services. 

 Flexible workforce Access to employees on demand, whenever and wherever needed. 

 Skills & Expertise 
 
 
 
 

 

Tapping specific expertise for a specific need for a specific market. 

9. CS enablers/best practices Practices that would better enable crowdsourcing within PSFs and 
lower failure rates. 

Challenges Threats, emerging from use of crowdsourcing within the company. 

10. Cost challenges Transaction costs. 

11. Quality The quality of the ideas and solutions provided by the crowdsourcing 
community. 

12. Legal/Policy related IP considerations, Brand Name, information disclosure and knowledge 
spillovers. 

13. Intermediary/Platform 

related challenges 

Questions stemming from the use of a platform – responsibilities and 
needs. 

 Tasks done by the 

intermediary 

What tasks that are performed by the intermediary can be performed 
by the company instead. 

14. Challenges with problem 

solving 

The usability of solutions provided by the crowd community. 

Employee Acceptance The attitude of employees towards crowdsourcing initiatives, solutions 
and ideas provided by the crowd. 

What not to crowdsource Tasks and projects not suitable for crowdsourcing. 

How to… Practices that appear to be a guide in the process of crowdsourcing. 
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Appendix III A – Issues on a Meso Level 

Table 7: Analysis on a Meso level - full representation 

Meso Level 

Phase Task Quote 
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Organizational 
Factors 

“We are not as flat an organization as we think we are. Only in Audit, we have 14 levels of hierarchy and people don’t want to spend 3 years, for 
example, doing specific job to get to the next level. This is a massive disruption.” [Director, Audit]  

“We are seeing some delays in the process that are policy related (…)” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“Long-standing PSFs are not as innovation friendly.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“There is also a gap between these third party vendors and providers and what makes sense for professional services firms.”, [Senior Consultant, 
Deloitte Pixel] 

“PSFs as a whole, at least from our perspective, are not in the business of community management and so, we are not good at managing 
community, a digital community, participants, including paying them for their participation. We leave that to our vendor.”[Senior Consultant, 
Deloitte Pixel] 

“Regulations and confidentiality is something typical for Audit. In order to have a crowd working for you, how do you make it possible under the 
Audit regulations and independence requirements, etc.? What are the types of regulation we need to deep dive, to see what is legally possible” 
[Director, Audit] 

“I also believe that at this point there is a lot more power, both mid- and long-term, in the internal crowd than the external crowd (…)”. [Director, 
Audit] 

“If we are to crowdsource we need a quality system in place, that addresses crowdsourcing specifically; is aligned with all regulations; performs 
quality check of the work; makes sure and ensures clients we are doing a good job – our work is highly regulated.” [Senior Manager, Audit] 

“…the information that you share with your employees can hardly be shared with outsiders. How can Deloitte still have their confidential 
information and send it to an external crowd, get it back, get it approved by the regulators? It needs to be encrypted in some way. If we need the 
crowd’s knowledge for a consultation on a client’s case, what do we do?” [Director, Audit] 

“When we perform audit, the name of the client is on every account, statement, etc. – it would take a lot of time to pseudonymise the data. 
Furthermore, the data is mostly in Dutch.”, [Senior Manager, Audit] 

“I would say that the biggest hurdle with crowdsourcing and a large professional service firm is the learning curve. This includes legal, risk and 
other approvals because the restrictions are high and the level of effort is also high for someone who is interested in using crowdsourcing.”, 
[Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“That [the benefits of using CS] goes away when you have 25 or 30 hours of learning how to get approvals and working on getting approvals 
from legal teams and risk teams within the firm.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

Younger people understand what is changing – there is more focus on Project Management, more and more teams are virtual, the setting is 
innovative and there are no paper ledgers.” [Senior Manager, Audit] 

“I would say that it is more resource allocation, even when it's not crowdsourcing turnkey, it's not automatic, there needs to be some 
management, there needs to be a referee. There needs to be someone who is watching what's happening to make sure it happens based on the 
rules and within the time allocated.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“normally people assume it's magic and that they will have everything they need with no interaction with either the crowd, either the crowd 
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community manager. But that's not the case and in most cases you have to have engagement and manage the process closely - from the client 
side. We are there to help but we also don't know the nuances for every client so the client also needs to be there, to be present, to participate.”, 
[Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

Objectives 
Definition 

“Crowdsourcing is a powerful tool. I have seen it in action and I must say it is a compelling strategy. It brings a competitive edge and we need to 
incorporate it within our strategy ASAP.” [Partner, Technology Enabled Solutions] 

“There is a shortage of people. For Audit the problem is that we don’t have enough people (…) for Audit it (the motivation) is resource based” 
[Director, Audit] 

Our goal is to do work that cannot be done otherwise either from lack of resources, human resources, or lack of expertise – that's what 
crowdsourcing can deliver and is the delivering.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“I am interested in new advancements and I find the concept of crowdsourcing very interesting and compelling.  

“We want to globally search the market with our point of view on crowdsourcing. It is a priority – one of the most important ones for us. 
Crowdsourcing is seen within Deloitte as really opening big opportunities for us as a global services firm” [Director, Audit] 

“Now, I am thinking about Stock counting. It requires the auditors to be at a physical location, count the inventory and compare it to the 
documents. Floor to list & List to floor (see if what’s written in the documents resonates with what is on site) so, this probably won’t work (…)”, 
[Senior Manager, Audit] 

“the ability to generate good ideas from people that don't work in your firm and don't understand the nuances and then the ability to 
crowdsource the voting, the prioritization of these ideas... both of these things fly directly in the face of what crowdsourcing is used for - which is 
to connect to people outside your company. That's why an employee ideation is very strong. Customer driven ideas or public facing ideation is 
challenging.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“ideation is probably the most difficult type of crowdsourcing you can do. It is the most common type of crowdsourcing by far but it is the 
hardest and it takes the most time and, in my opinion, is one of the weakest use cases of crowdsourcing. The valuation of ideas has to be done 
by leaders receiving the ideas. It cannot be outsourced. Only the people who would execute on the idea, to implement the idea, know if it is a 
good idea”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

 

“The benefits of using crowdsourcing are that it's faster, it's better or it's cheaper than using traditional methods. Sometimes it's the only 
method -especially when we're talking about working with very specialized experts from around the world. In most cases it's better it's faster 
and/or it's cheaper or all three together.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

It's not a replacement, it's an accelerator, it's a complement but you can't crowdsource everything!”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Innovation] 

“In many cases cost-efficiency it's not the goal of the project team.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“[…] if we don't do it, we won't last another 10 years! The sooner we start making these changes and in the best way, the faster we will become 
the biggest and best. There is a lot of incentive to do it! It is also very hard to bring in new talent - we have a huge churn and if we continue like 
that we won't be able to attract any.” [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“You don't want to crowdsource your secret formula; you don't want to expose your core algorithm to the crowd! That's why you  use mock data, 
simulator data, hypothetical situations and you use crowdsourcing as an experiment for a non-critical activity. You don't use crowdsourcing to 
take over your operations.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“It would be a duplication of work because our team would also do it. Responsible auditors need to do it. I think this task is the most difficult for 
crowdsourcing. Due to the fact that the audit partner and manager are responsible for concluding and for most issues you need client 
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knowledge.”, [Senior Manager, Audit] 

“My job consists mainly in finding out what the client wants and thus, I converse. At the same time, Audit requires a lot of repetitive tasks and 
looked at that perspective, one can say that it is mundane.”, [Senior Manager, Audit] 

Platform 

“We have some vendors that work with US but also work with Germany, Netherlands, South Africa, etc. and so what if the rates are different, 
what is the processes are different?  That creates all sorts of interesting issues once these crowdsourcing vendors work with different countries 
or offices and experience different workflows - that complicates things.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“I think another thing that comes to my mind is the difference between the pricing in the US and the pricing in the Netherlands.” [Director, 
Deloitte Innovation] 

“I am still struggling with the concept of the mediator between you and the crowd - how or better yet what is the value of what they're adding. 
Sure, they provide the platform -  there is value in that because otherwise you wouldn't be able to reach the crowd but as soon they start 
charging for Professional Services around it, as they seem to have their own UX designers, developers, etc., it becomes counterintuitive.”, 
[Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“So, first and foremost it's a policy hurdle, next it is contracting hurdle meaning payments. That is actually very complex. Once you have a large 
professional services firm the contracting details are also quite complex.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“[the platform] have a percentage of the prize money”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“the one thing that you know for sure is that you are out of your money. If you put the Challenge online you commit to paying the prize money to 
the best, the second best and the third best.", [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“ I think that prize money *  three is what you pay for a challenge.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“As soon as you begin to pick up some sort of a volume with the crowd sourcing vendor you need to formalize the relationship with an 
agreement of some sort. So that can either be specific to the country, or global. That presents issues as well.” [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“That creates all sorts of interesting issues once these crowdsourcing vendors work with different countries or offices and experience different 
workflows - that complicates things.” [Senior Consulant, Deloitte Pixel] 
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Appendix III B – Issues on Micro Level 

Table 8: Analysis on a Micro level - full representation 

  Micro Level 

Phase Task Quote 
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“So we need to do this and we need to learn where we can leverage and how can we leverage the types of questions that we need  to ask, and then I think 
we can experience value from it.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“The first question we asked the platform provider! How does the transparency work? At some point, during a challenge, our name got out and of course 
everybody already knew that the challenge was run by our company. And that wasn't meant to happen like that. The interesting thing was that, with this 
mistake, we had more submissions and the designs looked better – people get online, check our website, see what we do and provide better solutions.” 
[Director, Deloitte Innovation] [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“I don't think they [the crowd] would do tasks that take more than two or three days.”, [Director, Deloitte] 

“And I think that if you want to be successful you need to know what kind of questions you can ask the crowd and what kind of questions you can't.”, 
[Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“(…) it is a much more common question so people know how to do it because they have done it million times. But if you ask the crowd to think out-of-the-
box you would probably not be impressed. (…), [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“Every client that has ever conducted an ideation challenge, had an idea of what a good idea would be, what a bad idea would be but whether or not they 
conveyed that accurately in the challenge questions is unclear. Getting the question right in the valuation of these ideas, especially at scale, it's hard and 
typically takes a lot of time.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“we are now doing a second challenge which is a little less ambitious and it seems to work better.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“(…) it is the combination that you don't want to share the full context because of the IP and anonymity (…) and the expectations you have about the time 
that the people are going to spend time on it.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“What I've noticed while doing these challenges is that I have a question within one business domain and it becomes four or five different challenges where 
on each, 10 people subscribe and do stuff and they aren't the same people every time.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“(…) we wanted [the crowd] to contribute to a platform that we have already built and we need a new UI for that and that was for too complicated of a 
question. The ask was just too big and then the community really struggled with performing. (…) we had a lot of crash and burn and zero results that we 
could use (…)”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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“[The platform] is really focused on getting positive feedback to the crowd. People submitted and you need to give them feedback so that they can 
improve. So, if you take it seriously, which I did, it takes a lot of time to give that kind of feedback and sometimes I could have performed better (…)”, 
[Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“Sides need to be managed and need to be pushed to think about things in a different way than they're used to make the process work.”, [Senior 
Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

“Because one of the complexities is to manage payments towards individuals, paying for a project, for an insight, for their involvement in some way – that 
is an additional layer of complexity that can be easily avoided by letting the vendor manage it.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

  “(…) so the first one (a challenge) I did with one colleague and this one I am doing with two other colleagues. Then there's Pixel and when you have a 
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conference call with them, there are always 3-4 people. And these are already enough people. Then you also have a co-pilot, you have platform 
management, and then you have the community.” [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“In the end of you pay but you don't know what you get I think that is where it is becoming sometimes hard. I can show you some examples. sometimes 
you are paying people for something that you think " if it would have been a person working for me I would have never accepted it. If you put the 
Challenge online you commit to paying the prize money to the best, the second best and the third best.", [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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 “For UI we get the results without any filter on it and we need to give a feedback on it that is working. For development, the community decides. Also, 
within the community there are also reviewers that are appointed. They basically review the work that comes in against the specs that you submitted. And 
if it is on spec then the one that covers the largest part of the specs wins.” [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“so within the community there are reviewers that are appointed and you also pay them a fee. (…) the incentive for the crowd is, they need to do it as fast 
as possible so that they can make as much money as possible. I think that is good but you need to know that upfront and then it has an effect on the kind 
of questions you want to ask.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

  

“Co-pilots are being picked up to manage the challenge. You also need to pay them a percentage of the Challenge fee.”, [Director,  Deloitte Innovation] 

Tangible results can come within just a few days of using crowdsourcing but you pay for those results. Not necessarily the more you pay the better but you 
have to pay for quality outputs and we found the teams try to cut costs in scoping, realize later on that paying the extra for the vendor to use their full 
capabilities typically works out best.”, [Senior Consultant, Deloitte Pixel] 

  

“platform reviewers are appointed (…) they basically review the work that comes in against the specs that you submitted. And if it is on spec then the one 
that covers the largest part of the specs wins.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“I think that with your own people-they can understand the domain and I do not have to create a specification to the comma and then get exactly what I 
asked. Sometimes it is annoying to be confronted by exactly what you asked if you see that just doesn't make sense. My people would see that it doesn't 
make sense and they would do something that works.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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Integration 

“You can build a prototype pretty quickly but I would be very hesitant to build something with the crowd which I then have to sell to a client and I need to 
maintain it if there is a bug. And when I look at the code quality that I get so far, there are a lot of bugs and they are hard to fix.”, [Director, Deloitte 
Innovation] 

“(…) my team is saying "you cannot automatically test this”, because they've taken all kinds of shortcuts to make it available quickly rather than 
sustainable. That's also what the incentive is for the crowd they need to do it as fast as possible so that they can make as much money as possible”. 
[Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“the crowd doesn't understand you as a client, doesn't understand what you want, what drives you, they don't care about it. They just care about the specs 
and how to deliver on that.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“we decided to do a first challenge ever with the name of the company because I wanted to have a UI design and if I say it's the company then that helps in 
the quality that you're getting because they [the crowd] go to the website, they see what kind of styling you have and it works pretty well. I personally 
think we are getting better results because of it”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 

“if you know how to ask the crowd and you have an offshore development team -If you combine that I think you can do very economical steps that are fast 
but also lead to the quality that we need to be able to deliver in solutions to our clients.”, [Director, Deloitte Innovation] 
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Appendix IV - Model Redesign 

In the following section, the actions belonging to specific phases are described. For the purpose 

of clarity as well as making sure nothing is overlooked the decisions on What and What not to 

crowdsource are presented in separate steps. 

IV.1. Initiation 

First, a careful examination of the economy should be made – tendencies with the industry, 

competition and workforce). It next suggested that companies need to make sure there are enough 

money for all coordination and mitigating possible risks associated with crowdsourcing.  After the 

examination of the environment and costs is done, a look into the own capabilities is essential and thus 

allocating appropriate expertise, such as promoters or champions that would drive the processes as 

they possess the know-how and capabilities to help the company break through structure and process 

barriers. Next, is to make sure employees are on board and are committed (avoid NIH syndrome) – 

communicate that CS is an accelerator and not a substitute (done by a process promoter – managers 

with wide in-house network to introduce the method). Then the selection of an intermediary follows. It 

is based on marketplace analysis- what previous success stories are known. When the appropriate 

platform is found, a contract is to be negotiated. Here, an important part is to involve the legal 

department early on – process & power promoters. Points that need to be negotiated carefully are: 

- financial conditions 

 Usage fees 

 Success fees 

 Incentive structures 

- legal conditions 

- IP terms 

However, there also must be risk acceptance. The company must be aware that there is a 

possibility and be ready to receive low quality results.  

IV.2. What not to crowdsource 

The literature and the results recognized three main types of tasks that must not be 

crowdsourced.  

• Highly-fact intensive matters 

• Projects that would shift the responsibility for decision making to the crowd 

• Unless the “platform” provider has previously provided experienced and also workers with 

sophisticated technical knowledge, do not crowdsource. 

IV.3. What to Crowdsource 

The analysis is in congruence with the literature that tasks that can be crowdsourced are tasks 
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that require knowledge, cognitive, and social skills that are not replicable by computing technology and 

thus: 

 Ideas for new services 

 Improving algorithms/ UI, UX, API design 

 Broad range of daily activities 

 Projects involving international research 

IV.4. Who is the crowd 

Theory and practice showed that it is important to: 

 Understand which crowds are relevant and necessary (nature of task, specific skills, know-

how, etc.) and if necessary curate/aggregate it. 

 Verify participants for conflict of interest (member firms in corresponding countries) 

IV.5. How to crowdsource 

Looking at the key activities the process will slightly differ in different scenario uses. 

1) In a Workforce/ Productivity scenario 

a) Find a problem/task/issue to warrant experimentation 

b) Describe the problem to be solved 

c) Abstract the problem - Break down task into chunks to avoid revealing company specific details 

(if this is the case) 

d) Define the problems with high specificity to keep scope narrow 

e) Write problem formulation clearly (for solvers from different fields – done by the expert 

promoter in collaboration with the intermediary) 

f) Formulate & Highlight realistic performance criteria 

g) Design & Promote Incentives (done in cooperation with the Platform provider - a clearly pre-set 

prizes that do not increase based on the shortest time to complete task is advised) 

h) Define a deadline (3 days for working designs (UI, UX)) 

i) Broadcast the (open) call 

2) In a Problem Solving/ Learning Paradigm scenario (use when it is not clear what skills or technical 

approach would reap the best result or no best practice is present) 

a) Identify a specific issue 

b) Abstract the problem 

c) Write problem formulation – not too specific to keep options open and interest for submission 

d) Design & Promote incentives 

e) Define a timeline (16 weeks: 1st month setting and promoting the contest; 1,5 -2 months 

gathering ideas – time for submitting ideas, 4th month for validation, expert jury and selection 

of a winning idea) 
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f) Broadcast the (open) call 

IV.6. How to incentivize 

Literature states that there are two things to remember when developing the incentive models: 

• Reward models are easier to control  

• Decide what to pay for (1st place ideas; 1st, 2nd and 3rd place designs, no payment if not satisfied, 

etc.) and how much – the result depends on this. 

IV.7. How to evaluate 

The scientific literature finds all the tasks in this stage to be of critical importance and thus 

• Do not assume the solutions are usable as is. 

• Put a feedback system in place with adequate timeframe (on one hand, the crowd expects 

opinion on their performance; on the other hand, this is a way of ensuring everything is clear 

for the sake of the quality of the solution). 

• Identify suitable experts capable of evaluating individual results – in most cases is the requestor 

himself (process promoters may be used as moderators). 

IV.8. How to integrate 

Some basic things need to be present in order to facilitate the process. The interviews suggested 

that there is no lack of willingness (NIH) and resources but the issue was more connected to the quality 

of the solution and thus its usability is not sufficient for it to be implemented. However, some 

suggestion steps may be:  

• Make sure the feedback helped with quality results 

• Avoid NIH syndrome by an adequate management support and top-down implementation 

• Ensure that there are enough resources (financial & human) 

• If applicable, engage in a cooperation project 
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Figure 14: Logic for crowdsourcing 
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Figure 16: Steering the process (Lüttgens et al., 2014) 
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