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ABSTRACT 

Against a backdrop of large scale customer-centric transformation and organisational diversification 

both locally and globally, the main objective of this research was to evaluate the current state of 

leadership collaboration in Metropolitan Retail, an emerging customer-centric organisation.  This 

exploratory qualitative research study was conducted at the Metropolitan Retail head office in Cape 

Town by interviewing 15 leaders at an executive and senior leadership level within the organisation.  

By using semi-structured interviews, the data gathered allowed the researcher to explore and obtain 

an enriched understanding into the insights and experiences expressed by each of the 15 

participants.  Due to the target population of executive and senior leadership within the 

organisation, a convenience sampling technique was adopted which resulted in a sample of 15 

leaders chosen on a first response basis.  Convenience was important in this regard due to the busy 

lives of the leaders who formed part of the sample.  With participant consent the interviews were 

audio recorded and spanned between 15 and 42 minutes.  Thereafter each interview was 

transcribed verbatim.  Proceeding from the transcription process, thematic content analysis was 

utilised as the data analysis method, whereby key themes were elucidated.  

Combined with the literature reviewed, the researcher was then able to analyse the findings and 

formulate recommendations.  With the findings the researcher highlighted gaps relating to how 

leadership collaboration and its purpose is understood in the organisation, which preceded the 

identification of inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration.  The last two objectives 

investigated cultural mechanisms for leadership collaboration and the importance of leadership 

collaboration with regards to customer-centricity.  

Whilst the recommendations drew on the literature to translate the aforementioned gaps into 

opportunities, it was also important that the recommendations aligned with the external 

environment context and the imperatives placed on the newly formed customer-centric operating 

model within Metropolitan.  These recommendations are critical from a sustainability and strategic 

outcome perspective respectively, thereby creating a holistic and systematic frame towards future 

value exploits.  Against the aforementioned outcomes, this research paper aimed to evaluate the 

leadership collaboration landscape within Metropolitan Retail, an emerging customer-centric 

insurance organisation.  This was conducted by exploring how leadership collaboration and the 

purpose of leadership collaboration is understood in the organisation by identifying enhancing and 

inhibiting factors of leadership collaboration and investigating cultural mechanisms which facilitate 
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leadership collaboration.  Lastly, the link between leadership collaboration and customer-centricity 

was also investigated.   
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CHAPTER 1: OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH STUDY 

1.1 Introduction 

‘Collaborative leadership is an increasingly vital source of competitive advantage in today’s 

highly networked, team-based, and partnership-oriented business environments. Yet few 

leaders have been trained to lead collaboratively, especially those at more senior levels who 

climbed the organisational ladder in a different era’ (Hurley, 2011: 3).  

Collaboration is noted as a mutually engaging process of problem solving which elicits the collective 

intelligence of stakeholders towards delivering organisational results (Lai, 2011; Hurley, 2011).  

Hurley (2011) highlights that these engagements, steered by the collaborative leader, usually occur 

across organisational boundaries in the absence of conventional management controls.  In terms of 

the collaborative leadership construct, Lai (2011) posits that collaborative engagement is bound by 

common-goals, balance in organisational structure, and high levels of negotiation and inter-

dependence. 

The expectation for leaders to heighten their thinking in a global context influences varying global 

business systems formulated as part of an inspirational vision.  The fact that leaders must 

understand a multitude of diverse cultures across national boundaries, and make effective decisions 

amidst complexity and uncertainty, accentuates the need for collaborative practise (Hurley, 2011).  

Hurley (2011) continues by stating that in order to cultivate growth and compete on a global scale, 

leaders must have the ability to formulate collaborative cultures which connect the knowledge and 

expertise of all stakeholders towards common-goal outcomes whilst promoting key competitive 

antecedents such as global diversification and innovation.   

Within this context, little research has been conducted on the ability of leaders to collaborate in 

order to meet organisational objectives and subsequently compete.  Cropper, Ebers, Huxham and 

Ring (2010) suggest that there is little evidence pertaining to a leader’s innate ability to collaborate, 

and as stated above, few leaders have been trained on how to lead collaboratively (Hurley, 2011).  

Kesteloo, Heinonen, Harper and Kapoor (2009) state that collaboration is a key facet of customer-

centricity.  This, combined with Hurley’s (2011) aforementioned modern day leadership position, 

provides the aim for this research study; evaluating leadership collaboration in an emerging 

customer-centric organisation - Metropolitan Retail Limited, an entity of MMI Holdings Limited.  
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Notably, as an evolutionary paradigm shift within the South African insurance sector, customer-

centricity is at the forefront of large scale transformation within organisations aiming to substitute 

former product-push ideologies for customer-pull values (Hollander, Hertz & Wassink, 2013).  

Coupled with the scale of transformation facing Metropolitan Retail, an entity of MMI Holdings, is 

the heightened rate of change both globally and locally, a prerequisite for market competitiveness in 

the volatile and disruptive modern era business environment (Sinar, Wellins, Ray, Abel & Neil, 2015; 

Filippouli, Ventresca, Bsaiso, Barger & Erdei, 2014).  

However, whilst the aforesaid positioning provides a perspective on future-state business 

sustainability and competitiveness, it has been observed that currently within Metropolitan Retail 

the ability, or lack thereof, to collaborate across multiple intra- and inter-organisational boundaries 

is perhaps hindering strategic delivery and transformative objectives.  This could be related to the 

typical product-oriented nature of the South African insurance sector, whereby for years 

organisations focused on product profitability as opposed to customer value, and where the 

insurance value chain was wholly situated within the context of the product, the product house, and 

product push-to-client selling methodologies (Tipping, Egol, Hyde & Ribeiro, 2004).   

This disruptive shift towards customer-centricity would see MMI Holdings, as the parent 

organisation the former autonomous product-centred operating model with an inter-dependent and 

inter-connected customer-centric operating model, thereby compounding transformation efforts 

against a backdrop of intrinsic product ideologies and cultures.  This context accentuates and 

positions the unconditional need for collaborative practise as part of the parent group, but more so 

within its multiple operating entities, specifically Metropolitan Retail Limited. 

The paradigm shift, consequent large scale transformation, and need for collaboration against the 

newly formulated and inter-connected customer-centric operating model within Metropolitan 

Retail, and at a higher MMI Holdings level, led to the following objectives of the study: 

i. Understanding leadership collaboration. 

ii. Understanding the purpose of leadership collaboration. 

iii. Identifying inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration. 

iv. Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership collaboration. 
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v. Investigating the importance of leadership collaboration with regards to customer-centricity.    

The overall approach of this study seeks to analyse whether leaders within the organisation 

understand the meaning and purpose of collaboration against a backdrop of contextually applicable 

theoretical and empirical reviews, and can identify inhibiting and enhancing factors towards 

resolving the current dilemma within the organisation.  The critical nature of collaborative 

engagement, and the underpinnings of a collaborative culture, as alluded to by Lai (2011) and Hurley 

(2011) above, also assist in formulating practical resolve within the organisation as the fourth 

objective.   

Exploring cultural mechanisms from a structural and process perspective is of vital importance due 

to the nature of the autonomous product-centred operating model, and its consequent internally 

focused cultures and sub-cultures in order to prepare for the paradigm shift towards the new inter-

dependent and inter-connected customer-centric operating model within Metropolitan Retail.  

Briefly, the fifth objective seeks to investigate if leadership is able to create a link between 

collaboration and customer-centricity, and if the ability for collaborative practise heightens the 

propensity for attaining customer-centric strategic objectives.    

In the researcher’s opinion, Kotter’s (2006) earlier work, which highlights that leadership is about 

coping with change, is particularly poignant given the current transformative state within which 

Metropolitan finds itself.  Subsequently, aiming for collaboration within the aforementioned context 

can be seen to support leadership competency in reaching customer-centric objectives, with 

particular reference to the new inter-dependent and inter-connected customer-centric operating 

model, as highlighted earlier.  

Furthermore, improving leadership collaboration competencies is critical due to Metropolitan 

Retail’s newly formed joint ventures, both locally and abroad.  In a global context perspective, 

collaboration and the collaborative leader are at the forefront of forces such as globalisation, the 

information and communication technology revolution, the increasing demand of consumers and 

society, the rising innovation of dispersal mechanisms, fragmented value chains, and the subsequent 

emphasis placed the new high-risk landscape (Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011). 

An understanding of the research background and theoretical and empirical reviews of the research 

topics provide the framework for the research study.  The framework also formalises the research 

design and methodology, and the data analysis approach, and through this, presents the results of 
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the research and the concluding discussion.  Limitations and ethical considerations of the study also 

form part of the research framework.   

The literature review provides a deeper understanding of collaboration as a modern era leadership 

practise and will also seek to review influential factors of collaboration such as culture, and the new 

world of work theories such as collective intelligence.  Furthermore, as the overarching red thread, 

collaboration will be inferred in each of the other sections of the literature review, tying together 

and enriching various aspects of the research frame.  This section will provide a review of specific 

leadership types which are contextually applicable or relevant to key aspects of the study.  These 

include values-based leadership, and in particular, collaborative leadership.   

However, it is also important to provide an overview of leadership theory in order to contextualise 

collaborative leadership in the modern era.  This section of the literature review provides the reader 

with an understanding of the phenomenon, customer-centricity, and the important role that it plays 

as part of the changing paradigm within the insurance sector.  This section will also provide a 

synopsis relating to consumer dynamics which promotes the shift to customer-centricity and the 

affiliated large scale organisational transformation in this regard.  

The exploratory and enriching nature of qualitative research lends itself towards analysing the 

collaboration dynamic within the organisation.  As the context for the study is Metropolitan Retail, a 

qualitative approach allowed leaders within the organisation to provide an in-depth understanding 

of the underlying reasons, sentiments, and motives, whilst exploring the objectives contained in this 

research study.   

1.2 Research context 

Whilst this study is organised within the context of Metropolitan Retail as an operating entity, it is 

important to understand the strategic and tactical changes which emanate at an MMI Holdings 

parent group level as these changes provide the background and justification for this research study.  

Perhaps the largest scale tactical exploit during recent times, and in the history of present day MMI 

Holdings Limited (formally Momentum Group Limited), was the formulation of the parent group.  

This was due to the merger between Momentum Group Limited and Metropolitan Holdings Limited 

in 2010.  The merger between these immensely different organisations, both from a strategic and 

cultural perspective, now meant that as a JSE listed entity, MMI Holdings Limited could compete 
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within all consumer segments of the South African market.  The merger also meant that MMI 

Holdings could now diversify its predominantly South African footprint into emerging global markets, 

specifically focusing on Africa and Asia. 

However, in previous years (pre-merger), in terms of a growth by an acquisition strategy, 

Momentum Group Limited acquired a series of organisations, with the most significant being the 

Sage Group and Southern Life in 2005.  The bringing together of these organisations, like with the 

merger between Metropolitan Holdings Limited and the Momentum Group Limited, added to the 

level of complexity in regards to strategic, tactical, and cultural dynamics under a single banner.  

Post-merger activity would see MMI Holdings, now the parent group to five consumer market 

entities, intensify diversification efforts.  In 2013 the group acquired Guardrisk, a financial services 

provider of cell captive business and alternative risk transfer solutions from Alexander Forbes.  The 

formulation of the international consumer segment would also see the group acquiring Kenyan 

insurer Cannon in 2014, with the aim of extending its emerging market presence in Africa.  Towards 

the latter part of 2016, global diversification exploits extended into Asia and Europe, with the group 

securing an insurance partnership with one of India’s largest multinational conglomerates, Aditya 

Birla, and establishing an extension of its South African investment and savings entity in the United 

Kingdom.  The latest growth exploit, launched in July 2017, saw MMI Holdings partner with African 

Bank, aiming to increase its strategic transformational value as part of a Bancassurance model and 

holistic financial service offering to their customers (McLetchie & West, 2010).   

The synopsis discussed above provides a perspective on the scale and rate of change which has, and 

will continue, to impact MMI Holdings and subsequently Metropolitan Retail in the future.  As stated 

during the introduction of this study, the emphasis on leadership within a business environment 

which operates in a global context and across a multitude of cultures collaboratively is particularly 

applicable to the current dynamic and future prospects within MMI Holdings, and in particular it’s 

operating entities such as Metropolitan Retail Limited.  The ability of the organisation to deploy 

leaders who are able to transform varying group entities, compete, and grow market share within 

this contextual environment remains an imperative, albeit unchartered.  

Furthermore, it is perhaps important to understand whether the series of acquisitions over the 

years, closely coupled with continuous strategic and tactical change, could have had a compounding 

effect on the state of inter-organisational connectedness within the organisation, including the 

current organisational culture and sub-cultures.  With the absorption of several small to large scale 
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organisations into the MMI Holdings stable, each with its own unique culture, sub-cultures, and 

social predispositions, it is safe to say that inter-organisational connectedness and collaboration 

under a single brand is a considerable undertaking. 

With the respective consumer brands under one stable, and as part of this exponential growth 

strategy, MMI Holdings utilised a multitude of strategic consultancies to firstly, understand the new 

world of consumers, and secondly, to establish a path which would stimulate expansion through 

diversification and growth in market share.  This path created the foundation for heightening 

shareholder confidence, and subsequently long-term investment.  

The outcome positioned the most aggressive transformation articulated as part of the organisation’s 

refrain, Financial Wellness, as customer-centricity.  Traditional in nature, this product-governed 

organisation would see itself in the midst of the most significant transformation since the advent of 

the Momentum and Metropolitan brands even prior to the merger.  

The issues that MMI Holdings Limited face during this transformation can be seen in two distinct but 

related perspectives.  The first perspective relates to the ability for the organisation to transform 

from a deeply-rooted and silo product-focused organisation to a customer-centric, customer needs-

focused organisation.  The second perspective is the inherent need for collaboration as part of the 

new customer-centric strategic objective, wholly steered by the embedding of a customer-centric 

operating model in place of the aged, yet firmly rooted, product-push operating model.  

Furthermore, the need for collaboration is also validated by aggressive diversification activity, as 

noted earlier in this section.  
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Figure 1-1: MMI Holdings product operating model 

Figure 1-1 is an illustration of the former MMI Holdings product operating model which provides an 

understanding into the first perspective mentioned previously.  The following are important to note 

given the context of this research study: 

• Autonomous full value chains owned and led by the various product houses are depicted as 

stand-alone entities. 

• A focus on product profitability is led by an intermediary sales force and product-push 

ideologies.  

• Product houses as fully fledged business entities include Information Technology, Human 

Resources, Finance, Operations, Product Development and Marketing. 

• Each of the product houses illustrated has a multitude of cultures and sub-cultures. 
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Figure 1-2: MMI Holdings customer-centric operating model 

Figure 1-2 is an illustration of the current MMI Holdings customer-centric operating model which 

provides an understanding into the second perspective mentioned above.  The following are 

important to note given the context of this research study: 

• An inter-connected and inter-dependent customer value chain with each business entity 

contributing to the success of each customer brand depicted, and consequently MMI Holdings.  

• A focus on customer value, led by customer needs determined via bespoke or tailored customer 

engagement, financial advice, financial planning, and customer service. 

• Accountability across the customer value chain, with each business entity contributing towards 

portions of the customer value proposition.  Customer needs and method of engagement are 

determined by the customer brand and customer engagement channel, with the product 

solution developed and packaged by the varying product or solution Centres of Excellence as 

depicted.  

• A single MMI Holdings Limited values-based culture which resonates throughout each business 

entity.   
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The impact of the autonomous product-focused operating model and the consequent product 

house-led business ethos has, over recent times, been under much inquiry.  However, it is important 

to note that whilst the shift to a customer-led ethos develops, it is the exact autonomous nature of 

the former product houses which propelled the Momentum Group Limited and Metropolitan 

Holdings Limited towards some of the highest growth numbers during the early 2000s pre-merger.  

In many instances a culture of ownership and internal competition amongst the myriad product 

houses was seen as a tactical imperative.  This approach saw the birthing of multiple, differentiating 

product lines, and whilst market share grew sharply over the short-term, the impact to the culture, 

unbeknown at the time, would be severe over the longer-term post-merger.  

With internal competition rife and profit statements boastful, boundaries within the respective 

organisations and product houses would over time solidify.  Observations show that these 

boundaries, commonly known as silos, unintentionally created a level of complexity within the 

product entities and integration with sales functions.  As the organisations experienced higher levels 

of scale, the sharing, or lack thereof, of intellectual property would have a compounding effect, 

subsequently diminishing efficiency to market.  A further observation consequent to the 

aforementioned position would see the rise of a political arena, which in many instances was seen to 

impact strategic and operational agendas. 

In the researcher’s experience, and in relation to the new inter-connected and inter-dependent 

customer-centric operating model, strategic delivery to market is slow and at times ineffective.  The 

deep-seated autonomous culture affiliated with the former operating model is not only ingrained in 

certain leadership structures, but has informally infiltrated all levels of the organisation over time.  In 

the belief that both organisations, Momentum and Metropolitan, are values-based organisations, 

values such as teamwork and integrity, including associated behaviours, are often at the centre of 

controversy.  Whilst these values and associated behaviours may be exercised within specific 

functional business units, there is little evidence to suggest that these values are exercised across 

functional business units under a single MMI banner against a common-goal orientation.  

As noted earlier, Kesteloo et al. (2009) see collaboration as a key facet of a customer-centric 

organisation.  This means that collaboration, as part of the new customer-centric strategy at MMI 

Holdings Limited and its operating entities, is an imperative.  With current transformative exploits 

being wholly steered through leadership within MMI Holdings Limited and its operating entities, 

collaboration becomes an invaluable mechanism for leadership to leverage and utilise in order to 

deliver on objectives encapsulated as part of the customer-centric strategy, both locally and globally.  
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Furthermore, and perhaps most critical, is that the need for collaboration is heightened due to the 

nature of the new inter-connected and inter-dependent customer-centric operating model.  This 

posit is accentuated by Okharedia and Davies (2014), whereby these authors state that metrics such 

as customer experience and customer lifetime value are measured across the entire insurance value 

chain; from financial planning, to financial advice, product or solution purchase, to premium 

payment and benefit realisation.    

In summary, the transformative context in which MMI Holdings Limited and Metropolitan Retail 

Limited finds themselves elevates the need for leadership collaboration, localised and global 

diversification against a backdrop of a multitude of cultural and social environments, and a 

customer-centric strategy complemented by customer value-oriented solutions delivered through an 

inter-connected operating model. 

1.3 Research ontology and epistemology 

When examining research, it is important to understand the insights which led the researcher to 

explore the particular topic.  In this regard, understanding the researcher’s context and world, and 

their self-awareness and environmental perspectives, provides insight into how they contextualise, 

perceive, analyse, and make sense of the information and research they are conducting (Da Vinci, 

2016).  For this purpose, ontological, epistemological, phenomenological and axiological 

perspectives and factors are used to contextualise and articulate the researcher’s proposed 

approach to the research (Da Vinci, 2016).   

1.3.1 Ontology 

According to Da Vinci (2016), ontology is the belief and values system of an individual and their 

world perspective which apprises who they are as an individual.  An ontological perspective refers to 

understanding reality and the nature of reality, or how an individual views the world from the 

individual’s own reality (Da Vinci, 2016).  In examining research, this approach provides an 

understanding of the individual and therefore presents an opportunity to anticipate what to expect 

from the individual and how this individual may approach varying situational contexts (Da Vinci, 

2016).  In this regard, the researcher immerses themselves in their research and intrinsically depicts 

how their beliefs and values are present throughout their research phases (Da Vinci, 2016).  In 

relation to this research paper, the researcher acknowledges that due to his personal affiliation to 

Metropolitan Retail, there may be bias in the way in which he views and interprets his research.  
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In the light of his own ontological observation, it is clear that the researcher applies practical 

approaches toward better Metropolitan Retail cohesion in order to gain a comprehensive sense and 

perspective of reality.  However, this perspective is based on the career path, experience, and 

developing corporate knowledge of the researcher, as detailed in the next few paragraphs.  

After attaining a tertiary qualification in Interior Architecture in 2006, the researcher lectured and 

later started an interior design practise.  Whilst his business started well, the technical global 

recession in 2008 saw many contracts indefinitely put on hold or cancelled.  The economic 

environment meant that the researcher had to seek other employment and began work at an 

American management consultancy towards the latter part of 2008.  After working on many projects 

in various sectors of industry, including working closely with leaders of those industries, the realm of 

leadership became a deepening interest. 

In 2013, after approximately six years of consulting, the researcher was offered a position at 

Momentum Retail, an entity of the newly formed MMI Holdings, which he duly accepted.  Coupled 

with years of consulting experience and the complexity which came with the insurance sector, the 

realm of leadership now provided a new perspective - the researcher was no longer a consultant 

looking-in but rather an influencer on the inside of the corporate world.  Incidentally, the timing was 

opportune as MMI Holdings and Momentum Retail were in a state of flux and undergoing the largest 

transformation since the advent of the Momentum brand.  The newly formed merger between the 

Momentum and Metropolitan brands, still in its infancy, presented an uncertain and volatile 

landscape for leaders within both businesses to navigate.  This placed immense strain on the 

strategic and tactical demands due to the group’s JSE listing, and also presented a complex social 

landscape with regards to organisational culture and the multitude of sub-cultures present.  

After working and delivering in many diverse teams across the world whilst consulting, and with the 

growth of the diversification strategy at MMI Holdings and Momentum, it became apparent that a 

deepening sense of leadership and the competitive stance of collaboration were perhaps missing 

ingredients.  This was also encouraged by the abundance of a knowledge worker base which the 

insurance sector attracts, and led to questions around performance and better competitiveness 

against this dimension.  In general, the researcher’s ontology is steeped in the belief that a deeper 

sense of leadership collaboration, and the harnessing of collective intelligence via a knowledge 

worker base, can translate into a high performing organisation - this includes a collaborative culture, 

and being an ‘employer of choice’ with it’s innate ability to constantly deliver its strategic exploits in 

a world of chaos and constant complexity.  
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Based on the ontological perspectives presented above, it was important for the researcher to delve 

deeper with regard to the experiences and insights of leaders within the organisation.  As a result it 

was important for this research study to be qualitative and inductive in nature.  Due to the context 

of this study, it is important to note that in 2017 the researcher was offered a new position at 

Metropolitan Retail; however, from an MMI Holdings perspective, the relevance of the research still 

holds true.  As a result, the context of the study is based on Metropolitan Retail. 

1.3.2 Research epistemology  

Epistemology is the study of knowledge and examines its different aspects and nature.  It explores 

the understanding of what knowledge is, and how to determine between instances where someone 

knows something and instances where someone does not know something (Truncellito, 2016).  

Epistemology aims to determine how the individual seeks to know what they do not know (Da Vinci, 

2016).  The researcher’s epistemological perspective is driven by the need for personal interaction 

and observation.  The researcher seeks to learn and understand information through observation, 

face-to-face interactions, and conversation.  As mentioned above, this study is of a qualitative nature 

that allows for these types of interactions to take place through the use of semi-structured 

interviews.  

With its roots in Latin, com and laboare, collaboration means ‘to work together’ (Chrislip, 2002).  The 

early emergence of collaboration as a strategic fundamental dealt with disagreements regarding 

environmental and natural resources set in the 1970s (Chrislip, 2002).  However, since then the 

social undertones of ‘working together’ have extended into greater social settings by solving issues 

pertaining to economic development, neighbourhood empowerment, education, transportation and 

health care.  Chrislip and Larson (1994), in their book Collaborative Leadership: How Citizens and 

Civic Leaders Can Make a Difference, accentuate the notion of community, in that human beings by 

our very existence long for connection, belonging, acceptance, and a sense of security in mutualism.  

These authors posit that this natural and social predisposition is where our ability to collaborate 

emanates (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  

Even as late as 2002, traditional collaborative epistemologies would lean towards how public issues 

should be addressed and resolved; engagement instead of advocacy, dialogue instead of debate, 

inclusion instead of exclusion, shared power instead of domination and control, and mutual learning 

instead of rigidity placed on exclusivity of organisational position (Chrislip, 2002).  Furthermore, the 

epistemological position for collaborative practice is defined with a focus on community, and in 
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many instances regionally-based multi-stakeholder initiatives or programs - the approach differs 

from current views and processes regarding inter-organisational collaboration (Chrislip, 2002).  Even 

so, this author’s definition, which speaks of a mutual relationship between two or more parties 

towards achieving common goals by sharing responsibility, authority and accountability for achieving 

results, has been applied in more current inter-organisational collaboration settings (Chrislip, 2002; 

Hurley, 2011).  Chrislip’s (2011) purpose in collaborative practice, steered via the collaborative 

leader, is also an important modern era construct to note; the creation of a shared vision and joint 

strategies towards resolving issues that surpass the purview of any specific party. 

Whilst collaborative leadership and its associated practices relate to more modern day social 

inferences, both in a public and private sector context, it is important to highlight one of the most 

celebrated and enigmatic leadership acts of collaborative practice which, for its time, was nothing 

short of leadership greatness.  In a book by Stephen Knott and Tony Williams (2016), Washington 

and Hamilton: The Alliance that Forged America, the authors position the founding of America, a 

new nation, as one of the greatest leadership collaborations, even in the modern era context.  The 

book accentuates the moral and trustworthy figure of George Washington, and perhaps the self-

actualisation of the first president who understood the common good for others and that its 

requirements are so complex that they are beyond any single human’s grasp (Knott & Williams, 

2016).  

A great policy builder, Washington’s view to implement a modern public finance system elicited the 

expertise and vast experience of Alexander Hamilton, known today as one of America’s financial 

founding fathers (Knott & Williams, 2016).  Whilst the results of the collaboration would see America 

emerge as the global super-power it is today, specifically through its robust national banking system, 

the collaboration went beyond the technically complex financial realm.  As the virtue of even great 

men is deemed imperfect, George Washington’s exceptional moral stance was often viewed as 

overtly soft - deemed a weakness by the masses (Knott & Williams, 2016).  Hamilton’s urging stance 

on the matter would see Washington avoid debarment from the presidency, thus heightening his 

confidence and command.  On the other hand, Hamilton’s measure as a great statesman likewise 

depended on his association with Washington (Knott & Williams, 2016).  The general view of the two 

great men is noted as two very different beings, but grounded in their common cause to 

revolutionise America in its newly formed democracy.  

The modern era collaborative leadership diaspora, which in particular evolved in the private sector 

during the mid-2000s, has adopted many of attributes mentioned above specific to the public sector.  
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However, whilst the basis for the practise remains, in many instances the contextual grounding for 

collaborative leadership within business or corporate settings seems to have adapted due to a 

multitude of emerging global phenomena.  De Meyer (2011) and Hurley (2011) highlight the 

following phenomena as part of their collaborative leadership validation; globalisation, the 

fragmentation of the value chain, the increasing number knowledge workers, the increasing demand 

of society and consumers, networking structural changes in multinational businesses, the criticality 

placed on risk management, increased levels of innovation through dispersal, and importantly, the 

information and communication technology (ICT) revolution.  

De Meyer (2011) posits that with the abundance of leadership literature over the years, much of it 

contradictory, young leaders require a mechanism which allows them to navigate high levels of 

change with a focus on continuous innovation.  The author accentuates that with our ever-changing 

and emergent future environments, collaborative leadership allows the young modern era leader to 

cope and operate within this context (De Meyer, 2011).  Hurley (2011) identifies collaborative 

leadership as a competitive differentiator which engages collective intelligence to achieve results 

against a backdrop of structural inter-dependency and intra-organisational and inter-organisational 

cultural reform.  Within this context the author describes a collaborative culture whereby structures, 

processes, and systems heighten an organisation’s ability to deliver results across organisational and 

political boundaries (Hurley, 2011).  

1.4 Research problem statement  

Against a backdrop of large scale customer-centric transformation and organisational diversification 

both locally and globally, this research report seeks to address the following critical question: What 

is the current state of leadership collaboration in Metropolitan Retail, an emerging customer-

centric organisation?  

1.5 Purpose and objectives of the research study 

The purpose of the study is to theoretically and empirically evaluate leadership collaboration within 

Metropolitan Retail Limited, an emerging customer-centric organisation.  As collaboration is an 

inherent premise of customer-centricity, the purpose of the study is to provide an in-depth 

evaluation of how leaders describe collaboration and its purpose within Metropolitan Retail 

(Kesteloo et al., 2009).   
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The study continues to identify inhibiting and enhancing factors of collaboration, and delineates 

current mechanisms in a collaborative culture towards improving intra- and inter-organisational 

connectedness, and consequently, tactical and strategic outcomes (Kesteloo et al., 2009).  As a core 

Metropolitan Retail strategic objective is customer-centricity, it is also important to understand how, 

and if, leaders view collaboration as a mechanism to improve customer-centric outcomes.   

The first research objective seeks to understand how leaders within Metropolitan Retail describe 

leadership collaboration; with the second objective seeking to understand what these leaders deem 

is the purpose of collaboration.  This will provide an understanding of whether a gap exists between 

how leadership collaboration is perceived within the organisation in relation to theoretical and 

empirical modern era literature.  In the event that a gap is identified, this study will assist 

Metropolitan Retail towards strategically and tactically improving collaborative practise within 

leadership suites, and in particular, propel transformative outcomes against the inter-connected and 

inter-dependent customer-centric operating model.  

In considering the former autonomous product-focused operating model and the associated product 

house biases, and as collaboration is seen as a premise to a customer-centric organisation, it is also 

important to identify inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration through the lens of 

leaders within Metropolitan Retail.  The inhibiting and enhancing factors towards leadership 

collaboration within a customer-centric organisation constitutes research objective 3.  

Callahan, Schenk and White (2010) highlight that many employees in organisations are not aware of 

the array of collaboration mechanisms available, nor do they understand the value which these tools 

can offer.  Hurley (2009) also posits that the collaborative leader creates a collaborative culture 

whereby structures and processes enable the collective organisation to work across organisational, 

and in some instances political, boundaries.  In this regard, the fourth objective of this research 

paper aims to explore what the current cultural mechanisms for collaboration are, if any, within 

Metropolitan Retail.  As collaboration is an inherent premise of customer-centricity, the final 

objective seeks to investigate the link that leaders make between collaboration and customer-

centricity (Kesteloo et al., 2009).   

In summation, this research study addresses the following research objectives:   

i. Understanding leadership collaboration. 
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ii. Understanding the purpose of leadership collaboration. 

iii. Identifying inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration. 

iv. Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership collaboration. 

v. Investigating the importance of leadership collaboration in regards to customer-centricity.    

Whilst the outcomes of the aforementioned objectives cannot be generalised across MMI Holdings 

and other similar financial institutions, the research provides a holistic perspective of the state of 

leadership collaboration in Metropolitan Retail as an emerging customer-centric organisation.  The 

insights will be incorporated into an empirical framework, which as highlighted earlier, will allow 

leaders to practically improve collaborative practise across the inter-connected and inter-dependent 

customer-centric operating model. 

1.6 Significance of this research study  

In a global context, the need for collaborative leadership in Metropolitan Retail is steered by 

diversification movements at a parent group level.  Hurley’s (2011) posit relating to heightened 

networking, team- and partnership-oriented business environments applies to MMI Holdings and 

the multitude of newly formulated business ventures in Africa, Asia and Europe.  The ability for MMI 

Holdings and Metropolitan Retail to deploy leaders under the auspices of collaborative practise as 

business diversification activity increases could be seen as a competitive advantage in the midst of 

globalisation and the information and communication technology (ICT) revolution (De Meyer, 2011; 

Hurley, 2011).  

Locally, within the South African market, and across the inter-connected and inter-dependent 

customer-centric operating model, Hurley’s (2011) collaborative frame of networking, team-based, 

and partnership-orientation towards competitiveness applies to Metropolitan Retail significantly, as 

highlighted during the context of this research study.  Furthermore, Hurley (2011: 4) highlights the 

following from a social and cultural perspective with regards to collaborative leadership;  

‘They must be powerful shapers of collaborative cultures, able to harness the collective 

intelligence and leverage the distinctive competencies of employees throughout their 

organisations to adapt and innovate with agility and speed. In larger industry or social 
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contexts, they must know how to forge generative alliances with business partners or 

community leaders who have their own strategic agendas, organisational cultures, 

decision-making processes and egos’. 

The social and cultural perspective above is particularly poignant given MMI Holdings and 

Metropolitan Retail’s aforementioned business diversification efforts.  With the outcome of the 

research aiming to propel leadership collaborative practise holistically, it is important that leadership 

competency in this regard extends beyond organisational boundaries.  This translates into 

leadership’s understanding of social and cultural dynamics, not only within other entities of MMI 

Holdings, but within other South African and international organisations alike.  Examples of this 

relate to the recent joint venture between Metropolitan Retail and African Bank in South Africa, and 

the joint venture between Metropolitan Retail and Aditya Birla in India.  

The significance of the research study can therefore be seen from two inter-organisational 

perspectives; leadership collaboration across the inter-connected and inter-dependent customer-

centric operating model pertaining to Metropolitan Retail into other operating MMI Holding entities, 

and beyond organisational boundaries into other local and international organisations.  

Whilst all findings cannot be generalised from an organisational (inward) microeconomic 

perspective, the significance of this research is supported by consumer (outward) microeconomic 

changes in behaviour both globally and locally in South Africa.  Hollander et al. (2013) capture this 

position by highlighting that by the year 2020, 50 billion devices will be connected globally, with 

smartphone or tablet-type devices attributing 60% of these devices.  In this regard, growth in 

consumer adoption rates and mobile device availability increases access to information, thereby 

creating more informed and demanding consumers.  This context is also extended into the financial 

sector, specifically the insurance sector, whereby value is determined by a balance in pricing, 

features in product lines, and tailored service offerings through the lens of consumers and as a 

holistic solution across the insurance value chain (Hollander et al., 2013).  

So why is leadership collaboration important as part of this consumer-based microeconomic 

perspective?  The answer, according to Hollander et al. (2013), lies in the paradigm shift from 

product push to holistic tailored solutions for consumers.  The solution mindset translates into 

insurers having to develop new capabilities which extend beyond their current repertoire of 

capabilities across the insurance value chain.  A good example of this in Metropolitan Retail is an 

external service provider who currently measures customer experience through the insurance value 
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chain at point of sale, during service interactions, and at claim or maturity stages; thus adding a new 

strategic capability.  

Other examples include contracted User Interface (UX) specialists and IBM’s BPM (business process 

management) suite, and as mentioned earlier, Metropolitan Retail’s joint venture with African Bank 

as part of a Bancassurance model.  An article by Ernst & Young highlights examples such as these as 

core collaborative leadership capabilities which manage strategic partnerships into solid customer-

centric foundations whilst steering top line growth and profitability (as cited by Hollander et al., 

2013).  

In the researcher’s opinion, these are the collaborative leadership capabilities which grow 

organisational agility in the light of market complexity and volatility - a source of competitiveness.  

Furthermore, the creation of a suite of leaders with these abilities allows Metropolitan Retail to 

harness diversity of thought as a core value in the organisation, which then elicits other valuable 

traits such as knowledge sharing through collective intelligence, a culture of inclusion towards 

outcomes-based delivery, and importantly, setting a foundation for new leaders in the modern era.  

1.7 Assumptions, limitations and delimitations of this research study 

A research study faces many potential limitations and every effort was made to minimise the impact 

of these limitations on the research findings.  Whilst it was important to contextualise the research 

study as part of the over-arching MMI Holdings strategic purpose, it is equally important to note that 

the results of the research study cannot be generalised in a broader context.  However, as alluded to 

earlier in this section, leaders in MMI Holdings, together with other financial sector institutions, may 

find the insights useful within their own areas of accountability with the assumption that certain 

themes and concepts may be applicable to their businesses.  Although the research is conducted 

within a specific context, the researcher draws on literature to provide wide and varying 

perspectives of the constructs explored.   

The study may be limited to researcher bias, in terms of the researcher’s abilities, integrity and 

sensitivity (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).  Another potential limitation is that by the very nature of self-

reporting, the researcher is not formally trained in the measurement instruments utilised as part of 

this study.  This may have hindered the researcher’s ability to elicit deeper insights which are 

synonymous with advanced interviewing techniques.  Objectivity from the researcher will be 

achieved through keeping comprehensive notes during the data collection process on the impact of 
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the information shared by participants on the researcher and any potential influence this may have 

had in the work context.  Regarding the participants, a further limitation is the assumption that all 

participants will be open, frank, and transparent during the data collection process.   

A delimitation of the research study is that only leaders within Metropolitan Retail have been 

approached to participate in the study.  The researcher chose to focus on Metropolitan Retail, based 

on its current strategic objectives and newly formed inter-organisational business ventures which 

have the most value to gain from the outcomes of the research.  Whilst the data will not be 

representative of all leaders within Metropolitan Retail and MMI Holdings, maintaining the integrity 

of the data will certainly create a platform for collaborative practise as future developments emerge.  

This is supported by the utilisation of two data collection methods; focus group interviews and semi-

structured one-on-one interviews.  However, assumptions may be applied to other MMI Holdings’ 

entities in regard to the outcomes of the research due to the governing principles affiliated with the 

customer-centric operating model.   

1.8 Research design 

Inferred during the researcher’s ontological perspective, the exploratory and interpretive nature of 

this study, including the deepened leadership narratives, motivated the use of an inductive and 

therefore qualitative research approach (Creswell, 2003).  Merriam (2002) also validates this 

approach by stating that qualitative research derives meaning in a social context by interacting with 

individuals as part of their given environment within a specific timeframe and context.  Utilising an 

inductive and qualitative research approach therefore allowed the researcher to immerse himself in 

the data whilst interpreting the outcomes.  The research design is discussed in more detail in 

Chapter 3.  

1.9 Structure of this research study 

The structure below provides the varying topics and phases of this research study.  

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This chapter theoretically and empirically reviews the following research topics; collaboration, 

leadership and customer-centricity.  This chapter seeks to create a red thread, by linking and 

synthesising relevant literature-based arguments to the research objectives.  The approach provides 
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a holistic and systemic perspective in relation to the topics discussed.  In addition, the approach aims 

to highlight the context and improve the data analysis and discussion of results phases in this 

research paper.  

Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 

Chapter 3 presents the research methodology which underpins and steers this research study.  This 

section delineates the qualitative approach used for the purpose of this study.  

Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Discussion of Results 

This chapter explores and analyses the data collected from the open-ended interviews conducted.  A 

description of the outcomes of the research is provided during the chapter and is conducted by 

applying thematic content analysis.  

Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations 

The final chapter presents the analysis and interpretation of the results, whereby the data are 

synthesised and meaning emerges.  Apart from the recommendations, this chapter also identifies 

other future areas of study.    
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This literature review provides a basis for understanding the theoretical underpinnings and empirical 

review of key research topics to be investigated in the study.  To maintain the integrity and focus of 

the study, the first section will provide a holistic overview of collaboration, in alignment with the 

stipulated research objectives.  As the study evaluates leadership collaboration within Metropolitan 

Retail, it is also important to provide a review of leadership theory, with a focus on modern era 

leadership types such as collaborative leadership and values-based leadership.  In addition, the 

aforementioned leadership types, contained under the broader transformational category of 

leadership theory, align well with the transformative state of Metropolitan Retail.  The last section of 

the literature review provides an overview of the phenomenon customer-centricity, thereby 

synthesising all the topical components of this research study.  

2.2 Collaboration  

2.2.1 Defining collaboration 

Wood and Gray (1991) in their paper, Toward a Comprehensive Theory of Collaboration, position the 

importance of definitions when seeking to understand a phenomenon.  The authors highlight that 

definitions allow the researcher to observe all forms of a phenomenon and also assist the researcher 

in identifying the existence of said phenomenon towards new research findings - a consequence of 

new theory building (Wood & Gray, 1991).   

In its simplest form, translated from its Latin roots, collaboration means ‘to work together’ (Chrislip, 

2002; Scott, 2010).  During their earlier research in the late 1980s, Chrislip and Larson (1994) 

elaborate on the Latin translation, by positing that human beings by their inherent nature want to 

work together.  The authors extend the meaning of collaboration into a human predisposition for 

connection, belonging, acceptance and mutual security beyond the conventional norms of family and 

friends, thereby explaining where the human need for collaboration arises (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  

Since the earlier advent of the collaboration phenomenon, a significant amount of literature has 

been published on the subject.  However, Wood and Gray (1991) mention that whilst many of the 
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definitions have some merit, none can be used satisfactorily by themselves.  Wood and Gray (1991) 

reviewed multiple definitions from varying researchers, given the contextual domains in which these 

definitions were theorised.  The following contextual domains were evaluated; resource dependence, 

corporate social performance/institutional economics, strategic management/social ecology, 

microeconomics, and politics (Wood & Gray, 1991).   

The outcomes of the research produced the following findings; many of the definitions were found 

to be inaccurate with some elements of the definitions deemed unnecessary (Wood & Gray, 1991).  

Furthermore, the authors find that with each of the definitions one or more elements is missing 

(Wood & Gray, 1991).  However, the following elements were implied across 50% of the domains; 

shared institutions, rules, and norms (Wood & Gray, 1991).  The synthesising of the research led to 

the following questions which informed the definition below; who is doing what, with what means, 

and towards which ends (Wood & Gray, 1991)?   

According to Wood and Gray (1991: 146), ‘collaboration occurs when a group of autonomous 

stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an interactive process, using shared rules, norms, and 

structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain.’  The definition above depicts a 

significant shift from Gray’s (1989) earlier work whereby he defined collaboration as ‘a process 

through which parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their 

differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision of what is possible’. 

Chrislip and Larson (1994) define collaboration as ‘a mutual relationship between two or more 

parties towards achieving common goals by sharing responsibility, authority and accountability for 

achieving results’. 

Pszczolowski’s earlier research, which could been seen as the founding element of the collaboration 

phenomenon states that, ‘the notion of collaboration is connected with at least two objects of 

activity that are jointly occupied with something’ (1978 as cited in Kozuch, 2009: 18).  In the light of 

Pszczolowski’s definition, Kozuch (2009) elevates the conception of positive collaboration, inferring 

organised activity towards the setting and achievement of common goals.  This author’s perspective 

rivals the negative collaboration construct which is affiliated with conflict management antecedents 

and practices (Kozuch, 2009).  This position may be justified, based on emerging collaboration 

theories in the early 1970s, when collaborative practise formed the basis for solving disputes or 

conflict with regards to natural resources and environmental public sector affairs (Chrislip, 2002).  
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Kozuch’s (2009) construct of positive collaboration is particularly important, given the context for 

this research study.  The author places a positive collaboration filter within a business context, and 

notably derives the following definition; horizontal relations between different business entities, 

resulting from concluded agreements, which enable the achievement of jointly set goals (Kozuch, 

2009: 18).  Another modern perspective, which in many instances aligns with Kozuch’s (2009) 

position above, is that collaboration is broadly categorised into two main headings; those activities 

which are aimed at resolving conflict - negative, and those that are aimed at progressing shared 

visions for the future - positive (Scott, 2010; Kozuch, 2009).  

Again, with a focus on the context for this research study, Hurley (2011) posits that collaborative 

practise is a process of engaging collective intelligence to deliver results across organisational 

boundaries.  Similar to Kozuch’s (2009) position on the achievement of jointly set goals, Hurley’s 

(2011) research focuses on an environment of shared aspiration, underpinned by trust and mutual 

respect towards achieving collective goals.  Another definition worth mentioning, and perhaps an 

interesting variant of the aforementioned, is Thomson and Perry’s (2006: 20) theory whereby 

collaboration is seen as the act or process of shared creation or discovery, involving the creation of 

new value by doing something new or different.  Here the authors highlight the importance of the 

outcome regarding collaborative processes; a change in the way an individual viewed something 

prior to collaborative engagement and the creation of something new and valuable because of the 

collaborative process (Thomson & Perry, 2006).   

With the multiple definitions noted in this section, two important aspects surface.  The first aspect 

relates to Wood and Gray’s (1991) construct of definitions towards understanding a phenomenon, in 

this case collaboration; and the second aspect, a component of the first aspect, relates to the 

contextual and/or problem domain in which these phenomena exist.  After delineating the multiple 

definitions contained in this section, it is clear that many of these definitions are contextualised 

within a given domain or to solve specific problems.  As a result, it may be wise to allow the research 

to unfold, and not settle on a specific definition.  Instead, the method is to draw on multiple sources 

and allow the inductive research design approach to take its course.  

2.2.2 A case for collaboration 

2.2.2.1 The early advent of collaboration 

As highlighted earlier in this research study, the early advent of collaboration as a strategic 

fundamental arose with the aim of dealing with conflict in public domains (Chrislip, 2002).  Chrislip 
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and Larson (1994), during their initial work, focused on a sense of community, which formed the 

basis for multi-stakeholder engagements across multiple regionally-based public sectors managed as 

initiatives.  ‘A sense of community’ underpinned the earlier mention of core collaborative principles 

specified at the time, and included engagement instead of advocacy, dialogue instead of debate, 

inclusion instead of exclusion, shared power instead of domination and control, and mutual learning 

instead of rigidity placed on the exclusivity of organisational position; many of which could be 

applied today as a continuum within the public sector and in some instances within the business 

domain (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  Their focus on a sense of community, coupled with the 

aforementioned principles, arose due to the basic human need for connection, belonging, 

acceptance, and a sense of security in mutualism - this natural and social predisposition is where our 

ability to collaborate emanates (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  

Chrislip and Larson’s (1994) perspective on collaboration as a basic human need for connection, 

belonging, acceptance, and a sense of security in mutualism, coupled with sense of community, 

could perhaps justify why early research leant towards public sector problem solving and conflict 

management.  With strong links to civic (social services, children, families and communities), 

educational, regional economic development, service delivery, environmental, and political 

governmental policy-making, one could easily understand the imperious nature of collaborative 

practise during these times given the complexity of systemic issues faced within these public 

domains (Scott, 2010).  

Barbara Gray (1989) presented considerable foresight in her 1989 book, Collaborating, Finding 

Common Ground for Multiparty Problems, when she wrote about constructive approaches such as 

collaboration being an important mechanism towards managing societal problems with the aim of 

sustaining a global future.  The author wrote of the immense pace at which both local and global 

problems are escalating, and that the pace for organisations to solve these problems is neither 

timeous nor effective (Gray, 1989).  In addition, Gray (1989) posits that the complexity of the type of 

problems faced means that public organisations can not act unilaterally without effecting unsolicited 

consequences for other organisations.  As a result, the heightening occurrence on inter-dependence, 

and the systemic underpinnings of these societal problems, means the case for collaborative practise 

is indeed an imperative (Gray, 1989).  Gray (1989) highlights that collaboration in its simplest form 

means that two heads are better than one, and that one by itself is simply not good enough.   

Chrislip’s (2002) view on complexity and the systemic underpinnings associated with societal 

problems is that public domain problems have no absolute right answers, and that some technical or 
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bureaucratic problems involve conflict management, whilst for other problems no defined resolve 

exists.  Instead, the author highlights the need for an adaptive approach, which means that an 

element of power is placed back in the hands of the public through consensus-based decision-

making, rather than the more traditional majority rule approach so heavily adopted in most political 

arenas of the time (Chrislip, 2002).   

Furthermore, and core to the adaptive approach, a heuristic frame would have to be adopted 

(Chrislip, 2002).  The construct highlights that collaboration with people means learning, discovering, 

experimenting and evaluating a multitude of possible answers (Chrislip, 2002).  Importantly, the 

author states that the collaborative process can not assume a step-by-step linear form; instead the 

process is iterative, and through this, heightened learning via discovery and experimentation takes 

place whilst continuously advancing multiple possible solutions (Chrislip, 2002).  This could perhaps 

be seen as an important partnership between public institutions and the public, but more so, it 

promotes the collaboration principles of reciprocity; to return in kind, autonomy, choice for 

collaboration instead of power, honesty, and speak the truth about facts as collaboration ties 

strengthen and mature between these parties (Frydlinger, Nyden & Vitasek, 2013).    

Interestingly, Gray’s (1989) perspective on the complexity of problems and the inability of 

organisations to act unilaterally without creating unsolicited consequences for other organisations, 

including Chrislip’s (2002) position on the systemic nature of problems of the time, was not an 

entirely unchartered or a new phenomenon.  In 1967, West Churchman coined the phrase wicked 

problems at the end of a presentation by Horst Rittel which noted the differences between social 

and scientific problems at the time - noted as the 10 attributes (Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in 

Skaburskis, 2008).  Churchman, funded by NASA, was assigned to explore how space technology or 

science could improve urban problems, and after hearing Rittel’s presentation, he openly 

commented, ‘Hmmm, those sound like wicked problems’ (as cited in Skaburskis, 2008: 277).  

After the phrase wicked problems had been coined by Churchman, Rittel set off to develop and 

publish the concept (as cited in Skaburskis, 2008).  His research explained wicked problems as, ‘a 

class of social system problems which are ill-formulated, where the information is confusing, where 

there are many clients and decision makers with conflicting value, and where the ramifications in the 

whole system are thoroughly confusing’ (Churchman, 1967 as cited in Da Vinci, 2015: 6).  In addition, 

he listed 10 characteristics of the phenomenon, accentuating the systemic and controversial nature 

of wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008).   
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The table below presents the 10 characteristics of wicked problems, with a brief description of each 

(Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008).   

Table 2-1: The 10 characteristics of ‘wicked problems’ (Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 
2008) 

No. Characteristic Description  

1. There is no definitive formulation 
of a wicked problem. 

Here by the term formulation Rittel means the set of all the 
information needed to understand and to solve the problem. By 
definitive he means exhaustive. 

2. Wicked problems have no 
stopping rule. 

There are no objective criteria for determining when a wicked 
problem has been solved. Designers can always go on trying to do 
a better job designing. Design projects end not because of the 
‘logic of the problem’ but because of limits of resources such as 
time, money, manpower. etc. 

3. Solutions to wicked problems are 
not true-false, but good-bad. 

Determining whether a solution is good is a value judgment, not a 
factual judgment. There are no objective means for making value 
judgments; so such judgments are often disputed, even by 
reasonable and informed people.  

4. There is no immediate and no 
ultimate test of a solution to a 
wicked problem. 

A solution to a wicked problem generates chains of consequences 
extending far into the future. Since unknown future 
consequences might outweigh known near-term consequences, 
the designer never really knows how good a solution is.  

5. Every solution to a wicked 
problem is a ‘one-shot operation’; 
because there is no opportunity to 
learn by trial-and-error, every 
attempt counts significantly. 

A solution to a wicked problem has irreversible, real-world 
consequences; so trial-and-error is not ethically defensible.  

6. Wicked problems do not have an 
enumerable (or exhaustively 
describable) set of potential 
solutions, nor is there a well-
described set of permissible 
operations that may be 
incorporated into the plan. 

For wicked problems, it is not possible to prove that any list of 
solutions is complete. Designers can always try to devise new 
solution ideas. 
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No. Characteristic Description  

7. Every wicked problem is 
essentially unique. 

No matter how similar a new wicked problem looks to a previous 
wicked problem, there is no guarantee that the new one will not 
have unique factors that are of overriding importance. 

8. Every wicked problem can be 
considered a symptom of another 
wicked problem. 

Diagnosing Wicked Problems 3. There are two ways of solving a 
given wicked problem. One is by solving it directly. The other is by 
considering it to be a symptom of (caused by) another wicked 
problem and then solving that other problem. 

9. The existence of a discrepancy 
representing a wicked problem 
can be explained in numerous 
ways. 

The choice of explanation determines the nature of the problem’s 
solution. 

Different people may have different ideas about what causes a 
given wicked problem and, thus, how to solve it. There are no 
objective methods for settling such differences of opinion. 

10. The designer has no right to be 
wrong. 

Designers are legally and morally responsible for the 
consequences of their design decisions, because those 
consequences take the form of irreversible effects on people. 

Whilst Gray’s (1989) or Chrislip’s (2002) perspectives do not compensate for all the elements which 

describe wicked problems, there are certainly elements which strengthen the case for the 

collaboration phenomenon.  Point 1, There is no definitive formulation of a wicked problem (Rittel & 

Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008), could be seen as a foundational perspective to Chrislip’s 

(2002) posit whereby the author highlights that public domain problems have no absolute right 

answers, and that some technical or bureaucratic problems involve conflict management, whilst for 

other problems no defined resolve exists.  This could be viewed on the basis that if a defined problem 

exists, perhaps it would be easier or simpler to define the solution, albeit that this is not the case 

given the context as per Chrislip (2002) and Rittel and Webber (1973).    

Another obvious example is the description of Point 4, A solution to a wicked problem generates 

chains of consequences extending far into the future (Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 

2008).  This description aligns well with Gray’s (1989) perspective on the complexity of problems and 

the inability for organisations to act unilaterally without creating unsolicited consequences for other 

organisations.  Whilst the context differs slightly, there seems to be a general appreciation for 
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systemic oversight, given the causal effect of either a wicked problem or the complexity of a problem 

(Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008; Gray 1989).   

Similarly Point 8, Every wicked problem can be considered a symptom of another wicked problem, 

seemingly adopts a causal relationship context, and perhaps relates to Systems Theory and the over-

arching principle of synthesis or a build-up whereby the sum of the parts make up the whole (Ackoff, 

1981).  The second part of the description of Point 4, Designers can always go on trying to do a 

better job designing.  Design projects end not because of the ‘logic of the problem’ but because of 

limits of resources such as time, money, manpower. etc., can perhaps be viewed in the light of 

Chrislip’s (2002) adaptive construct, whereby an iterative or adaptive approach to a problem could 

improve initial solutions continuously until such time that time, money and manpower are limited 

(Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008).  

Point 5, Every solution to a wicked problem is a ‘one-shot operation’; because there is no opportunity 

to learn by trial-and-error and every attempt counts significantly, does, however, presents a 

contradictory view in relation to Chrislip’s construct on an adaptive approach to collaborative 

practice (Rittel & Webber, 1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008; Chrislip, 2002).  With Rittel and 

Webber’s (1973 as cited in Skaburskis, 2008) description highlighting that there is no opportunity to 

learn by trial and error, Chrislip’s (2002) adaptive approach contrastingly endorses learning, 

discovery, and experimentation.  However, whilst Chrislip’s (2002) position may seem to oppose 

Rittel’s (1973) position regarding the heuristic approach highlighted above, what are important to 

note are the principles which underpin and support the adaptive or iterative approach; reciprocity, 

autonomy and honesty (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  What may be conceivable given this context is that 

when the integrity of these principles is upheld during collaborative undertakings, perhaps an 

adaptive or iterative approach is attainable.   

The theories and foundational perspectives presented in this section emphasise key elements which 

in more modern era domains remain applicable as a case for collaborative practise.  In summarising, 

it is important to note the following; a basic human need for connection coupled with a natural 

social disposition for collaboration, collaboration as a mechanism in multiple public and/or social 

domains towards resolving complex problems, the inter-dependence of complex problems, and the 

systemic nature of many of these problems.  In addition, earlier work relating to wicked problems 

also presents a critical mindset when leveraging collaborative practises and also creates links 

towards leveraging other mechanisms such as synthesis (Systems Theory) to affirm a holistic 

approach when problem solving.  
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2.2.2.2 The modern era collaboration perspective 

Over time, what seems to have evolved from the early inception of the phenomenon to the modern 

era is a ‘greying’ of the line between public and private sector or business domain collaboration.  

Instead, collaboration in many instances is noted as a mechanism towards steering results, whether 

by managing conflict, solving complex problems, or delivering future value, against common purpose 

and goal outcomes (De Meyer, 2011).  However, what is clear is that collaboration now exists as an 

invaluable mechanism in many domains of human activity (Scott, 2010; Frydlinger et al., 2013).  As 

the world contracts via phenomena such as globalisation and the Information and Communication 

Technology (ICT) revolution, economists, psychologists, political scientists, sociologists and scientists 

are acknowledging that collaboration is one of the best mechanisms towards solving complex 

problems and achieving exemplary results (Frydlinger et al., 2013; Hurley, 2011). 

At a macroeconomic level, and in the midst of situational forces such as globalisation and the ICT 

revolution, modern day economics literature questions whether the evolutionary differentiation 

between public versus private sector collaboration matters; after all, the state of a country’s 

economic climate is a direct reflection of how well both public and private sectors are performing 

(Gatautis, Medziausiene, Tarute & Vaiciukynaite, 2015; Da Vinci, 2015).  Furthermore, the inter-

dependent and systemic disposition of both the public and private sectors often depict that a 

country with well-run public institutions, particularly via robust contextually appropriate policy-

making, sets the foundation for a competitive private sector; both locally and internationally 

(Schwab & Sala-i-Martín, 2018).  The converse to this position also depicts some merit in that 

competitive private sector organisations play an important role towards influencing policy-making 

and shaping a country’s economic environment in the light of its multiple stakeholder groupings 

(Schwab & Sala-i-Martín, 2018).  

In understanding the inter-dependent and systemic deposition of both public and private sectors, Da 

Vinci (2015) introduces three environments which contain multiple components constituting a 

stakeholder view of a system; the contextual environment, the transactional environment, and the 

operational environment.  Figure 2-1 below provides a generic illustration of a system’s stakeholders, 

and more so, provides a foundational perspective and/or tool towards compensating for 

collaborative undertakings against a back-drop of inter-dependence and the systemic nature of the 

complex problems or wicked problems of today and a more progressive stance on future value and 

sustainability (Da Vinci, 2015).   
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Figure 2-1: Stakeholder view of a system (Adapted from Da Vinci, 2015) 

At a high level, the concept of systems involves synthesis as a cornerstone of the systems theory 

construct, with systems thinking involving the synthesis of how things are put together (Ackoff, 

1981).  The affiliation to harmony in systems thinking not only deals with the interaction of the 

components of the whole system, but also considers the effects of the functioning on the whole and 

the inter-actions of the components on the components themselves (Ackoff, 1981; Meadows, 2009).  

When applying the construct of systems thinking to collaborative practise, what surfaces is an 

inductive approach to problem solving within a given domain - an understanding of how a problem 

exists utilising synthesis as a mechanism (Da Vinci, 2015).  Gray and Wood (1991) place a fair amount 

of emphasis upon understanding or analysing the stakeholders of a problem domain, whereby their 

roles and interests may differ at the start of collaborative undertakings, but as the collaborative 

venture proceeds, these interests usually change towards serving the greater whole.  The phrase, 

stakeholders of a problem domain, including the comprehensive stakeholder view of system as per 

Figure 2-1 above, does not imply that all stakeholders of the specified domain must be involved in 

the collaborative undertaking; only some are necessary (Gray & Wood, 1991).  Here it is important 
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to analyse the causal relationships and subsequent impact on the multiple components of the 

system, thereby delineating full versus partial stakeholder involvement and representation (Gray & 

Wood, 1991; Da Vinci, 2015).  

The last few paragraphs presented an opportunity for synthesis against a backdrop of inter-

dependence and systemic problems across both public and private sectors, and also presented a 

dynamic perspective that, if administered appropriately, could steer future value and sustainability 

(Marcus, 2015).  In addition, the synthesising construct is also a contributory mechanism towards 

allowing organisations to work more bilaterally with an understanding of the impact or 

consequences for other organisations which are part of the system (Gray, 1989; Da Vinci, 2015).  

Furthermore, this includes a better analysis of who these stakeholders are, and to what extent they 

are to be represented, based on causal indices and impact (Gray, 1989; Da Vinci, 2015).  

‘…nothing is the way we were used to - and it will be different tomorrow again (Voss, 

2015).’  

In more recent times researchers have taken a stance which shifts thinking from a problem solving 

mindset to a global landscape understanding and context.  Whether problem solving, seeking 

competitiveness towards future value, or having to lead change, the VUCA challenges assist in 

contextualising the global landscape and also present a buoyant case for collaborative undertakings, 

whether in the public, private or business sector domains.  The acronym VUCA stands for volatility, 

uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity, and refers to a global context of instability and the ability for 

businesses or organisations (internal) to maintain a level of stability when the external environment 

is in a heightened state of flux (Voss, 2015).   

In a presentation named The VUCA World, Ulrich Lenz (2017) delineates each term with regards to 

this global phenomenon: 

• Volatility - unpredictable changes which happen fast and where root causes are not always clear. 

• Uncertainty - inferring history or the past into the future is not possible; multiple and varying un-

predictable outcomes are possible in the future. 

• Complexity - relationships between systemic components, and between these components and 

the environment, are innately unmanageable.   
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• Ambiguity - problem solving is non-linear; even conflicting answers may be correct.   

However, whilst the VUCA challenges have been applied to multiple public sector institutions such as 

the military, they largely grapple with leadership, and in particular the business sector domain 

(Casey, 2017).  As this research study is contextualised within a business context it is important to 

narrow the focus in this regard.  

Interestingly, the factors which propagate the VUCA challenges globally seem to have close ties with 

regards to the case for collaborative practise and the initiatives they serve.  Table 2-2 below provides 

a synthesis of factors which propagate the VUCA challenges and factors, and thus heighten the case 

for collaborative practise.  The synthesis of these factors, viewed from two different perspectives 

and from varying researchers, does in many ways position collaboration as a mechanism for 

alleviating the strain placed on organisations due to the VUCA phenomenon and its suggested 

challenges.   

Table 2-2: A synthesis of factors propagating VUCA and factors heightening the case for collaboration 
(De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011; Lenz, 2015; Balasubramanian, 2018) 

 

Whilst the systemic links between the factors which propagate the VUCA challenges and the factors 

which heighten the case for collaboration are glaringly evident, one could also draw links to the 

earlier research which refers to the extent of complexity in public and private sectors - volatility, 

‘wicked problems ’- uncertainty/ambiguity, and the inter-dependence or systemic nature of 

problems - complexity (Chrislip, 2002; Gray, 1989; Skaburskis, 2008; Lenz, 2017).  Furthermore, a 

study by Balasubramanian (2018) emphasises the need for organisations to adopt an agile, 

adaptable, and learning approach if they are to overcome the challenges presented by the VUCA 

phenomenon.  This can also be likened to Chrislip’s (2002) adaptive construct, which refers to an 

iterative and heuristic approach to solving non-linear problems.  In this regard Lenz (2017) too refers 

No. Factors propagating VUCA Factors heightening the case for Collaboration 

1. Global Interdependence Globalisation 

2. Accelerating and ever- transient technology 
developments 

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 

Revolution  

3. Multiple stakeholders across the value-chain Fragmentation of the value-chain 

4. Change in consumer psychology, highlighted by 

digitalisation, and information & 

communication platforms 

Increasing demand by society and consumers 

5. Frequent disruptions in the market place and 

the constant need for Innovation and changing 

strategies 

Increased levels of innovations through dispersal 
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to a non-linear problem solving approach when highlighting the level of complexity in the modern 

era business environment.  

Lastly, what also emerges given the context of this study, and perhaps not mentioned earlier, is the 

answer as to why collaboration with regards to a customer-centric business strategy is paramount.  

Here, Lenz (2017) highlights customer-centric strategies as a critical requirement towards 

compensating for the change in consumer psychology, highlighted by digitalisation and information 

and communication platforms as shown in Table 2-2.  These can be seen as the reasons for the 

increasing demand by society and consumers which as, as per Hurley (2011), provides a critical basis 

for the collaborative phenomenon and its proposed value for business transformation and 

competitiveness.  

Remarkably, the VUCA challenges, and the modern era global landscape context which it represents, 

align well with the outcomes which collaborative undertakings promote, but they also emphasise 

the need for a collaborative mindset against this global landscape context and the opportunity to 

compete far beyond geographical constraints.   

One of the valuable, yet unassuming, factors which perhaps presents its own systemic disposition is 

the increasing number of knowledge workers - not only as a case for collaboration but also as a 

valuable resource towards navigating the VUCA challenges as highlighted earlier (Ratnasingam, 

2004; Hurley, 2011).  Introduced by Peter Drucker as early as 1959, the concept and rise of the 

knowledge worker seems to have a common thread which underpins its existence, even in the 

modern era (Davenport, 2005).   

The early inception of the knowledge worker phenomenon was justified due to technology 

advancements known as the computer and information age, whilst the modern era revitalisation 

also refers to technology, vastly steered by the ICT revolution and globalisation (Davenport, 2005; 

Ratnasingam, 2004).  However, the literature tells us that the context during early inception varied 

when compared with the modern era in that early developments referred to technology as a 

replacement (or dehumanisation) of physical labour in factories.  Hence the rise of the knowledge 

worker, whereby the modern era context refers to the evolution of the knowledge worker towards 

harnessing intelligence in dealing with the challenges facing modern society through mechanisms 

such as digital social communication platforms and so forth (Davenport, 2005; Crowdoscope, 2015).   
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According to Hurley (2011), collaborative undertakings are seen as a source of competitive 

advantage in a modern era of highly networked, team-based, and partnership-oriented business 

environments.  With the increased levels of knowledge workers, it is important to harness the 

inherent intelligence of humans for modern era businesses, specifically in consideration of the 

highly-networked and team-based environments when operating in a world underpinned by the 

VUCA challenges (Ratnasingam, 2004; Hurley, 2011).   

 

 

Figure 2-2: Harnessing knowledge worker intelligence towards business competitiveness (Adapted 
from Hurley, 2011; Davenport, 2005; Crowdoscope, 2015) 

An article by Crowdoscope (2015) discusses that, as humans, intelligence arises within our brains 

and also within groups of people.  As illustrated in Figure 2-2 above, collective intelligence speaks to 

groups of people acting together in combining their knowledge and insight, notably as an emergent 

property (Crowdoscope, 2015).  Here the emergent property of collective intelligence arises as a 

result of the group, but not within any individual member (Crowdoscope, 2015).  

In a book by Margaret Wheatley (2006), Leadership and the New Science: Discovering Order in a 

Chaotic World, the author posits a construct which perhaps could be seen as a foundational element 

with regards to the collective intelligence phenomenon.  She explains that emergence is a product of 

creativity in group settings as a result of multiple individual capabilities culminating towards solving 

complex problems; hence steering future value and or competitiveness (Wheatley, 2006).  In 

addition, and perhaps imperative from an organisational development perspective, is that these 

group settings extend individual capabilities on the basis that individuals learn and adopt the 
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extended capabilities of the group, as prior to the group engagement these capabilities may not 

have been possessed by the individual (Wheatley, 2006).  

Cai, Song and Zhao (2013) refer to the knowledge workers as ‘the creative class’, which against 

Crowdoscope’s (2015) collective intelligence construct and Wheatley’s (2006) new science group-to-

individual capability development opportunity create an invaluable source for modern era 

competitiveness.  In this regard, Cai et al. (2013) draw on knowledge creation theory, highlighting 

the level of autonomy in an organisational environment as critical for the quality and frequency of 

innovative thinking and solving for challenges creatively.  Coincidently, or perhaps systemically, the 

level of autonomy towards creative or innovative solutions aligns cohesively with Hurley’s (2011) 

and De Meyer’s (2011) collaborative leadership principles which emphasise the need for modern era 

leaders to renounce control and offer a level of autonomy during collaborative settings.  This allows 

participants the freedom to explore and creatively devise emergent and innovative solutions against 

a backdrop of collective intelligence resourcing and heightened group learning and dynamics; hence 

improving the propensity to compete amidst a world of escalating complexity.   

Figure 2-2 and the knowledge worker concept discussed above elevate the case for collaborative 

practise and extend opportunities when viewing the knowledge worker concept systemically against 

some of other factors which propagate the case for collaborative practise.  For example, the premise 

that intelligence resides in humans could be utilised as a mechanism when solving for the increased 

demands of society and consumers by including members of society and consumers as collaboration 

participants (Crowdoscope, 2015; Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011).  This places organisations at the 

forefront of how members of society and consumers view their intent, and it also produces a ‘cold-

face’ perspective on solution viability and its competitive propensity.  In addition, the approach also 

improves values such as integrity and trustworthiness - invaluable traits for organisations amidst 

societal and consumer demands.  

Another example where the knowledge worker concept can be applied relates to the fragmentation 

of the value chain, whereby eliciting the collective intelligence of knowledge workers across the 

value chain against a common-goal could be seen as an opportunity (De Meyer, 2011).  Whilst 

participants of the collaborative undertaking may not belong to a specified organisation, a level of 

autonomy under the auspices of a common goal, coupled with multiple knowledge capability-sets or 

even expertise, could be seen to derive innovative results.  Instances of harnessing collective 

intelligence in this regard can be seen in marketing arenas and the use of marketing agencies to 

formulate creative messages in relation to the market segment the organisation serves.   
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Other examples can be seen in independent intermediated distribution channels, where the driving 

organisation utilises an inter-dependent intermediary to engage, position, and sell varying consumer 

value propositions to end consumers.  Here the organisation could derive consumer insight by 

engaging said intermediaries in collaborative settings, affirming ‘cold-face’ needs, and adapting their 

value propositions continuously, thereby compensating for market transiency and maintaining its 

competitive stance.  

To conclude, it is important to note that knowledge within an organisation is viewed as an asset, is 

developed through the efforts of individual workers, and resides both within the worker - tacit 

knowledge and within the organisation - explicit knowledge (Bogdanowicz & Bailey, 2002).  When 

the worker remains an employee of the organisation, both these types of knowledge interact and 

contribute, thereby adding value to the organisation and its stakeholders (Bogdanowicz & Bailey, 

2002).  Furthermore, whilst individuals can develop knowledge both within and independently of the 

organisation, the organisation cannot learn or develop knowledge independently of their human 

capital (Bogdanowicz & Bailey, 2002).  In this regard, the case for collaboration becomes even more 

relevant, specifically when eliciting mechanisms of collective intelligence and diversifying learning in 

group or network settings, as highlighted earlier.  

As mentioned earlier in this section, the case for collaboration has been supported by a multitude of 

practitioners in varying disciplines, sectors of government, and business environments across the 

globe (Frydlinger et al., 2018).  Contributing to the body of knowledge and increasing collaborative 

theory vigour would, over time, bring to light numerous fundamentals which strengthen the case for 

adopting collaborative intervention and also provide a sound foundation for application, particularly 

in the business context.  In this regard it may be safe to posit that if multiple businesses adopt a 

similar positive stance on trust and collaboration and the ‘embeddedness’ of it, economic growth 

and sustainability may be attainable across all systemic and multi-stakeholder environments.  

2.2.3 Effective collaboration; antecedents, processes and outcomes 

This section provides an overview of key antecedents, processes, and outcomes towards successful 

collaboration by synthesising multiple theoretical perspectives specific to the modern era business 

environment.  Whilst some antecedents, process elements, and outcomes have perhaps been 

highlighted earlier in this chapter, it is important to synthesise the empirical findings into a holistic 

and practical frame of reference.  
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‘Collaboration, as anyone who works in the field will tell you, is all about relationships. 

What we call collaborative structures are really relationships that have been 

institutionalised. We should not forget that relationships are dynamic, living entities (Hicks, 

2010: 1).’ 

Furthermore, based on the strong emphasis placed on social norms by Hicks (2010) above, a section 

has been dedicated to briefly delineating concepts and constructs in this regard.  In reviewing 

several research papers, what seems to surface is a theme that trust is the most critical social norm 

during collaborative ventures (Roberts, Van Wyk & Dhanpat, 2016; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Vicens & 

Bourne, 2007; Thomson & Perry, 2006).  However, for a cohesive and holistic approach, it is also 

prudent to provide a broader perspective due to the context of this research paper and its focus on 

leadership.  

2.2.3.1 The difference between cooperation and collaboration 

The terms ‘cooperation’ and ‘collaboration’ are terms often used interchangeably (Schottle, 

Haghsheno & Gehbauer, 2014).  Schottle et al. (2014) posit that the reason for this is due to the 

similarities which the terms share; in fact, the authors highlight that the Oxford Dictionary explains 

both words with the same meaning - working together.  As highlighted earlier in this chapter, we are 

now aware that collaboration alone has assumed multiple definitions over a period of time.  To this 

end, Schottle et al. (2014) highlight that the synonymous use of the terms is attributed to the 

multiple definitions that each term has assumed over a period of time, subsequently making it 

difficult to differentiate or even settle on a specific definition.  For the purposes and context of this 

research study, it is important to provide empirical clarity regarding each term or phenomena as this 

could impact the integrity, and consequently the outcomes, of the stipulated research objectives.  As 

a result it is perhaps prudent to present the discussion early in this section and prior to presenting 

an overview of effective collaboration.  

Kelly and Schaefer (2014) highlight that the collaboration construct is often confused with 

cooperation.  They continue by explaining simplistically that cooperation is when an individual on a 

team constructs their own plans and shares those plans with the team (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  

Whilst there may a combined discussion, the concentration of effort remains with the individual’s 

actions and accomplishments, rather than on a collective strategy which serves the greater whole 

(Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  
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A Harvard Business Review article by Ron Ashkenas in 2015, There’s a Difference Between 

Cooperation and Collaboration, presents a case study which highlights the misinterpretation or 

confusion around the terms ‘cooperation’ and ‘collaboration’.  The case study discusses an insurance 

organisation that had developed a new set of products to meet the unique needs of customers.  

During the launch of the new products it had become quite evident that the Product Development 

and Marketing teams had not engaged closely with the Information Technology Support and 

Customer Service teams.  Whilst the product development strategy was well known, these teams 

were not included during the planning and roll-out phases of the initiative.  The consequent 

outcome meant that the Information Technology Support teams and Customer Service teams were 

left in disarray, thereby impacting the customer experience due to processing errors and delays.  The 

result meant that the end-to-end process costs were much higher than planned or budgeted for.  

Interestingly, Ashkenas (2015) explains that whilst the insurance organisation’s senior management 

had been on specific training courses regarding teamwork and collaboration, the desired outcome 

had eluded the organisation’s management because they had confused pleasant and cooperative 

behaviour with collaboration.  The findings also show that whilst the Product Development teams 

had kept the Customer Service teams informed, they did not actively engage them in a collective or 

joint effort (Ashkenas, 2015).   

Similarly inferred towards the individual actions and accomplishment mentioned above, Tjosvold 

and Tsao (1989) see cooperation as people believing that their goals are positively linked, and that 

by attaining one’s goals, others are able to attain their own goals.  Within this context Kelly and 

Schaefer’s (2014) opposing position presents collaboration as when an individual’s goals are 

subordinated for a collective outcome with combined discussions eliciting strategic input and ideas 

(Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  According to these authors, this approach also encourages new ways of 

working (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  To support Kelly and Schaefer’s (2014) position above, Ashenkas’s 

(2015) case study shows that whilst leaders express a friendliness to cooperate and even share 

information, the ability or lack thereof to collaborate on the basis of aligning goals and resources 

with others in a real-time manner produces both poor financial outcomes and customer 

experiences.  

In defining success factors for collaboration, Mattessich and Monsey (1992) state cooperation as a 

set of informal relationships that do not possess a defined mission, formalised structure or planning 

effort, whilst collaboration is seen to bring together previously separated organisations into a new 

structure with full commitment to a common mission.  From a structure perspective, collaboration is 
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seen as a creation of dynamic links without a predefined role structure (Sioutis & Tweedale, 2006).  

Conversely, theoretical views state that cooperation is more structured with defined roles and 

cooperating members acting on these roles accordingly (Sioutis & Tweedale, 2006).  

Furthermore, Sioutis and Tweedale’s (2006) view on collaboration as a creation of dynamic links is 

well supported by Camarinha-Matos and Abreu’s (2007) theory which posits that collaboration is a 

network of members who perform a set of tasks towards the achievement of a common goal.  Whilst 

the notion of dynamic links via a networked-based collaborative setting is appealing to a competitive 

business environment, it is also important to note the higher levels of dependency placed on this 

collaborating system due to these characteristics (Thomson & Perry, 2006).  As a result, Thomson 

and Perry (2006) suggest that collaboration requires a higher level of collective action than that of 

cooperation.  

To demonstrate this comparative, Thomson and Perry (2006) and Mattessich and Monsey (1992) 

present a scale for measuring the following dimensions; integration, commitment and complexity.  

The aim of the scale is to distinguish between collaboration and cooperation, with both sets of 

authors concluding that on the high end of the scale is collaboration, and on the low end of the scale 

is cooperation, against the dimensions of integration, commitment and complexity.  

Table 2-3 below provides a brief overview regarding some of the theoretical constructs discussed 

earlier in this section, and also provides a reference guide when comparing the terms cooperation 

and collaboration.  
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Table 2-3: A comparative summary of the terms cooperation and collaboration 

Characteristics Cooperation  Collaboration 

Vision/ 
Purpose 

Independent (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; 
Mattessich & Monsey, 1992) 

Common (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Mattessich 
& Monsey, 1992; Camarinha-Matos and 
Abreu, 2007; Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011) 

Authority/ 
Structure/ 
Relationships 

Authority: Retained by each organisation 
(Mattessich & Monsey, 1992). 

 

Structure: Separate entities and less flexible 
(Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).   

 

Relationships: Informally disposed 
(Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).  

Authority: Determined by the newly 
established structure (Mattessich & Monsey, 
1992). 

Structure: New structure and jointly 
established (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).  

Structure: Shared (Wood & Gray, 1991).   

Relationships: Informal and formal (Mattessich 
& Monsey, 1992). 

Decision-
making/ 
Problem 
solving 

Decision-making: Individual and centralised 
(Kelly & Schaefer, 2014). 

Decision-making: Jointly sourced via 
participation (Gray, 1989). 

Problem solving: Jointly/ Together (Hurley, 
2011; De Meyer, 2011). 

Control Centralised (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992). Shared and Mutual (Mattessich & Monsey, 
1992). 

Value 
creation/ 
Cost-base 

Value creation: By multiple individual 
contributions (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014)  

Cost-base: Improvement in transactional 
cost-bases (Polenske, 2004). 

Value creation: Jointly (Camarinha-Matos and 
Abreu, 2007). 

Cost-base: Improvement in adaptation cost 
bases/ transformational- rate of change 
(Polenske, 2004) 

Processes  Well defined (Collison, Birney, & Uren, 2014). 

Participative (Wood & Gray, 1991). 

Resourcing Separated (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).  Pooled (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).  

Shared resourcing (Uzzi, 2018).  

Achievement 
and 
recognition 

Individual (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  Collective and shared (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; 
(Mattessich & Monsey, 1992). 

Trust   Critical (Frydlinger et al., 2018; Dyer, 2018; 
Uzzi, 2018; Putnam, 2018; Mattessich & 
Monsey, 1992; Camarinha-Matos and Abreu, 
2007). 
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An interesting study presented by students at The Harvard Business School and The Kellogg School 

of Management detailed a case, which instead of measuring cooperation and collaboration as 

comparative constructs (each on different ends of the scale), tested the importance of cooperation 

and coordination as imperative elements towards effective collaboration (Gulati, Wohlgezogen & 

Zhelyazkov, 2012).  The outcome of the study showed that collaborative strategic alliances such as 

joint ventures failed due to the lack of the partners’ ability to cooperate and vastly attributed to the 

misaligned incentives of self-interested agents (Gulati et al., 2012).  Coordination efforts also proved 

inadequate on the basis that coordination required significant effort; both at a consolidated 

centralised initiative or joint venture perspective (Gulati et al., 2012).  More importantly, the study 

also showed that collaborating organisations had failed internally - partners failed, still needing to 

divide labour and coordinate their own joint and individual tasks (Gulati et al., 2012).  

As Gulati et al. (2012) present cooperation and coordination as elements towards effective 

collaboration, Roberts et al. (2016) similarly contrives that a heightened state of collaboration is 

attained by participants navigating through relational processes affiliated with coordination, 

cooperation and integration.  Schottle et al. (2014) also present another element; autonomy.  Here 

cooperation is positioned as the middle ground (between collaboration and autonomy) as part of a 

compromise, with collaborating parties either leaning towards higher levels of autonomy or towards 

collaboration (Schottle et al., 2014).  

In concluding, it is essential to note that this empirical review presents evidence that the terms or 

phenomena ‘cooperation’ and ‘collaboration’ are vastly dissimilar.  However, the review does 

suggest that neither of the phenomena is in void of the other, and that both can co-occur given the 

strategic context of the organisation and subsequently the objective at hand.  In this regard Polenske 

(2004) states that each term implies competitiveness, albeit in terms of the strategic context of the 

organisation.   

2.2.3.2 Social norms 

Dworkin (1986) writes that in business collaboration it is vital that parties view the extent of the 

rules of engagement as non-exhaustive with regard to their commitments.  Instead, parties should 

view their rules of engagement as an expression of common principles or social norms that are 

agreed upon by all and applied equally to all (Dworkin, 1986).  In business terms, true collaborative 

ventures respect all parties’ interests and needs with equal respect and attention (Dworkin, 1986).   
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Furthermore, Dworkin (1986) highlights that business ventures with collaboration principles have a 

fraternal connotation, and that this type of fraternal instinct forms a robust bond which outweighs 

any traditional contractual form of partnering.  

Encompassing some of the research findings regarding social norms, including some highlighted 

earlier in this chapter, Frydlinger et al. (2013) position six social norms as foundational towards 

effective collaborative relationships; loyalty, equity, reciprocity, autonomy, honesty and integrity.  In 

addition, these authors classify the social norms into the following categories as shown in Figure 2-3 

below:  

 

Figure 2-3: Classification of the six social norms towards effective collaborative relationships (Adapted 
from Frydlinger et al., 2013) 

The classification ‘Norms of Substance’ is attributed as a guiding principle towards assisting partners 

in allocating benefits, costs, opportunities, and risks effectively and optimally within a collaborating 

system or network (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  Under this classification, the social norm or principle of 

loyalty states that all parties’ interests should be given an equal standing or consideration within the 

collaborating network (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  In addition, and under the banner of substance, the 

principle presupposes the following (Frydlinger et al., 2013):  
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• Minimising losses by exploiting and executing all potential opportunities. 

• Minimising risks by allocating these risks to the best possible party for mitigation and 

consequently minimising the costs of the total collaborating partnership or venture. 

• Eliciting a high degree of transparency as this reduces transactional costs and maintains 

partnership budgets.  

The second social norm under this classification, equity, refers to the proportioning of benefits, 

based on contributions made or costs incurred by each individual partner as part of the total 

partnership (Frydlinger et al., 2013).   

The second classification deals less with the substance of the collaborating partnership and classifies 

the social norms or principles of reciprocity, autonomy and honesty, which refer to the forming of 

the collaborating partnership (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  According to Frydlinger et al. (2013), this 

classification, along with its principles, denotes decision-making and how important matters are 

dealt with and how these exchanges are executed.  The social norm of reciprocity provides a sound 

mechanism in determining the way in which parties collaborate (Ellickson, 1991; Putnam, 1993).  

Globally, reciprocity is notably the most common social norm as it exists in some way or form in all 

societies, and as a result and within this context, the principle is bound by its virtue and urges 

partners to return in kind, thereby promoting an embeddedness in collaborative ventures (Frydlinger 

et al., 2013).  

The second forming social norm of autonomy infers a distribution of power across the group of 

collaborating partners, or simply, elicits a choice to collaborate rather than utilising power to gain 

benefit at the expense of others (Dworkin, 1986).  To elaborate, Putnam (1993) posits that 

distribution of power is characterised by dominating horizontal relationships rather than vertical 

power-based relationships.  Importantly, the author also states that the relatively equal distribution 

of power is an important lever towards economic growth (Putnam, 1993).   

Honesty, the final social norm under the forming classification, encourages collaborating partners to 

be truthful under the auspices of facts, but also seeks authentic intent when partnering (Frydlinger 

et al., 2013).  Whilst often underestimated, Frydlinger et al. (2013) also note its importance towards 

economic growth.  
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As depicted in Figure 2-3, the criticality of integrity, inferring the core attribute of constructs such as 

true communities or embedded ties, can be seen as the underpinning social norm of all the social 

norms discussed above (Dworkin, 1986; Uzzi, 1996; Frydlinger et al., 2013).  The prevailing reason, 

according to Frydlinger et al. (2013), is that whilst conflict may arise among the other social norms 

due to unforeseen circumstances or collaborating situations, integrity ensures that the underlying 

principles of collaborative ventures are enacted accordingly, thereby maintaining and sustaining the 

merits affiliated with true community or embedded ties.   

As highlighted during the introduction of this section, a strong theme of trust is often positioned as a 

critical antecedent when reviewing the outcomes attained through collaborative ventures (Roberts 

et al., 2016; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Thomson & Perry, 2006).  However, and 

as depicted in Figure 2-3, it is important to note that trust is an evolutionary antecedent which either 

requires reinforcement through guiding principles or could be depleted over a period of time in a 

relationship (Ren, Gray & Kim, 2009; Inkpen & Currall, 2004).  Inkpen and Currall (2004) consider 

initial collaborative behaviour as an imperious environmental factor towards heightening partner 

interactions, and that the type of decisions and controls will set the evolution of trustworthiness into 

motion during the course of the venture.  In this regard, it may be safe to assume that the 

evolutionary disposition of trust cannot be viewed in isolation; instead one could posit that 

maintaining a robust and fraternal level of trust is managed and harmonised via the set of social 

norms as noted above.  

To conclude, Frydlinger et al. (2013) state that to attain effective collaboration outcomes, parties 

during the early negotiation stages of ventures should not merely define and agree on the principles 

attributed to these social norms, but they should live by these principles on a daily basis and 

throughout the lifetime of the venture.  

2.2.3.3 Filtering theoretical perspectives against antecedents, processes and outcomes 

Multiple literature sources frame collaboration in terms of antecedents, processes and outcomes 

(Wood & Gray, 1991; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Roberts et al., 2016).  However, it was Wood and Gray 

(1991) who had initiated an early charter towards exploring multiple theoretical perspectives in 

regards to antecedents, processes and outcomes.  Within this context, antecedents are seen as pre-

conditions for collaboration to emerge, but they also house the personal characteristics of 

individuals for collaborative undertakings (Henneman, Lee & Cohen, 1995).  Simply, processes house 
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the key activities relative to the collaborating venture, and outcomes are seen to vary, based on the 

type of business and context in which the partnership is formed (Thomson, Perry & Miller, 2007).   

Against these three elements, Wood and Gray’s (1991) early analysis showed that whilst varying 

theoretical perspectives contained certain elements, none presented a vigorous and holistic model 

of the collaboration construct.  The theoretical perspectives in Table 2-4 below provide a more 

recent yet brief analysis using a filter based on the three elements list above; antecedents, processes 

and outcomes.  

Table 2-4: Theoretical perspective filtered against antecedents, processes and outcomes 

Theoretical Source Antecedents Processes Outcomes 

A Model for Interdisciplinary 
Collaboration (Bronstein, 
2003). 

Part 1: Influences 
bearing similarities 
to antecedents. 

Part 2: Five Components 
of Interdisciplinary 
Collaboration 

 

The social processes of 
interorganisational 
collaboration (Tsasis, 2009). 

Common Purpose Structural Processes: 
Shared objectives, value, 
defining of deliverables 

 

The road to collaboration: 
developing an inter-
professional competency 
framework (Wood, Flavell, 
Vanstolk, Bainbridge & 
Nasmith, 2009). 

 Combination of Structural 
and Relation Processes: 
Decision-making, roles 
and responsibilities, 
function of the team, 
management of 
information, continuous 
improvement 

 

Collaborative Leadership: 
Engaging collective intelligence 
to achieve results across 
organisational boundaries 
(Hurley, 2011). 

Shared Purpose Roles and decision rights, 
harnessing collective 
intelligence, engagement 
and accountability 
agreements, 
communication and 
coordination systems  and 
processes, accountability 
for results  

 

Factors of collaborative 
working: A framework for a 
collaboration model (Patel, 
Pettitt & Wilson, 2012). 

2 of 7 factors: 
context, 
overarching factors 

5 of 7 factors: tasks, 
interaction processes, 
teams, individuals, 
support  

 

Collaboration Guidebook: 
initiating, building and 
managing collaborations for 
long-term success (Collison, 

Ingredients 
(Purpose): 

Strong founding 
partners, shared 

Ingredients (Process & 
Culture): 

Shared system diagnosis 
and learning, diverse 

Presents global 
perspective to the ‘why’ 
of collaboration 
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Theoretical Source Antecedents Processes Outcomes 

Birney, & Uren, 2014). purpose, trust and 
personal 
relationships, 

participation, senior level 
participation, governance, 
conflict management, 
people centred processes, 
strategic tools, facilitation 
and capacity building. 

 

Ingredients (Structure & 
Management):  

Flexible defined structure, 

communication, project 
management  

A review of interorganizational 
collaboration dynamics 
(Majchrzak, Jarvenpaa & 
Bagherzadeh, 2015). 

2 of 6 elements: 
contract frame, 
decision-making 
control 

4 of 6 elements: 
interaction style, 
organisational structure, 
actor composition, 
between-partner 
differences  

Highlights that 
successful outcomes are 
attainable when 
changes occur during 
collaboration via the six 
elements 

Whilst a modern day perspective is presented in Table 2-4 above, it is evident that Wood and Gray’s 

(1991) earlier research is still valid.  At a glance, it is clear that most, if not all, of the theoretical 

perspectives presented above either negate, are heavily weighted towards, a particular element, or 

lack depth when filtered against the three elements of antecedents, processes and outcomes.  

What is interesting, and proof of a growing body of knowledge, is a focus or heavier weighting on 

processes.  When Thomson and Perry (2006) published their article, Collaboration Processes: Inside 

the Black Box, they explained that whilst numerous theoretical examples of what collaboration is 

about exists, the construct still lacks the understanding of the ‘doing’ - with the ‘doing’ element 

referring to the collaborative process.  These authors highlight that the ‘doing’ of collaboration is 

what Wood and Gray (1991) refer to as the ‘black box’ - stating that the interactive process of 

collaboration is least understood.  In this regard it may be safe to assume that since then, 

contributions specific to the collaborative processes have increased, as shown in Table 2-4.  

The following points provide further insights given the theoretical perspectives detailed in Table 2-4:  

• In Bronstein’s (2003) two part collaborative model; five components of interdisciplinary 

collaboration seemingly focus on the process of collaboration, with the second part of the 
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model, influences of collaboration, showing similarities to antecedents.  There are no defined 

details in the model which refer to outcomes.  

• Perhaps concurrent with the title of the publication, Tsasis’s (2009) research leans heavily on 

processes; in particular, structural processes such as objectives, value, and defining of 

deliverables.  Structural processes infer doing the right things at the right time, and include the 

activities required to attain an outcome (Roberts et al., 2016).  With structural processes having 

a disposition towards attaining an outcome, it is remarkable that Tsasis’s (2009) research does 

not define outcomes as part of this collaborative model.  In addition, even whilst the author’s 

title refers to ‘social processes’, the imperatives of sound inter-personal relationships are also 

underplayed (Tsasis, 2009).  

• As part of a collaborative competency framework for health professionals, Wood et al. (2009) 

include the following elements; decision-making, roles and responsibilities, functioning of the 

team, management of information, and continuous improvement.  Whilst the model focuses 

primarily on processes, what is also evident is a combination of structural and relational 

processes.  Roberts et al. (2016) posit that in many instances relational processes are more 

important than structural processes as they encompass inter-personal connections through 

collaborative interaction.  Relational processes also become more important as the collaborative 

venture forms and relation dynamics heighten.  The following split can be seen against the 

framework presented by Wood et al. (2009):  

▪ Structural processes - decision-making (from a principle perspective) and roles and 

responsibilities.  

▪ Relational processes - decision-making (shared), functioning of team, management of 

information, and continuous improvement.   

Here decision-making is split on two accounts; the first, from a principle perspective, is where 

collaborative leadership draws on social norms and the underlying principles to minimise conflict 

- evident in collaborative environments at an inter-personal level (Roberts et al., 2016).  The 

second account, from a shared perspective, relates to collaborative team dynamics whereby 

decision-making is shared amongst members (Roberts et al., 2016).  

• Hurley’s (2011) paper promotes collaborative leadership as a critical modern era mechanism 

towards harnessing collective intelligence with the aim of improving business results.  The 
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elements highlighted in Table 2-4 form part of the researcher’s framework in promoting high-

quality collaboration.  However, being a leadership study, one would have expected a greater 

focus on antecedents compared with that presented above.  Due to the bias placed on ideals 

such as personal characteristics, social norms (including the principles which govern inter-

personal dynamics), and the creation of an enabling environment, Hurley’s (2011) perspective is 

seemingly lean in this regard.  Whilst no elements are defined under outcomes, the author uses 

a higher degree of relation processes as a mechanism to secure results or outcomes.  For 

example, accountability for results highlights the leader’s role in propagating mutual 

accountability, set by the clarity of activities to be carried out by collaborating individuals and 

the team (Hurley, 2011).  Here the author also discusses investing trust in the team, an 

important antecedent towards supporting elements such as shared accountability.  In this 

regard, trust could perhaps be added to Hurley’s (2011) framework under the antecedent filter. 

• Patel et al. (2012), in their framework for a collaboration model detail seven factors, and show a 

primary focus on processes with five of the seven factors housed here, and a leaner housing of 

two of the seven factors under antecedents.  There is no evidence of outcomes within this 

framework.  

• The Collaboration Guidebook developed by Collison et al. (2014) presents a comprehensive and 

detailed approach to practising collaboration.  Here the authors present collaboration 

‘ingredients’ for long-term success.  The ingredients are housed in three categories; purpose, 

process and culture, and structure and management (Collison et al., 2014).  Whilst 

comprehensive and detailed, there are also no defined outcomes as part of this framework, and 

instead the authors place the emphasis on the why of collaboration, thus assuming a pre-

emptive perspective (Collison et al., 2014).    

• In the last theoretical perspective presented, the authors investigate the change experienced 

during collaborative ventures and the impact on outcomes.  Their investigation tested six 

elements which seem to represent antecedents and processes, but whilst the investigation 

showed a higher propensity of success due to these collaborating changes, the actual outcomes 

attained were not revealed during the study (Majchrzak et al., 2015).  

There appear to be numerous other studies which seek to be a recipe for effective collaboration; 

some examples discuss the Ten Simple Rules for a Successful Collaboration and others refer to The 

Building Blocks Required for Effective Collaboration (Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  

However, what it is important regarding these studies is the context in which they are positioned, 
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and whilst many elements against the aforementioned filter seem to be omitted, many valuable 

insights can be drawn when seeking a holistic framework towards effective collaboration.  

2.2.3.4 Synthesising collaboration antecedents, processes and outcomes 

This section provides a synthesis of the theoretical perspectives discussed in the last three sections 

by presenting a holistic and practical framework towards effective collaboration.  Whilst the 

elements shown in Figure 2-4 below each serve a purpose, it is important to note that the practical 

application of each of these elements is based on the type of business collaboration required and 

the specific context in which an organisation finds itself.  The holistic perspective illustrated can, 

however, be used as a robust reference guide for collaborating practitioners as the details leverage 

earlier concepts and constructs and also contain more modern era perspectives.  The modern era 

perspectives are particularly important with regards to the themes highlighted in the 

aforementioned section; a case for collaboration.  

Figure 2-4 below adopts two empirical perspectives which bring together antecedents, processes, 

and outcomes into a holistic and cohesive model for collaboration.  The adaptation presented as 

part of Figure 2-4 synthesises other significant empirical perspectives, thereby extending and 

enriching the model against the modern era need for collaboration. 
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Figure 2-4: Synthesising an effective model for collaboration (Adapted from Thomson & Perry, 2006: 21 and Roberts et al., 2016: 9) 
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2.2.3.4.1 Nurturing as collaboration emerges and matures 

Whilst the model illustrated in Figure 2-4 may be construed as linear, it is important to highlight that 

collaboration is a nurtured construct (Chrislip, 2002).  With a nurturing mindset, the dotted line at 

the top of the model depicts a non-linear approach during the practical application of the concepts 

and elements, and acts as a binding tie between antecedents, processes, and outcomes.  In this 

regard, Chrislip’s (2002) adaptive approach to collaboration earns an important position in the 

model on the basis that it allows for an iterative learning and heuristic tone of the practise.  This can 

also be seen to dovetail with Wheatley and Frieze’s (2009) community of practise posit referred to in 

Chapter 1 of this study.  Here the authors discuss that, through learning, the community of practise 

not only extends the capabilities of the team but inadvertently extends the capabilities of the 

individual.  The resultant dynamic is that the emerging system will over time possess superior power, 

utilising its influence to steer future value (Wheatley & Frieze, 2009).   

Lastly, the learning and heuristic position above can be seen as a result of important events - a 

continuous learning proposition embedded and nurtured as part of the model.  This is vital due to 

the agile and adaptive mindset that organisations require in order to operate and remain relevant in 

a world of heightened complexity (Lenz, 2017).   

2.2.3.4.2 Antecedents 

As preconditions for collaborative undertakings, the following elements are framed under 

antecedents; shared purpose, mutuality, social norms, enabling environment, member personal 

characteristics, inter-dependence, and complexity. 

Shared purpose has been accentuated many times throughout the course of this research paper with 

numerous researchers positioning it as a critical success factor towards highly effective collaboration 

(Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Camarinha-Matos & Abreu, 2007; Hurley, 

2011; De Meyer, 2011; Wood & Gray, 1991; Chrislip, 2002).  Whilst the references assume varying 

contexts, Roberts et al. (2016) stipulate that creating and acting on a shared purpose will bring and 

keep groups together. 

Thomson and Perry (2006) state that, ‘mutuality has its roots in inter-dependence’; meaning that 

organisations that choose to collaborate must derive and experience mutually beneficial inter-

dependencies either based on differing or shared interests.  Here shared interests refer to 
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homogenous organisations that embark on a collaborative venture which supersedes each individual 

organisation’s mission (Thomson & Perry, 2006).  Often these types of passion-driven ventures 

adopt a moral stance; for example, climate change or humanitarian aid (Thomson & Perry, 2006).   

Differing interests are more commonly found in inter-organisational relations and occur when one 

organisation has resources which the other organisation can benefit from.  As a principle, 

organisations, in terms of this inter-dependency, relinquish the right to pursue their own interests at 

the expense of the other (Thomson & Perry, 2006).  Lastly, it seems as if adopting an inter-

dependent mindset is the wise thing to do, specifically when considering phenomena such as 

globalisation and the fragmentation of value chains, as mentioned earlier in this paper. 

In the light of this, mutuality occurs as collaborating parties contribute resources such as finances, 

infrastructure, materials, products, and people that other parties could benefit from (Roberts et al., 

2016).  From a resourcing perspective, Mattessich and Monsey (1992) refer to a pooling of resources 

towards optimising collaboration processes and the proposed outcomes.  In addition, they also posit 

that control during collaborative settings is shared and mutual.  Roberts et al. (2016) present a sound 

example relating to share of knowledge processes, stating that by encouraging a knowledge-sharing 

culture, partnering organisations are able to leverage knowledge as an enabler towards attaining 

business results.  Through this example, an important systemic link between antecedents and 

processes surfaces, providing a perspective on the practical application of collaboration antecedents 

(and their principles) and the ‘doing’ in collaboration processes.  

Similar models for collaboration present trust as the most important underlying success factor for 

collaboration (Thomson & Perry, 2006; Roberts et al., 2016).  This is perhaps easy to comprehend as 

many collaboration authors cite ‘trust’ as a core principle towards sustaining collaborative 

partnerships (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Thomson & Perry, 2006).  Mentioned 

earlier, but to reiterate, trust is an evolutionary antecedent, which either requires reinforcement 

through guiding principles or could be depleted over a period of time in a relationship (Ren, Gray & 

Kim, 2009; Inkpen & Currall, 2004).  As a result, and to maintain a holistic outlook, the model 

represented as Figure 2-4 includes socials norms in its entirety, thereby providing an enriched 

approach to the practical application of the principles as shown in Figure 2-3.  

Creating an enabling environment to attain organisational objectives is vital as it provides the 

foundation for people to succeed.  Without this premise, the ability for people to succeed is 

minimised (Roberts et al., 2016).  According to Patel et al. (2012), factors relating to working 
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environments impact the manner in which people operate.  In this regard, research leans on the role 

of leadership, proposing that in order to establish, maintain, and sustain a collaborative 

environment; leaders are required to facilitate the connection of people, and their knowledge and 

expertise (Roberts et al., 2016).  This construct aligns coherently with the earlier discussion 

regarding the increasing number knowledge workers as a case for collaboration and the VUCA global 

phenomenon in which these knowledge workers are contextualised.  Armed with credibility and 

relationship building skills, the expectation is for leaders to guide members or knowledge workers 

utilising the agreed principles (social norms), including managing both structural and relational 

processes (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Davenport, 2005; Roberts et al., 2016).  

Patel et al. (2012) also place emphasis on the importance of leadership in creating an enabling 

collaborative environment.  Interestingly, the authors associate both transactional and 

transformational leadership styles with effective collaboration when one could easily assume that 

the natural disposition of collaboration relates significantly with that of transformational leadership 

(Patel et al., 2012).  

Member personal characteristics serve as a sound gauge when seeking to improve the relational 

quality of collaboration ventures.  The following delineation provides a character guideline when 

selecting members to form part of a collaborative venture (Roberts et al., 2016):  

• Members exhibit a mindfulness in understanding the intentions and interests of others.  

• Members exhibit respect for these interests, including their values, cultural norms and 

shortcomings.    

• Respect others and their shortcomings, and members themselves should lead with the belief 

that they have something of value to contribute. 

• In collaborative settings members are able to put the interests of the collective above their own. 

• However, members should also see the collaborative setting as also supportive towards their 

own interests.  

Another personal quality for collaborating members to nurture is to ‘own’ the impact of their actions 

and the consequent impact on others (Roberts et al., 2016).  In addition, being cognisant of their 

own emotions and others heightens relational dynamics - being aware and articulating the emotions 
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of others acknowledges the feelings of others (Roberts et al., 2016).  This could assist a particularly 

difficult situation and strengthen the collaborative unification (Roberts et al., 2016).  Lastly, a 

positive attitude, according to Bronstein (2003), is a sound characteristic for effective collaboration.    

Complexity and its systemic character are generally referred to in both older empirical and modern 

era collaboration literature, with collaboration seen as the mechanism to navigate complex issues.  

In older research, Wood and Gray (1991) refer to the inability of organisations to act unilaterally 

without creating a systemic consequence for other organisations.  Similarly, Churchman’s coined 

phrase ‘wicked problems’ also presents the complex and systemic nature of problems at the time (as 

cited by Skaburskis, 2008).   

In more modern times, the ‘C’ in complexity is well renowned as part of the acronym, VUCA.  Here 

Lenz (2017) refers to complexity as the relationship between systemic components, and between 

these components and the environment that are innately unmanageable.  The evolution of 

complexity over the years does assume a link to the rate of change experienced in the world, but 

also creates awareness of phenomena such as globalisation, the ICT revolution, fragmented value 

chains, the increasing demand of consumers and society, and the high level of risk in the modern era.  

Within this context, it may be safe to say complexity will remain an antecedent to the collaborative 

construct for some time. 

2.2.3.4.3 Processes 

Antecedents act as the enabling elements for collaboration to develop.  However, in order to secure 

the proposed outcomes of the collaborative partnership, it is important that the activities housed in 

the processes are equally well contrived and led (Roberts et al., 2016).  Similar to the nurturing 

discussion earlier, various authors suggest that collaboration processes mature over time via formal 

and informal interactions by repetitive patterns of negotiation, cultivation of commitments, and 

effecting of these commitments (Thomson & Perry).   

In this regard, and against a global context of immense change, nurturing and cultivating activities 

become core characteristics of collaborators.  On a path to success, amidst this complex global 

climate, goals, people and inter-personal relational dynamics are bound to shift.  Hence the ability 

for teams to continuously reflect, review, and learn through open dialogue becomes increasingly 

imperative (Roberts et al., 2016).  This position also aligns coherently with Chrislip’s (2002) adaptive 

construct and its heuristic overture discussed earlier.  
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Figure 2-4 defines two categories of processes core to effective collaboration; structural and 

relational.  Leveraging a model by Roberts el al. (2016), the inclusion of the categories is based on 

empirical work by multiple authors explaining that collaboration has both structural and relational 

elements (Patel et al., 2012; Tsasis, 2009; Thomson et al., 2007).  Here structural elements refer to 

vehicles which facilitate social interaction, and relational elements pertain to the quality of 

relationships between members (Patel et al., 2012; Tsasis, 2009; Thomson et al., 2007).  To reiterate, 

structural processes are concerned with doing with the right things at the right time and pertain to 

the activities responsible for achieving the outcomes of the collaboration effort (Roberts et al., 

2016).  The following process steps as per Figure 2-4 are briefly discussed below:  

• Governance - establishing governance structures and formulating elements such as 

communication is an important first step towards co-creating and agreeing a mission and 

purpose of the collaborative partnership (Thomson et al., 2007).  

• Mission/purpose - establishing a governance structure defining and agreeing a mission 

statement for the collaborative partnership constitutes the next step (Patel et al., 2012). 

• Goals – as a preliminary step to towards determining the quality of the collaboration outcomes, 

goals must be clearly detailed and communicated to all stakeholders (Patel et al., 2012).  

• Roles and responsibilities - ascertaining stakeholders and defining goals provide the platform for 

determining roles and responsibilities.  Duplication of roles must be avoided, and the holding 

structure will assist in forming collaborative cultures (Roberts et al., 2016).   

• Rules of engagement - agreeing the rules of engagement allows for the alignment of behaviours 

and practises (Roberts et al., 2016).  Rules of engagement are characterised by easy access to 

information and ‘way of work’ methods which steer collaborative relationships (Patel et al., 

2012).    

• Monitoring and feedback mechanisms - monitoring and feedback mechanisms track and 

evaluate the results of the collaborative goals (Thomson et al., 2007).    

The second category, relational processes, refers to the quality of inter-personal connections during 

collaborative partnerships (Roberts et al., 2016).  Figure 2-4 illustrates a key relational dynamic 

which accentuates the earlier posit that these processes become more imperious as the 

collaborative venture forms and relational dynamics heighten.  Here Figure 2-4 presents the forming 

nature of collaboration by showing a path from cooperation to collaboration.  
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Via synthesis the model also adopts earlier constructs, highlighting the emergent qualities of 

collaboration - this is illustrated by a scale with cooperation on the low end and collaboration on the 

high end of the scale when viewed against the dimensions of integration, commitment, and 

complexity (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Thomson & Perry, 2006).  These dimensions provide a 

valuable assessment towards maturing collaborative practises as groups gravitate towards higher 

degrees of commitment, sharing of knowledge, shared decision-making and trustworthy 

communication (Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Roberts et al., 2016; Sioutis & 

Tweedale, 2006; Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Collison, Birney & Uren, 2014; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  

Roberts et al. (2016) also posit that due to the integrated nature and closeness of a highly effective 

collaborative team, the propensity for higher levels of inter-personal conflict increases.  This position 

accentuates the reliance on social norms and their unifying principles which underpin collaborative 

partnering.  In addition, events of inter-personal conflict also stress the need for collaborative 

leadership.  The importance of this construct will be discussed later in this research paper.    

2.2.3.4.4 Outcomes  

Table 2-4 illustrates the inadequacies of multiple theoretical perspectives in providing a clear 

distinction of collaboration outcomes.  Outcomes, a proposed resultant of effective collaboration, 

can be categorised as outcomes as a result of the collaborative process (for example, better quality 

of interrelation dynamics), and those which create tangible results (Thomson et al., 2007.  In this 

context, tangible results refer to measurable business outcomes, and in many instances can be seen 

as measuring return on investment of the collaborative partnership (Roberts et al., 2016).  As shown 

in Figure 2-4, tangible results are viewed on a societal, business, and individual basis (Roberts et al., 

2016).  

However, whilst Roberts et al. (2016) provide a robust frame for tangible outcomes, it may be 

prudent to adopt a systemic perspective on the matter.  In this regard, Figure 2-4 also presents other 

advantages which extend beyond achieving tangible results; opportunities and creation of new value, 

collective and shared achievement, and the embedding of social relationships (Thomson & Perry, 

2006; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Mattessich & Monsey, 1992).  These systemically poised and emergent 

ideals serve toward the embodiment of a collaborative culture, and are seen to improve elements 

such as employee morale and retention (Roberts et al., 2016).  Notably, employees experience 

diverse thinking via a broad base of co-collaborators, thereby improving social norms and relations 

(Roberts et al., 2016).  
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This section presented a holistic and dynamic approach towards effective collaboration by firstly, 

exploring numerous theoretical perspectives, and secondly, synthesising these perspectives into a 

practical model for application.  The reviewing of the theoretical perspectives highlights the 

following: 

• Whilst different, cooperation and collaboration both have a place in collaborative partnerships.  

Collaborating members may navigate between both cooperative and collaborative processes as 

the path to collaboration emerges and ultimately matures.  

• In this regard, collaboration is non-linear; instead it draws on varying elements across 

antecedents, processes, and outcomes to adapt and nurture the collaborative partnership.  

• Trust remains as a critical social norm; however, it may be viewed as an outcome as a result of 

exercising the full suite of social norms via an enabling environment.  Each social norm plays a 

guiding role when nurturing collaboration systemically.  

• For effective collaboration to flourish, all three core elements, i.e. antecedents, processes and 

outcomes, must be well contrived and harmonised through an adaptive mindset and 

collaborative environment.  Defining both structural and relational processes encompasses the 

basis for social connections and heightens the propensity for achieving collaborative outcomes.  

• Effective collaboration assumes a systemic bias.  

2.2.4 Enhancing and inhibiting factors of collaboration 

Aligned with the research objectives of this research study, this section reviews enhancing and 

inhibiting factors of collaboration.  As many enhancing factors have been inferred in the 

aforementioned sections of this literature review, the focus of this section relates to the inhibiting 

factors of collaboration.  However, it is still important to present the enhancing factors in a concise 

manner in order to maintain the integrity of this research study and also maintain a comprehensive 

approach.  

2.2.4.1 Enhancing factors of collaboration   

The nature of the synthesis presented as part of Figure 2-4, a Model for Effective Collaboration, 

inadvertently embodies multiple enhancing factors of collaboration.  Simply put, it may be safe to 

assume that the existence of the model and its supporting theoretical constructs embody multiple 
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enhancing factors through its application.  On this basis, this section brings together multiple 

theoretical perspectives and justifies its position against the primary elements represented in Figure 

2-4.  For example, Doherty’s (2015) enhancing factor, the identification of shared interest, is broadly 

categorised under antecedents, and in particular refers to establishing a shared purpose when 

forming a collaborative partnership.  It is also important to note that only the primary affiliation of 

these elements is defined; however, in practise many of these elements will assume a systemic 

disposition as a collaborative partnership is nurtured to maturity. 

Figure 2-5 below depicts the enhancing factors of collaboration, based on 10 prominent theoretical 

articles, and links these factors to elements presented as part of The Effective Model for 

Collaboration as per Figure 2-4.  The factors detailed on the y axis of Figure 2-5 are ranked from the 

most commonly cited factors to those that are less cited against the 10 articles mentioned above. 
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Figure 2-5: Enhancing factors of collaboration (Adapted from Hurley, 2011; Doherty, 2015; Collison et 
al., 2014; Ren et al., 2009; Inkpen & Currall, 2004; De Meyer, 2011; Roberts et al., 2016) 

It is perhaps obvious by now that shared purpose is core to every collaborative partnership.  As per 

Figure 2-5, all 10 theoretical papers either infer or define ‘shared purpose’ as critical, using terms 

such as forging shared purpose, identification of shared interest or clear shared purpose (Hurley, 

2011; Doherty, 2015; Collison et al., 2014).  Trust is perhaps another enhancing factor which could 

be seen as a red thread during collaborative undertakings.  However, as highlighted under the Social 

Norms section in this paper, trust is an evolutionary antecedent which either requires reinforcement 

through guiding principles or could be depleted over a period of time in a relationship (Ren, Gray & 

Kim, 2009; Inkpen & Currall, 2004).  The reaffirmation of trust as an evolutionary construct places 

emphasis on the other social norms, its principles, and the nurturing and adaptive practical 
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application of the collaboration processes.  By conforming to these adaptations the propensity for 

trust to strengthen and mature heightens.  

Leadership, specifically collaborative leadership, also attains a high ranking as per Figure 2-5.  

Attributed to the transformative nature of the collaborative construct, collaborative leadership is 

notably seen as the guiding hand which formulates the pre-conditions for any partnership and also 

assists members of the partnership when navigating collaboration processes (Hurley, 2011; De 

Meyer, 2011).  In many ways, collaborative leadership can be seen as the mechanism which 

develops and leverages all other enhancing factors of collaboration towards outcomes.  Roberts et 

al. (2016) highlight the imperatives of leadership in creating and maintaining a collaborative 

environment.  As a result, collaborative leadership is contained as an enabling environment element 

as shown in Figure 2-5.  It is also important to note that whilst collaborative leadership assumes 

transformational leadership attributes, transactional leadership also plays a role as an enabling 

environment element (Roberts et al., 2016).  This will be discussed in more detail in the next section.  

Communication, skills, competence and defined roles and responsibilities are referred to in seven of 

the 10 articles, and whilst there are slight deviations from a context perspective, it may be fair to 

assume that these factors are accounted for as part of Figure 2-4.  When discussing communication, 

many researchers take a firm stance using terms such as open and repeated communication, systems 

and processes for communication and coordination, communication as a management instrument, 

or communicate, communicate, communicate (Doherty, 2015; Hurley, 2011; Kozuch, 2009; Vicens & 

Bourne, 2007).   

Skills and competence, often discussed within the context of harnessing collective intelligence or 

diverse participation across a collaborating system, encompass terms such as competence of 

specialists, seeking advice from experienced specialists, or skills and abilities (Collison et al., 2014; 

Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011; Kozuch, 2009; Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Callahan et al., 2010).  Defined 

roles and responsibilities is often associated with flexible collaborative structures, with many authors 

emphasising words such as clearly, defined, and clarifying to accentuate the importance of this 

factor (Hurley, 2011; Doherty, 2015; Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Callahan et al., 2010; Collison et al., 

2014). 

Willingness to share resources and formulating shared agreements each feature in six of the 10 

articles which have been explored.  Willingness to share resources is coherent with Thomson and 

Perry’s (2006) position on mutuality and the inter-dependent nature of collaborative partnering.  
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Whilst the essence of collaborative partnership infers mutually beneficial inter-dependencies, the 

word willingness does seem to promote the imperative placed on social norms discussed earlier and 

also provides a good foundation for inter-relation dynamics (Thomson & Perry, 2006).  Formulating 

of shared agreements broadly encompasses governance, and in particular refers to structural 

process elements.  These are contracted via establishing a mission statement and defining the 

objectives and goals of the collaborative partnership (Roberts et al., 2016).  

A balanced level of autonomy presents an interesting perspective.  Here ‘balancing’ refers to the 

ability for leadership to relinquish power and control, yet provide a supportive and nurturing style as 

part of establishing the enabling environment (Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011).  This is an important 

collaborative leadership construct (Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011).  

The other enhancing factors, whilst on the lower end of commonality against the 10 reviewed 

articles, all have a place towards effective collaboration.  Strategic tools and reward and recognition 

are two factors not defined as part of the Effective Model for Collaboration as per Figure 2-4; 

however, both play a role towards the ‘doing’ in collaboration from a relational and structural 

process perspective (Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Collison et al., 2014).  Remarkably, one would have 

assumed that adaptability and agility would feature more commonly in each article as in many 

instances the very essence of collaboration is based on the notion of heightened change, both in 

earlier studies and more so in more modern times (Chrislip, 2002; Scott 2010).  

In summary, the enhancing factors as per Figure 2-4 present a robust frame for effecting 

collaborative practise.  In some ways, the factors presented also ratify many of the concepts 

discussed and included as part of the synthesis shown in Figure 2-5.  

2.2.4.2 Inhibiting factors of collaboration 

Hurley (2011) proactively highlights the need for awareness when embarking on the journey of 

collaborative partnering.  Awareness in this context includes three categories of consciousness; 

personal, inter-personal or team, and organisational barriers (Hurley, 2011).  In this regard Hurley 

(2011) adopts the ‘iceberg model’ to illustrate awareness of factors which reside ‘below the 

waterline’ and could impact all three of the aforementioned categories when embarking on 

collaborative partnering. 
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Figure 2-6: Awareness of potential collaboration inhibitors - the Iceberg Model (Hurley, 2011: 12) 

Whilst the earlier sections place high emphasis on the visible and explicit elements shown in Figure 

2-6, it is important that the unspoken and implicit undercurrents are brought to awareness and 

explored as these will inevitably inhibit collaborative processes (Hurley, 2011).  Awareness and 

understanding the root causes of these undercurrents assist collaborating members, specifically 

leaders, to identify and promote the vital behaviours and critical structural moves which 

progressively nurture the collaborative partnership (Hurley, 2011).  

2.2.4.2.1 Factors which inhibit collaboration at a personal level 

As modern businesses transform amidst situational forces such as globalisation and the ICT 

revolution, an increasing effort is placed on movements towards leveraging synergies across 

complex and distributed organisational structures.  Some of these movements include flatter 

hierarchies, matrix organisations, and cross-functional teams.  As a result, the shift for leadership 

means that they often have to work with people with whom they do not have formal authority.  

Against this context, two key inhibitors of collaboration surface; few leaders have been trained on 

how to lead collaboratively, and a fear of losing power and control (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011; 

Frydlinger et al., 2013).  One could argue that if leaders have been trained to lead collaboratively, 
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then perhaps the fear of losing power can be minimised.  Frydlinger et al. (2013) state that there is a 

conscious choice for leaders to make between power and collaboration, and whilst no partnership is 

purely power-based or entirely collaborative, the key relates to a mindset and behavioural shift.  

Research shows that often the fear of losing power stems from personal ego-centric needs, concern 

for individual recompense, or a belief that limited control will result in poor execution (Hurley, 

2011).  

Scott (2010) discusses collaboration as a time consuming process, which opposes the ‘time is money’ 

maxim so closely affiliated with the essence of business and its bottom-line virtues.  This factor of 

high time consumption, coupled with scepticism associated with the value of collaboration, presents 

another inhibiting factor which elevates important personal attributes such as commitment and the 

ability to withhold judgment (Hurley, 2011).  With scepticism, it may also be safe to say that 

mistrust, at a personal level, may also be considered as another inhibiting factor.  In addition, 

scepticism, both from a time and value perspective, questions some of the ideals which effective 

collaboration suggests, such as joint decision-making (Roberts et al., 2016).  The outcome of this 

position is that decision-making will become ineffective, which could suggest links to power and 

control dimensions as mentioned earlier (Scott, 2010; Hurley, 2011).  

Other personal factors which inhibit collaboration relate to counter-productive behaviour.  De 

Meyer (2011) notes habits such as a tendency to be officious, or the belief that one has all the right 

answers, as counter-productive.  These behaviours are further compounded by individuals who are 

unable or unwilling to learn and develop new behaviours in support of the collaborative partnership 

(Hurley, 2011).  

To conclude, it is clear that all of the personal factors discussed here relate to the earlier ‘below the 

water-line’ construct as per Figure 2-6.  The unspoken and implicit nature of many personal factors 

makes steering a collaborative partnering complex, and requires self-altering behaviour such as 

individual reflection, a commitment to extend oneself, a willingness to withhold judgement, and a 

willingness to learn (Hurley, 2011).  This is an important construct which leans heavily on the 

enabling environment and in particular, the ability of the collaborative leader.  

2.2.4.2.2 Factors which inhibit collaboration at an inter-personal/ team level 

At an inter-personal or team level, the members of the group are defined, inter-dependencies 

clearly articulated, and goal and time lines are explicit with an expectation of reciprocity (Callahan et 
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al., 2010).  The intricate nature of team dynamics in collaborative environments is one of equal 

standing with equal recognition, placing the emphasis on the inhibiting factors which could tip the 

scales leading to a less desirable path (Callahan et al., 2010).  

One of the key inhibiting factors of team collaboration is a lack of communication (Hurley, 2011).  

Kelly and Schaefer (2014: 6) state that ‘there is no collaboration without communication’, and 

continue to accentuate the important role that collaborative leaders play in communicating the 

imperatives placed on the organisation’s success.  With links to personal level attributes, these 

authors explain that communication requires a high level of self-awareness, with members 

understanding their own preferences and the preferences of others, as the collaborative venture 

unfolds (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  Here a heightened level of self-awareness is seen as the 

mechanism which allows individuals to alter their behaviour and the manner in which they 

communicate (Callahan et al., 2014).  

Similar to how a lack of communication as an inhibiting factor is compensated for, and how informal 

and formal communication processes are enhancing factors, mistrust and a lack of respect is 

conversely compensated for by a robust set of social norms, and in particular trust as a common 

thread.  As shown in Figure 2-4 and discussed earlier, trust is an evolutionary concept of 

collaboration and is honed and developed over a period of time during the collaborative undertaking 

by drawing on the principles which underpin the other social norms stipulated (Ren et al., 2009; 

Inkpen & Currall, 2004).  Another inhibiting factor which is perhaps linked to the trust dimension is 

that of hidden agendas (Hurley, 2011).  At a team level, this is seen as a party independently 

construing tactics for their own gain at the expense of another party, or simply neglecting to inform 

the party of these independent movements. 

Other inter-personal or team factors which need to be managed from a team dynamic perspective 

include tightly controlled team agendas and conversations, which can be seen to inhibit diverse 

participation dimensions (Hurley, 2011; Collison et al., 2014).  The inability for a team to reach an 

agreement is the other inhibiting factor which not only leverages the principles embedded in the 

formulated social norms but also leans on skilful facilitation towards encouraging honest discussion 

and team reflection (Collison et al., 2014).  

Another unassuming, yet critical, inhibiting factor is when a team is embroiled with challenges with 

little to no wins (Collison et al., 2014).  The difficulty in maintaining a level of momentum in this 

regard can result in low team morale, placing a strain on the stipulated goals of the partnership 
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(Collison et al., 2014).  Again, skilful facilitation allows for a focused approach towards re-thinking 

the tactical path and inducing strategic action learning tools in order reaffirm the spirit of the team 

in seeking innovative outcomes (Collison et al., 2014).  This approach also gives the collaborative 

leader an opportunity to reassess the skills and capabilities that can alter the status quo (Collison et 

al., 2014).  

As with personal reflection, team reflection is also an important iterative mechanism towards re-

establishing commitment to the agreed principles and collaborative practises (Hurley, 2011).  This 

elicits an ‘openness’ with regards to feedback, and also challenges assumptions as inter-personal 

dynamics heighten (Hurley, 2011).  

2.2.4.2.3 Factors which inhibit collaboration at an organisational level 

According to Doherty (2015), factors which inhibit collaboration at an organisational level are either 

external or inherent.  This construct is valuable as it extends context when managing both external 

and inherent inhibitors systemically.  As discussed in this research paper, external factors such as 

globalisation and the ICT revolution, underpinned by the global context of volatility, uncertainty, 

complexity and ambiguity (VUCA), make navigating collaborative environments a difficult task (Lenz, 

2017; Voss, 2015).  As a result an organisation’s susceptibility to the suddenness of external changes 

can be seen to create a level of instability in collaborative environments (Doherty, 2015).  An 

example of an organisation’s susceptibility to the suddenness of external changes could relate to 

market changes with regards to new regulatory or legal formulations (Doherty, 2015).  

Risk and risk perception is another inhibiting factor as collaborating parties, often from varying 

disciplines, assess risk on different levels - risks for one party may have a greater weighting than that 

of another party (Doherty, 2015).  On this basis Doherty (2015) states that the variances in risk 

perception could cause collaboration alliances to break down.  Assessing risk objectively and 

formulating mechanisms to mitigate risk then translates into an important collaboration activity, 

hence maintaining a sound level of joint accountability.  Risk and risk perception is an inhibiting 

factor which includes both external and or inherent dimensions in an organisation (Doherty, 2015).  

From an inherent perspective, common themes relate to organisational politics, a silo mentality, 

reward and recognition programs, and organisational cultures as inhibiting factors of collaboration 

(Hurley, 2011; Doherty, 2015; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Collison et al., 2014; Caruso, Rodgers & 

Bazerman, 2009; Cilliers & Greyvenstein, 2012).  Whilst it is difficult to frame organisational politics 
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empirically within this context, it may be safe to assume that with inhibiting factors such as power 

and control or scepticism of the value of collaboration, this concept may exist.  Rewards and 

recognition programs are referred to as inhibiting factors due to the bias placed on individualistic 

achievement rather than that of the whole (Hurley, 2011).  Similarly, organisational culture within 

this context refers to cultures and sub-cultures which applaud the individual perspective rather than 

the individual’s perspective as contributory to that of the whole - with the whole represented as 

primary and the individual as secondary or contributory (Hurley, 2011).   

A silo mentality, or organisational silos, does seem to appear consistently in findings referring to 

barriers or inhibiting factors of collaboration.  Described by Neebe (1987 as cited in Cilliers & 

Greyvenstein, 2012) as a metaphor for organisational behaviour, the term refers to the independent 

and disconnected functioning of grain silos.  Cilliers and Greyvenstein (2012) extend the discussion 

by referring to a silo mindset as hampering on the basis that businesses and/or functions within a 

business do not share information and/or are not willing to cooperate with other businesses or 

functions.  Although silos are described traditionally as conscious, rational, and objective entities at a 

point in time, there is evidence to suggest that that the effect of the silo behaviour relates to 

unspoken and implicit behaviour below the water-line as per Figure 2-6 (Cilliers & Greyvenstein, 

2012). 

To conclude this section, Table 2-5 below summarises the inhibitors of collaboration categorised at a 

personal, inter-personal or team, and organisational level.  To maintain a comprehensive review, 

other inhibiting factors of collaboration have also been included for reference purposes - these are 

highlighted below (Sanchez, 2011: 16).  
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Table 2-5: Inhibiting factors of collaboration 

It is clear from Table 2-5 above and the earlier discussion that most of the inhibiting factors relate to 

Hurley’s (2011) ‘below the water-line’ construct of unspoken and implicit under-currents.  This 

makes the role of the collaborative leader paramount yet complex, and also heightens the 

imperatives placed on relational processes and the nurturing virtues of the collaborative practise.  

Category (Level) Inhibiting Factor

Few leaders have been trained on how to lead collaboratively 

A fear of losing power and control 

Scepticism associated with the value of collaboration 

Mistrust associated with scepticism

Decision-making will  become ineffective 

Tendency to be officious or the belief that one has all  the right answers 

Unable or unwill ing to learn and develop new behaviours 

“What’s in it for my organisation?” syndrome

Lack of communication 

Mistrust and a lack of respect 

Hidden agendas 

Tightly controlled team agendas and conversations 

Inability for a team to reach an agreement

Embroiled with challenges with little to no wins 

Long-standing adversarial relationships

Conflicts steeped in ideological differences

Collaboration as a time-consuming process

Susceptibility to the suddenness of external changes 

Risk and risk perception 

Organisational politics

Siloed mentality

Reward and recognition programs which reward the individualistic achievement

Organisational cultures which applaud individual perspectives

Different rules, different cultures, different values and norms

Inflexible policies and procedures

Lack of collaboration skil ls or unfamiliarity with the collaboration process

Constrained resources

Personal

Organisational 

Interpersonal/ 

Team



18 

2.2.5 A collaboration culture   

In order to delineate a collaboration culture, it is important to understand organisational culture as a 

basis.  In this regard, the first sub-section of this section provides a brief overview of organisational 

culture and later discusses key facets relating to a collaboration culture.  It is important to note that 

many of the cultural concepts and constructs of collaboration have been discussed during the 

articulation of the elements held in Figure 2-4, Synthesising a model for effective collaboration.  

However, the context in this regard refers to a collaboration culture as a mechanism for 

organisational sustainability or an ‘embeddedness’, rather than perspectives which relate purely to 

an initiative-based approach.      

2.2.6 Organisational culture   

‘A Google search for ‘company culture’ turns up over 290,000,000 hits in a fraction of second, 

garnering headlines from Forbes, The Wall Street Journal, and other business publications. 

Why does culture earn so much press? Because it’s critically important, often misunderstood, 

and influences employee engagement—all of which ultimately affect financial performance.’ 

(Haworth, 2015: 2) 

With earlier sources dating back since the early 1970s, and the vast amount of research conducted 

since then, it is evident that organisational culture plays a critical role in an organisation’s ability to 

compete and sustain itself (Kozuch, 2009).  According to Kozuch (2009), the early advent of the 

construct grew in an environment which saw the rise of many new modern enterprises and the need 

to find new solutions as the competitive landscape amongst these enterprises heightened.  Edgar 

Schein (2004), a well renowned professor of organisational development at MIT Sloan states that, 

‘the only thing of real importance that leaders do is to create and manage culture’.  In more recent 

times, Ahmed and Shafiq (2014) position organisational culture as the most important construct of 

management research.  

Many definitions of organisational culture have been derived over the years, and similar to the 

collaboration construct, these vary depending on the context in which it is used.  In the case of 

organisational culture, many of the contextual variances are due to the way in which the construct is 

associated; either within an entire organisation or as a sub-system within an organisation (Kozuch, 

2009).  In this regard organisational culture can be seen as a feature of an organisation, or the 

organisation itself can also be a culture (Kozuch, 2009: 21).   
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However, whilst the multiple definitions assume multiple forms given the contextual domain, and 

depict varying behavioural patterns of activity, Schein’s (2004) earlier definition seems to be 

frequently mentioned and quoted.  Schein (2004) states organisational culture as a set of dominant 

values and norms of conduct which are characteristic of an organisation.  These values and norms 

are based on assumptions which allow for understanding the nature of reality of a given culture 

(Schein, 2004).  

2.2.6.1 Context for a collaboration culture   

‘Organisations must redefine what collaboration means by making it part-and-parcel of the 

organisational culture and daily operations. True organisation-wide collaboration can 

provide sustained benefits …’ (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014: 3). 

According to Kelly and Schaefer (2014), collaboration has the ability to revitalise organisations by 

heightening employee engagement, improving employee retention, and producing innovative 

outcomes.  However, with the high rate of change experienced in the modern era, organisations too 

experience internal change at an exponential rate; employees are redeployed, budgets dwindle, and 

workloads increase, resulting in collaboration being a constant challenge.  

Creating a culture of collaboration requires more commitment and change than that of a single 

engagement or initiative (Schuman, 2006).  To create a culture of collaboration means to promote 

norms that are consistent and supportive of collaboration (Schuman, 2006).  Alluded to earlier in this 

study, collaboration is often utilised as a mechanism for selected initiatives and rarely is seen as an 

organisation-wide cultural value that is implanted in the fabric of an organisation (Kelly & Schaefer, 

2014).  

A corporate executive level survey conducted by Kelly and Schaefer (2014) explains that most 

organisations recognise the value of collaboration but reduce the definition to high impact and 

complex initiatives which include diverse perspectives, rather than a mechanism which involves all 

levels of an organisation and something that is permeated as part of an organisation’s cultural 

identity and everyday operations.  In this regard the authors note that by channelling ventures 

purely on a team or single level in an organisation, collaboration efforts become exceptionally 

difficult to sustain, thus making the proposed benefits of the partnership elusive (Kelly & Schaefer, 

2014).   
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However, inducing a culture of collaboration through all levels of the organisation yields benefits 

related to better employee energy, creativity and productivity, thus creating a workforce of less 

stressed, happier, and more engaged employees (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  

Kelly and Schaefer (2014: 4) summarise the following benefits of a collaboration culture:  

• Highly engaged employees who are keen to take on new initiatives and challenges and embrace 

change. 

• Improved organisational flexibility and agility.  

• Improved employee performance and wellness.  

• More productive and energised meetings. 

• Extremely high retention rates.  

• A competitive advantage when attracting top talent.  

• The ability to develop and bring products faster to the market.  

• Increased top-line revenue and better profitability.  

So if the benefits of a collaboration culture are this compelling, why is the shift toward to this prize 

not simpler?  Collaboration is noted as an unnatural transitional phenomenon for most employees, 

and in particular those employees born prior to the age of Millennials (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).  

Previous working generations were schooled on the notion that competition was good and that 

individually appraised outcomes presented a sturdy path to career progression (Kelly & Schaefer, 

2014; Hurley, 2011).  In addition and as noted earlier, many of the former generation to that of 

Millennials, in particular the more senior ranked leaders, have also not been trained to lead 

collaboratively (Hurley, 2011).  Furthermore, Kelly and Schaefer (2014) state that even where 

training has taken place at a senior level, such interventions will not transpire to all levels of an 

organisation, with implications for sustainable collaborative partnering.  

Due to the notion of competition and individualistic biases of former working generations, the 

unintended consequence of knowledge silos is created (Hurley, 2011).  However, with the landscape 

of the modern era working environment constantly in flux, it is important that these silos are broken 

down, thus enabling organisations to react with agility and creativity (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Hurley, 
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2011).  It is therefore important that leaders and individual contributors ensure collaboration is part 

of an organisation’s culture (Hurley, 2011).  

2.2.6.2 Building blocks towards a collaboration culture 

According to Kozuch (2009), building a collaboration culture relates to all mutually-related elements, 

and the organisation as a whole.  This is relevant when viewed in the context of Figure 2-4 shown 

earlier in this chapter and the systemic nature of the elements illustrated there.  When these 

elements are modelled in a way which best represents the common purpose of the organisations 

involved in a partnership, the ability for these organisations to achieve their goals is more efficient 

(Kozuch, 2009).  Adler and Heckscher (2017) accentuate common purpose as a ‘widely-shared 

commitment to the organisation’s fundamental raison d’etre’- the reason for the organisation’s 

existence.  The authors state that common purpose can be a dominant driver of organisational 

performance by providing inspiration and direction for employees when jointly seeking to solve 

business problems. 

At a practical level, Kozuch (2009) presents the following guideline as per Table 2-6, detailing the 

commitment of employees to a common purpose against the dimensions of knowledge, skills and 

attitudes.  The dimensions, underpinned by commitment to a common purpose, are based on the 

notion that employees are the most important part of an organisation, and exposing the individual 

potential of employees is heightened by inter-organisational synergies as a result of collaboration 

undertakings (Kozuch, 2009).  
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Table 2-6: A commitment guideline of collaborating employees against the dimensions of knowledge, 
skills and attitudes (Kozuch, 2009: 25) 

Whilst many articles identify key elements as powerful enablers in establishing a collaborative 

culture, few articulate the practical application of concepts or constructs in relation to employees 

within a given organisation, as per Kozuch’s (2009) perspective above.  Even so, and similar to the 

elements shown earlier in Figure 2-4, empirical evidence does present some merit in exploring these 

elements from a culture perspective.  However, it is also important to highlight Kozuch’s (2009) 

perspective above in that these elements must be modelled in a harmonious manner in order to 

best contextualise the collaborative setting, stimulate business results, and sustain a competitive 

stance in the marketplace.  

Kelly and Schaefer (2014) present their building blocks to a collaborative culture by defining three 

core elements; trust, communication and shared purpose - these are also duly noted as part of 

Figure 2-4.  These elements are supported by 12 practical behavioural traits of highly collaborative 

organisations (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014):  

• Leaders lead by example - extending collaboration to all levels in the organisation by utilising 

collaboration strategy, tactics and tools, and inspiring employees to do the same.  

No. Collaborating Groups Knowledge Skills Attitudes

Leaders and Joint understanding Efficient Respect for partners,

sponsors of of the strategic sponsorship treating the

collaboration meaning of and cooperative relation

collaboration. support for as the organisation’s

collaboration capital.

inside the organisation.

People directly Joint understanding Modelling Ambassador of

involved in of the strategic the relation. collaboration

collaboration on meaning of Project, inside and outside

strategic level collaboration and conflict and the organisation.

achieving practical shareholders Flexibility and ability

effects. management. to adapt. Tolerance

towards ambiguity.

People supporting Clarity concerning Planning and Sensitivity to the

collaboration on the results expected organizing. needs of different

operational level from joint action. Project and shareholders.

Good interpersonal shareholders’

relations with main management.

shareholders.

1

2

3
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• Focus on individual, team and organisational benefits - communication plays an important part 

towards detailing how employees will benefit from the outcomes of the collaborative 

environment, an improvement of their personal career objectives, and how their jobs will be 

made easier.  

• An emphasis on behaviour and strategy before technology - a focus and formulation of strategy, 

i.e. the why, what and how, prior to procuring the latest technologically-based collaboration 

platform.  

• Leaders learn and understand when to steer clear - avoid micro-managing, provide a level of 

autonomy without being over cautious with best practise and guidelines.  Here the focus lends 

itself to employee empowerment.  

• Leading from empowerment, give employees a voice - provide a platform for employee voices to 

be heard and acknowledged. 

• Integrate collaboration into workflow - integrate collaboration into all aspects of employees’ 

work and be cautious that collaboration is not seen purely as a separate skill set.  

• Create a collaborative environment which is supportive - collaboration is supported not only via a 

team environment but also in reward structures. 

• Be cognisant of rewards and the ability for rewards to effect collaboration - highly effective 

collaborative organisations leverage metrics aimed at aligning different business units towards 

organisation’s outcomes.  

• Promote and lead persistence - extend collaboration beyond individual, team and initiative-

based programs.  Collaboration must be a corporate-wide way of being.  

• Adapt and evolve - an important cultural aspect which compensates for the rate of change in the 

marketplace.  Here the collaborative cultural mission is for organisations to embed the notion of 

frequent change, promoting the ability for organisations to adapt and evolve.  

• Acknowledge that employee collaboration benefits customers - simply put, happy employees 

lead to higher performing employees, which translate into higher customer satisfaction results.  
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• Collaboration in general makes the world a better place - a highly collaborative culture materially 

lowers employee stress, improves employee retention, and essentially yields better 

organisational results.  

From the discussion above it is clear that certain key elements which have been positioned through 

the course of this paper have surfaced as important enablers towards a culture of collaboration; 

collaborative leadership, shared purpose, trust and communication.  However, what seems to have 

developed is a coherent link between these elements and the most important part of any 

organisation; its employees (Kozuch, 2009).  Other important elements which surface as key themes 

which stimulate collaborative cultural reform include organisational structures and processes of the 

practise.  The next few sections review each of the elements structures and processes as core 

building blocks towards cultivating a culture of collaboration which aligns with objective 4 of this 

research paper. 

2.2.6.2.1 Organisational structure as a building block towards a collaboration culture 

Organising employees in a manner whereby shared purpose is heightened through strategy, and 

employees are working toward a particular goal, is critical to a business’s success (Miller, 2019).  In 

this regard, a well-constructed collaborative structure leverages and elevates an organisation’s 

strength towards results-driven outcomes.  In formulating a collaborative organisational structure, it 

is important that the elements contained, even the smaller elements such as consensus and 

teamwork, align with the vision of the organisation (Miller, 2019).  Instituting a collaborative 

structure allows employees to gather around a vision, elicits diverse thought patterns, facilitates 

learning, and notably heightens innovation (Miller, 2019).  George (2006) states that the success of a 

long-term collaborative structure is based on its ability to provide rewards towards joint action that 

exceeds those affiliated with individual action. 

Ashenden (2013) highlights that to promote a collaborative culture of openness, trust, and integrity, 

and to elevate the ideal of engaged and valued employees, collaborative organisational structures 

must transform from a hierarchical structure to a network-oriented structure as shown in Figure 2-7 

below.  
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Figure 2-7: Hierarchical versus networked organisational structure (Ashenden, 2013) 

According to Ashenden (2013), hierarchical structures contain rigid layers of seniority which inhibit 

information flow and personal interactions.  In a collaborative organisation the hierarchical structure 

is flattened, allowing individuals to engage on an equal-footing across all levels in the organisation 

(Ashenden, 2013).  Whilst collaborative structures provide a platform for creativity and original 

solutions, it is also important to note that hierarchical structures also have a part to play, given the 

correct environment, by providing clarity to employees, defining career paths, and ensuring 

accountability (Cogs Agency, 2019).  As such, autonomous dimensions in collaborative environments 

should also be managed quite frugally, as too much autonomy could result in small teams becoming 

small competitive business units or silos (Cogs Agency, 2019). 

From a fluid and flat network-oriented structure, the following attributes arise in support of a 

collaborative culture (Ashenden, 2013): individuals are given more responsibility to make decisions 

appropriate to their roles, skills, and knowledge thereby avoiding the barriers characteristic of 

hierarchical management structures; teams are defined by what they are attempting to achieve and 

not by their position in the organisation; and allowance is made for cross-functional dynamism to 

manage transiency consistently.  Collaborative networked structures lean more towards leadership 

as opposed to management, with leaders setting targets for both individuals and teams and 

providing the motivation and support to assist employees in reaching these goals (Ashenden, 2013).  

Ashenden (2013) posits that another attribute of networked structures in collaborative 

environments is that the execution of new ideas is dealt with much faster than that of hierarchical 

environments, thereby enabling organisations to react to competitive challenges.  This is particularly 

interesting as collaboration is often seen as a time consuming process as detailed earlier in Table 2-

5. 
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In an article, A designer’s guide to collaboration (Designing Collaboration, 2019), the authors present 

a dynamic perspective which states that through the collaboration design process, the collaborative 

organisational structure and structure of a collaborative initiative transforms from one stage to the 

next whilst the design process remains static. 

 

Figure 2-8: Collaboration structure transformation through a design process (Designing Collaboration, 
2019) 

Figure 2-8 above illustrates the navigation of the design process, underpinned by the following 

structure-related principles (Designing Collaboration, 2019):  

• Discover (1) phase - flat and closed collaborative environment.  Inter-organisational 

collaboration where the domain or problem is defined.  Participants chosen by a leader share 

ideas, and make joint-decisions as part of their contribution.  

• Define (2) phase - hierarchical and closed collaborative environment.  Participants are chosen by 

a leader, including which ideas will be chosen and developed.  

• Develop (3) phase - flat and open collaborative environment.  No leader decides on which design 

concepts will be taken forward as anybody can contribute to the process and utilise the 

delivered results.  

http://www.designingcollaboration.com/
http://www.designingcollaboration.com/
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• Deliver (4) phase - hierarchical and open collaborative environment.  Anybody can contribute 

but the leader or organisation in charge will decide on which concepts or solutions to develop.  

It is important to note that the concept above is merely a representation of how a collaborative 

organisation structure and the structure of the collaborative environment may alter as the varying 

phases of a pre-defined process materialises.  This is based on the context in which the organisation 

operates, and is often steered by the cultural disposition relating to the collaborative organisational 

structure and the structural processes which are defined early in the mandate of the collaboration 

set-up.  It is also important to distinguish between a collaborative organisational structure and the 

structure of the collaborative environment.  Whilst this section deals mainly with the former, it is 

vital that the difference between a collaborative organisational structure and the structure of a 

collaborative environment is understood with regards to a collaboration culture and also within the 

context of this study.  

2.2.6.2.2 Processes as a building block towards a collaboration culture 

Processes have been covered with a fair amount of detail during the earlier discussion; synthesising 

antecedents, processes and outcomes.  However, from a culture or employee-orientation, the 

following statement becomes more relevant; processes mature over time via formal and informal 

interactions by repetitive patterns of negotiations, cultivation of commitments and the effecting of 

these commitments (Thomson & Perry, 2009).  Whilst there is no single approach as to how this is 

done due to the nature of the issues involved, varying interests, and the surrounding environment, it 

is important to determine a set of principles for inter-personal relations to form and mature wholly 

held by the culture of an organisation (Schuman, 2006).  

Table 2-7: Principles towards establishing collaboration processes and embedding a culture of 
collaboration (Adapted from Schuman, 2006: 5) 

 

No. Descriptor Principle

1 Employees need a reason to participate in the process of collaboration Purpose driven

2 All parties with a significant interest in the pertaining issues should be involved Inclusive

3 Interested parties participate voluntarily Voluntary participation

4 The participating parties design the processes Joint design

5 Flexibility is to be designed into the processes Flexibility

6 All parties have equal access to information and participation Equal opportunity

7 Acknowledge and appreciate diversity; values, interests and knowledge Respect for diversity

8 Individual and joint accountability for contributions and the process Accountability

9 Be realistic about timelines Time limits

10 Implementation and monitoring commitment Implementation
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Whilst many authors define processes as vital towards establishing a culture of collaboration, few 

present the basis on how these are cultivated.  Schuman (2006) presents the following principles as 

per Table 2-7 in her publication, Creating a Culture of Collaboration- Values, Principles, Beliefs.   

Schuman’s (2006) perspective above, when viewed in relation to Figure 2-4- Synthesising a Model for 

Effective Collaboration, brings to light the systemic nature of all the elements contained as per 

Figure 2-4.  At a glance, whilst not defined, it is evident that the principles either infer structural or 

relational process characteristics, but also lean on some antecedents to pave a path for collaboration 

processes to form and materialise.  Furthermore, the principles also infer that the early 

developmental stages of the collaborative undertaking are core, and that by jointly forming and 

agreeing these principles up-front, a robust foundation for these processes matures as the 

embodiment of the consequent collaborative culture.   

Whilst culture is a much explored management construct, it is perhaps one of the most difficult 

elements of an organisation to form and cultivate.  This is mainly due to its affiliation with people, 

and the simple fact that each of us is different in a multitude of ways.  As noted by Schein (2004), 

this is where the role of leadership is at the forefront of organisational transformation - by 

establishing a culture which yields business results and sustains future value.  

2.3 Leadership 

Within the context of this research study, collaborative leadership can be seen as the ‘tie that binds’ 

across most, if not all, of the concepts and constructs detailed under the collaboration phenomenon.  

However, similar to understanding a collaborative culture in relation to organisational culture, it is 

also important to provide a brief overview of leadership in general.  This provides a basis for 

understanding the collaborative leadership construct, and also presents the emergent qualities of 

leadership, contextualised within a modern era business environment.  

2.3.1 The leadership behavioural construct 

In the midst of the ever-increasing and emergent field of leadership, including the abundant 

supporting theories, models and concepts, perhaps the very question what does it take to be a 

leader arises.  The literature shows that the beginning of the leadership journey forms within the 

individual via a set of deeply-rooted beliefs and values (Wheatley & Frieze, 2011).  Wheatley and 

Frieze (2011) suggest that the formula of self is established through a state of vulnerability which 
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leads towards a path of self-awareness; meaning that only once an individual’s intrinsic beliefs, 

values, living principles, and needs are internalised and understood, can the leadership journey 

begin.  

Kouzes and Posner (2012), in their book, The Leadership Challenge: How to make Extraordinary 

Things Happen in Organisations, highlight that in order for leaders to model behaviour effectively 

they must first clarify their own values.  Likened to Wheatley and Frieze’s (2011) construct of self-

awareness, Kouzes and Posner (2012) explain that it is important for leaders to find their voice, and 

in doing so, they are able to distinctly express their values within organisational settings.  In addition, 

a leader’s deep expression of belief in their values should not only form part of their own morality 

but represent the values of their organisation (Kouzes & Posner, 2012).  

The cliché which is perhaps most appropriate within the context of Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) 

construct, is leading by example; here the leader not only expresses their belief in the values of 

organisation, but sets the example through actions underpinned by these values.  Da Vinci (2016) 

synthesises the aforementioned constructs aptly by stating that principal to the leader is a belief and 

value system which directs thoughts and emotions, and when applying competence, experience, 

knowledge and style, personal behaviour materialises.  Da Vinci (2016: 11) thus formulates the 

following behavioural psychology construct as per Figure 2-9 below when referring to the belief and 

value system dynamics of a successful leader. 

 

Figure 2-9: The behavioural psychology formula towards successful leadership (Da Vinci, 2016) 

The behavioural psychology construct above is further explored as per Figure 2-10 below, whereby 

situational context is shown as the variable in relation to the three dimensions; attitude, knowledge 

+ vision, and talent and skill.  Through these dimensions, determinant energy is expended in 

correlation to the situational context (Da Vinci, 2016).  Da Vinci’s (2016) behavioural psychology 

construct is viewed on the basis that organisations in principle are steered by an individual’s 

psychology, and collectively these individuals make up the organisation.  This construct is especially 

topical within the modern era organisational diaspora.  
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Figure 2-10: A leadership model for cognitive behavioural psychology (Da Vinci, 2016: 11) 

In application, and as shown earlier, factors for collaboration such as globalisation, the ICT 

revolution, fragmentation of the value chain, increasing demands by society and consumers, and the 

increased levels of innovation through dispersal, provide a perspective or situational context for the 

behavioural, emotional, and mental energy expended by leaders within the modern era organisation 

(Da Vinci, 2016).  This sets the foundation for emergence, a climate of agile transformation, and an 

embracing of a culture of sustainable change.  

Another cliché which relates directly to a leader’s value base is doing what they say they will do.  In 

accordance with this cliché, Kouzes and Posner (2012) position credibility as the foremost significant 

values-based attribute to inter-personal developments within the workplace.  A study by Lee (2011) 

ratifies Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) construct by empirically identifying three values-based 

characteristics which elevate the credibility characteristics of leadership; competence, honesty and 

inspiration.  As an extension of Da Vinci’s (2016: 11) earlier Leadership Model for Cognitive 

Psychology and in the light of leaders doing what they say they will, Da Vinci (2016) further explores 

integrity and consistency with the aim of understanding self-management (EI) and authenticity.  

According to Da Vinci (2016); displaying integrity by consistently expressing belief and value 

principles in the way that a leader thinks, feels, acts and speaks, and consistency in the way in which 

actions are done (consistent messaging and actions) are core to the modern era leadership 

construct.  Self-management towards integrity in relation to this construct propels authenticity, 

which in turn advances inter-personal relations and the ability to lead others (Da Vinci, 2016). 
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However, whilst a deepening sense of values-based attributes resurface as part of the modern era 

global leadership movement, the question of why still looms.  Copeland (2014) discusses the 

emergence of Values-based Leadership (VBL) as the pinnacle of dealing with widespread, equivocal 

and ethical leadership failures during recent times.  Whilst Copeland’s (2014) study highlights 

financial greed, corruption, and unethical practises within American super-companies, many of these 

issues are pertinent within the South African diaspora across contextual (government institutions), 

transactional (general public), and operational (organisational) system environments (Copeland, 

2014; Da Vinci, 2015).  

Values-based leaders, heavily weighted under the banner of transformational leadership, are 

defined as those leaders who are rooted in ethical and moral foundations (Bass & Avolio, 1993; 

Brown & Trevino, 2006; Gardner & Avolio, 2005 as cited in Copeland, 2014).  Another extension of 

the values-based leadership construct empirically depicts congruency of leadership style in relation 

to a leader’s values as forming a harmonious relationship with that of the organisation’s values 

(Copeland, 2014).  Da Vinci (2016: 13) ratifies Copeland’s (2014) construct by stating, 

‘An organisation’s Values, Vision and Mission needs to be in congruence with the 

individual’s inner psychological landscape.’ 

Up to this point in this section the perspective of self has focused on beliefs and values in relation to 

the leadership behavioural construct across inter-personal, managerial and organisational levels.  

Whilst many of these concepts and constructs present a progressive stance on the modern era 

leader, Goleman’s (2008) earlier work regarding Emotional Intelligence (EI), even in the modern era, 

provides a holistic frame which allows for leaders to improve their self-awareness and self-

management qualities. 

Goleman (2000: 80) succinctly positions emotional intelligence as ‘the ability to manage ourselves 

and our relationships effectively’.  The theory of EI is empirically analysed in conjunction with the 

technical competency or intelligence quotient (IQ) of an individual.  Goleman (1998) posits that in 

relation to historical leadership practise which leant heavily towards technical competency (IQ), 

today’s leader needs to demonstrate higher levels of EQ (emotional quotient).  This is noted as a key 

differentiator when compared with technical competency, and subsequently, results (Goleman, 

1998).  Furthermore, Goleman (2000) posits that as a leader may utilise many leadership styles at a 

given time within a specified situational context, so too will he or she use the following EI 

capabilities; self- awareness, self-management, social awareness and relationship management.   
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The four EI capabilities are delineated into specified sub-sets of competency as shown in Figure 2-11 

below.  In addition, Figure 2-11 illustrates the five components (SSMES) for emotional quotient 

application within the organisational environment context. 

 

Figure 2-11: The four emotional intelligence capabilities and competencies (Adapted from Goleman, 
2000) 

From the concepts and constructs discussed above, apparent links can be made in relation to the 

collaboration phenomenon.  For example, leaderships’ deeply rooted values and beliefs are 

congruent with that of the organisation’s values, and the earlier focus on social norms (values and 

principles) which guide collaborative partnerships or credibility towards self-awareness when 

choosing leaders to lead collaborative partnerships and heighten inter-personal relations.  In fact, 

the very essence of emotional intelligence, ‘the ability to manage ourselves and our relationships 

effectively’ also embodies a perspective on the collaborative leader.  

2.3.2 The 21st century leadership construct  

Whilst leadership is an extensively researched field, many studies highlight that there is no concrete 

definition to what constitutes a perfect leader (Kane, 2014; Covey, 2007).  However, in today’s 

times, perhaps the concept of a perfect leader can be seen as ambiguous.  In Wheatley’s The Big 

Learning Event (2014), the author highlights self-awareness as a key construct towards defining a 

leader’s character.   

EI Capabiilties and Competences SSMES 5 Components of EI

Empathy
the ability to understand the emotional 

makeup of other people / skill in treating 

people according to their emotional reactions

Social Skill
proficiency in managing relationships and 

building networks/ an ability to find common 

ground and build rapport

Self- awareness

the ability to recognize and understand your 

moods, emotions, and drives, as well as their 

effect on others

the ability to control or redirect disruptive 

impulses and moods the propensity to 

suspend judgment – to think before acting

Self- regulation

a passion to work for reasons that go beyond 

money or status /a propensity to pursue goals 

with energy and persistence

Motivation

1. Self- awareness-
emotional self- awareness, accurate self-
assessment, self- confidence
2. Self- management-
self control, transparency, adapatability, 
achievement, initiative, optimism 

3. Social Awareness-
empathy, organisational awareness, 
service 

4. Relationship Management-
influence, developing others change 
catalyst, conflict management, teamwork 
and collaboration
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Viljoen (2009) elaborates, by positioning self-awareness as an important attribute to consider during 

the leadership selection processes within the New World of Work.  To elaborate, Wheatley (2014) 

states that an articulate leader who is self-aware understands his or her strengths, but more 

importantly, has internalised his or her weaknesses.  Given this statement, it may be reliable to 

suggest that the concept of a perfect leader does not exist, and with the multitude of leadership 

types, one could posit that the field of leadership is evolutionary and contextually applicable 

(Wheatley, 2014; Da Vinci, 2016; Covey, 2007).  

Whilst the term to lead or leadership dates back to early European languages in the 1300s, it was 

only during the early 1900s that the leadership evolution began formally (Da Vinci, 2016; Kane, 

2014).  The following leadership types depict the evolutionary and contextually applicable leadership 

diaspora; great man - 1900s, trait - 1940, styles - 1950, behavioural - 1964, contingency - 1969, 

primal - 2002, authentic - 2005, transcendent - 2008 and neuro - 2009 (Da Vinci, 2016).  As 

mentioned earlier, values-based leadership (VBL) is another leadership type which aligns with the 

21st century modern organisation (Copeland, 2014).  

Specifically congruent with empathic knowledge worker exploits, diversity on a global stage, and the 

new capital in data (towards intellectual capital growth), the values-based leader is positioned to 

navigate both transformation and flux and humanistic change frames (Kets de Vries, Ramo & Krotov, 

2009; Paajanen, Kantola, Karowowski & Vanharanta, 2013; Copeland, 2014; Da Vinci, 2016).  

However, as the 21st century organisation is nestled within the VUCA leadership challenges, and a 

calling for modern day agility surfaces via Kanter-Moss’s 3-action strategies of synergies, alliances 

and entrepreneurship, inter-personal relations become foremost towards competitiveness and long-

term organisational sustainability.  In this regard and complementary to VBL, Cameron and Green 

(2014) highlight the emergence of connective leadership.  As the world diversifies and boundaries 

become increasingly permeable, the connective leader becomes the catalyst for collaborative 

relations; vertically through all levels of the organisation, and across all three systemic environments 

as highlighted earlier.  Whilst fairly obvious, no links in this regard have been made to collaborative 

leadership.  

However, whilst both VBL and connective leadership types are sub-classifications of the over-arching 

classification of transformational leadership, it is important to note that the modern day leader 

exercises both leadership attributes with regard to the transformational and transactional 

classifications (Bass, 1985 as cited in Covey, 2007; Copeland, 2014; Cameron & Green, 2014).  

Transformational leadership, with deeper affiliations to the human experience, is noted as, ‘when 
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one or more persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another 

to higher levels of motivation and morality’ (Covey, 2007: 7).  Smit, Cronje, Brevis and Vrba (2014) 

state that transformational leadership is characterised by a leader’s ability to effect innovation and 

change and that the emergence of transformational leaders is commonly found during strategic 

change.  Key 21st century organisation attributes include charismatic influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualised attention (Covey, 2007).  

Transactional leadership, with affiliations to structure, business objectives and results, albeit 

individualistic by nature, is noted as; ‘when one person takes the initiative in making contact with 

others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things’ (Covey, 2007: 7).  Here Smit et al. (2014) 

liken transactional leadership to that of managers on the basis that activities include the clarification 

of employee roles, the implementation of appropriate organisational structures, and performance 

management.  Key attributes include contingent reward, management by exception-correction, 

punishment, active monitoring, and limited subordinate direction (Covey, 2007).  

Whilst not empirically proven, the attributes of transformational leadership seemingly align well 

with the constructivist paradigm or emerging future affiliations as part of the New World of Work or 

New Science (Viljoen, 2009; Wheatley, 2014), whereas the attributes of transactional leadership 

specifically, management by exception and corrective action, seemingly adopt reductionist 

constructs.  Neither of these positions negates one from the next; however, both may be deemed 

applicable, albeit dependent on the contextual setting, or as highlighted earlier, the situational 

context in which an organisation finds itself (Kane, 2014).  

Combined with the New World of Work (Viljoen, 2009) or Wheatley’s (2014) The New Science, which 

succinctly emphasise heightened levels of inclusivity across organisational, group and individual 

levels and transactional leadership attributes, transformational leadership is appropriately identified 

as the catalyst for embracing emergence and managing accelerated organisational change (Covey, 

2007).  In addition, Viljoen’s (2009) construct of inclusiveness, or the collective bestowed upon the 

modern transformational leader, is also an imperative and can be seen to solidify the relationship to 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs as presented in Figure 2-12 below. 
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Figure 2-12: Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (Adapted from Covey, 2007) 

Covey (2007) suggests that the transformational leader would reside towards the higher levels of the 

model, in particular, self-esteem and self-actualisation.  This aligns congruently with the earlier 

definition which emphasises higher levels of motivation and morality.  In addition, Da Vinci (2016) 

suggests that the quality of a leader is often determined by the quality of the leader’s followers, 

which in conjunction with Bass’s (1985) statement, positions transformational leadership 

appropriately within the higher levels of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs;  

Transformational leadership- the ability to get followers to transcend their self- interest for 

the greater good of the organisation’ 

In Daniel Goleman’s (2000) article, Leadership that Gets Results, six leadership styles are identified 

with each leadership style impacting organisational settings (leader, individual, group and the 

environment) in a unique and direct manner.  However, the critical outcome of Goleman’s (2000) 

research emphasises that leaders who attain the best results, both from a human experience and 

business objectives’ perspective, do not rely on one leadership style, and instead apply varying styles 

which are contextually appropriate given the situation.  Table 2-8 formulates Goleman’s Six 

Leadership Styles and provides an adapted perspective with regard to transformational and 

transactional biases.  However, whilst the transactional perspective seemingly elicits a level of 

negativity when viewed in relation to modern era leadership practise, it is important to note that the 

contextual basis for applying the style is important.   
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Table 2-8: Goleman’s Six Leadership Styles (Adapted from Goleman, 2000; Da Vinci, 2016: 7) 

Similar to how leadership styles may vary given the situational context at hand, it is also important 

to delineate between the maturing paradigm regarding traditional management perspectives and 

the navigation between management and leadership developmental perspectives.  Kotter (2006: 3) 

states that leadership competency is affiliated with change or transformation - creating a new 

system, whilst management competencies are seen as the mechanism which controls the process of 

change or transformation whilst keeping the current system operating.   

In addition, Manley (2012) posits that leadership and management form a mutual bond, with the 

former steering change towards a vision and the latter controlling the path towards the vision.  

These constructs similarly culminate through Zaleznik’s (2004: 1) construct as per Table 2-9 which 

proposes a traditional management perspective; differentiating managers and leaders in the 

following way. 

Table 2-9: Traditional management perspective - management vs leadership (Zaleznik, 2004: 1) 

Traditional Management Perspective- Management vs Leadership 

Management Leadership 

Execute Strategic Exploits Develop Strategy and guides the path tactically  

Building competence, control, and the appropriate 
balance of power. 

Inspiration, vision, and human passion 

Goleman’s 6 Leadership Styles 

Transformation Transactional 
 Authoritative, 

Visionary 
Affiliative Democratic Coaching Commanding, 

Coercive 
Pacesetting 

Impact on 
Climate 

Most Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative 

When to use 
(contextual) 

Change or 
New Strategic 
Direction 

Heal rifts, break 
silos, under 
stress 

Build buy- in, 
get input from 
employees 

Assist 
employees 
improve 
performance 

Crisis, 
company 
turnarounds, 
problem 
employees 

Quick results 
from willing 
and 
competent 
team 

Style in a 
phrase 

‘Come with 
me’ 

‘People come 
first’ 

‘What do you 
think’ 

‘Try this’ ‘Do what I tell 
you’ 

‘Do as I do 
now’ 

EI 
Competencies 

Self- 
confidence, 
empathy 

Empathy, 
Relationships, 
Communiqué’  

Collaboration Develop 
others, 
empathy, self- 
aware 

Drive to 
achieve, 
Initiative 

Drive, 
initiative, 
Conscien-
tious 

Approach Mobilise 
towards 
vision 

Harmony and 
build bonds 

Consensus 
through 
participation 

Develops 
people for 
future 

Demands 
immediate 
compliance 

High 
performance 
standards 
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Traditional Management Perspective- Management vs Leadership 

Embrace process, seek stability and control, and 
instinctively try to resolve problems quickly- 
sometimes before they fully understand a problem’s 
significance 

Tolerate chaos and lack of structure and are willing to 
delay closure in order to understand the issues more 
fully 

‘The difference between managers and leaders …. lies in the conceptions they hold, deep in 
their psyches, of chaos and order’ (Zaleznik, 2004: 1).  

Zaleznik’s (2004) perspective above, specifically the part of the statement which refers to 

conceptions deep in their psyches, can be likened to Da Vinci’s (2016) behavioural psychology model 

as per Figure 2-10 which defines core values and beliefs as the ‘nucleus’ of the modern era leader.  

Modern era perspectives by Gentry, Deal, Stawiski and Ruderman (2012) posit that contrary to 

popular belief, a leader is made and NOT born.  Instead, the authors explain that the modern leader 

transforms through a journey of experience whilst experiencing a sense of self underpinned by a set 

of core values and beliefs (Gentry et al., 2012).  On this basis, the concept of the managerial leader 

comes to fruition.  Whether viewing traditional management or modern day leadership constructs, it 

may be appropriate to frame the managerial leadership movement as a journey - a movement from 

management through to leadership.  

The constructs discussed as part of this section present varying perspectives on the modern era 

leadership construct.  As the field of leadership is vast and ever-changing, it is important to maintain 

the context in which this research study is formulated.  As a result, the topics discussed create the 

foundation for the following section, a basis for understanding the collaboration phenomenon as a 

modern era construct, and perhaps the most imperative element of collaboration, the collaborative 

leader.  

2.3.3 Collaborative leadership 

According to De Meyer (2011), the context in which leaders or future leaders in the modern era are 

to operate is significantly different from recent decades.  The author states that in general, and even 

with the vast body of knowledge regarding leadership, many leadership variants are incoherent, if 

not contradictory, when operating in the modern era.  In addition, De Meyer (2011) states that there 

are no mechanisms which define how young potential leaders can prepare for a world of chaos and 

ever-increasing competition in the business environment.  However, what seems to surface is that 
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potential leaders within the modern era should work towards becoming effective innovators and 

leaders of change (De Meyer, 2011).  

In relation, Hurley (2011) explains that the context for leadership today and beyond must be based 

on an expansion of skills with a mindset towards succeeding with the ever-increasing pace of 

complexity.  With inferences to the VUCA challenges discussed earlier, the modern era leader must 

be able to broaden their thinking in a global context, inspire vision across cultural borders, and 

heighten their decision-making competency amidst complexity and uncertainty (Hurley, 2011).  The 

context for these decision-making competencies is based on the mindset change that leaders in 

today’s times could essentially lead teams across borders and develop dynamic networks with the 

aim of enhancing an organisation’s ability compete around the world (Hurley, 2011).   

2.3.3.1 Defining collaborative leadership 

De Meyer (2011) expresses the notion of leadership as the ability to get things done through people 

in a coercive manner as opposed to a co-active manner.  Here the researcher sees this coercive 

ability as a creative process which allows individuals to constantly reframe issues in order to find the 

ultimate resolution (De Meyer, 2011).  Even so, De Meyer (2011) highlights that in the current global 

climate more is required than mere coerciveness, and he continues to position collaborative 

leadership as the foremost mechanism based on listening, influencing, and adapting, given the level 

of change experienced in the modern era.  With links to De Meyer’s (2011) aforementioned creative 

processes, Hurley (2011) presents collaborative leadership as a process of engaging collective 

intelligence towards business results across organisational boundaries when the usual mechanisms 

of control are not present. 

‘Increasingly, this calls for collaborative leadership and the creation of collaborative 

cultures that can harness the knowledge and expertise of all stakeholders to innovate, 

partner effectively, compete, and win. (Hurley, 2011: 3)’  

Elaborating on De Meyer’s (2011) earlier posit and Hurley’s (2011) statement above, collaborative 

leadership is based on the premise that by eliciting a togetherness we can all be more intelligent, 

increase creativity, and extend our individual capabilities when dealing with the unique, complex, 

and multi-faceted issues facing organisations today (Hurley, 2011).  Here the collaborative leader is 

noted as the influencer, changing the paradigm from control and command to influencing, with the 

aim of improving people integration and creating team focus, thereby establishing a high-
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performance culture and sustainable results (Hurley, 2011).  Detailed as part of Figure 2-4, the 

collaborative leader seeks to create an inspiring and enabling environment based on social norms 

and shared purpose in which participants are able to contribute wholly and openly towards 

achieving collective outcomes (Roberts et al., 2016; Hurley, 2011).  

2.3.3.2 Collaborative leadership context and practical mindset shift 

The context for collaborative leadership is founded via the context for collaboration, as highlighted 

throughout this research paper.  With situational forces such as globalisation and the ICT revolution, 

the challenge for modern era organisations lies in transforming their business structures in such a 

way so as to better align strategies, improve operational coordination, and leverage synergies across 

complex functions (Hurley, 2011).  In the light of this, trends show a higher adoption rate in 

organisations of flatter, matrix, and cross-functional oriented business structures.  This movement is 

an important phenomenon as the expectation for the collaborative leader rests in their ability to 

lead employees over whom they have no control or line-management authority (Hurley, 2011).  This 

position is critical in regards to the context of this research paper.  

With this context, the collaborative leader’s ability must extend towards engaging employees on all 

levels and drawing diverse perspectives from team settings whilst improving agility, efficiencies, and 

innovation against customer needs and business results (De Meyer, 2011).  Hurley (2011) explains 

that modern era business models are based on the success of partnerships, strategic and tactical 

alliances, and complex supply eco-systems - these increasingly materialise through collaborative 

efforts guided by the collaborative leader.  

Table 2-10: The collaborative leader operating system (Adapted from Hurley, 2011: 7) 

 

Ego System Eco System

"It's About ME" "It's About US"

Top-down control Influence

Command Conversation

Independent silos Aligned agility

Territoriality Partnership

Power struggles Mutual empowerment

Self-interest Mutual support

Withholding information Joint knowledge development

Blaming Mutual accountability
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Table 2-10 summarises the concepts and constructs discussed in this section, but also represents a 

mindset shift for the modern era leader; not only within the collaboration context but in general 

when viewed in a global business context.  By now it is evident that many of the eco system mindset 

change elements contained in Table 2-10 have been discussed in some form or context as part of 

this paper.  However, the element of conversation, whilst housed under effective communication as 

per Hurley (2011), has not been covered in great detail within the context of the collaborative 

leader.  This is an important collaborative leader mechanism and assumes the role for learning, co-

creation, and collective accomplishments (Hurley, 2011).  Hurley (2011) frames the collaborative 

leadership’s conversation competency on the basis that this creates a safe space for open and 

honest discussions and assists in framing questions and problem statements for collective 

participation, thereby ensuring that the team benefits from the diverse perspectives of all parties. 

Within this context, conversations or dialogue, according to De Meyer (2011: 38), set the stage for 

enacting other important collaborative leadership competencies as mentioned earlier; listening, 

influencing and adapting.  Listening for the collaborative leader means to understand one’s peers 

deeply, listening out for signals, and mastering the ability to act sharply to their needs (De Meyer, 

2011).  Listening also means to understand one’s own inherent signals too, thereby creating a link 

between self-management and the management of others before influencing or acting (De Meyer, 

2011; Da Vinci, 2016).   

Influence has been become an important leadership competency over more recent times.  This is 

partly due to the transformative state of modern era organisational structures, such as shifts from 

traditional hierarchical structures to more flatter, matrix-oriented structures (Hurley, 2011).  De 

Meyer (2011) extends this perspective by stating that the complexity of social networks, as a result 

of flatter organisational structures, means that the sphere of leadership influence must be 

strengthened.  Here the sphere of influence assumes both vertical and horizontal dimensions in an 

organisational structure, and includes a multitude of knowledge workers, each with their own 

specialist insight and experience (De Meyer, 2011).  As a result, influence is notably a core 

competency of the collaborative leader, albeit vastly challenging.  

Adapting as the final competency is perhaps more obvious, given the context of this research paper 

and the emphasis on global change.  With phenomenon such the VUCA challenges and situational 

forces such as globalisation, amidst others, adapting becomes a critical competency due to the 

increase in the dispersion of knowledge sources and new-to-market innovations (De Meyer, 2011).  

As a result, changes in the business environment have become less-predictable (De Meyer, 2011).  
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This means that in order for collaborative leaders to be successful, they have to adopt an agile and 

flexible mindset to rapidly act in ever-changing circumstances (De Meyer, 2011).  In addition, the 

notion of rapidly acting in such volatile environments also requires a strong systemic sense when it 

comes to new risks and the unintended consequences of collaborative decision-making (Hurley, 

2011).   

2.3.3.3 Exploring values and self-management dimensions of the collaborative leader 

It is poignant to conclude the final section on what could be seen as the most important facets of 

leadership in general.  During the earlier sections of leadership, this paper identified that a 

leadership journey forms within the individual via a set of deeply-rooted beliefs and values, and 

continued to review other important inward elements such as the ability to manage ourselves and of 

our relationships effectively (Wheatley & Frieze, 2011; Goleman, 2000: 80).  In addition, the 21st 

century perspective on leadership uncovered modern era leadership types such as values-based 

leadership and connective leadership.  What is clear from both the aforementioned perspectives and 

the collaborative leader is that to lead in the modern era, the journey starts from the inside out 

(Hurley, 2011). 

For this section, self-management dimensions and the encompassing value system of the 

collaborative leader are represented at an individual, team, and organisational level.  However, due 

to views expressed on situational forces such as the fragmented value chain in the modern era, it is 

important to also provide a perspective on self-management dimensions on a network level (Hurley, 

2011).  

Whilst collaborative leadership is concerned less about the individual ‘command and control’ or 

power tendencies, and is concerned more with joint achievement through inter-personal processes, 

it is still important for leaders to manage themselves in order to collaborate effectively and stimulate 

a culture of cooperation (Hurley, 2011).  Hurley (2011) posits that the collaborative leader is 

authentic, and because authenticity is governed from the inside out, it is important that their values, 

purpose, and vision are clear.  This in turn allows the collaborative leader to steer open and 

authentic participation (Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011).  

Other values and self-management virtues of the collaborative leader refer to confidence and 

humility.  Here leaders recognise with confidence and humility that they do not have all the answers 

and that the answers lie with the expertise of others (Hurley, 2011).  The self-esteem dimensions 
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affiliated to ‘Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs’ require self-management in that being secure in oneself 

without needing external validation allows the collaborative leader to establish an environment for 

others which supports collective outcomes and recognition (Covey, 2007; Hurley, 2011).  

Authenticity from within flows into openness and high levels of engagement in team settings, and it 

replaces former top-down control inferences with empowerment and mutuality (Hurley, 2011).  The 

emphasis here is on trust, with the aim of creating a safe space for team members to take risks 

against a backdrop of purpose and the human need for meaningful achievement (Hurley, 2011).  In 

team settings the collaborative leader identifies relationships as core on the basis that the quality of 

relationships is directed towards achievement (Hurley, 2011).  This construct is particularly 

important as it places emotional and social intelligence at the forefront of the collaborative leader’s 

repertoire of skills (Hurley, 2011).   

It is also important to note that the emotional and social intelligence position above does not 

replace technical intelligence; instead it strengthens the total intelligence of leaders.  Hurley (2011: 

10) uses the analogy of ‘a strong family feeling’ when referring to the team setting that the 

collaborative leader should seek to cultivate, stating that members of the team can call on others for 

help without judgement or embarrassment.  This perspective on relationships promotes the social 

norm of mutual respect.  

For the collaborative leader, creating an enabling environment for effective collaboration at an 

organisational level is based on the simple value that ‘it’s about us’ rather than ‘me’ as shown in 

Table 2-10 above.  Seemingly, at an organisational level, Hurley (2011) and De Meyer (2011) lean on 

antecedents such as shared purpose to assist mindset changes towards alleviating silo- and power-

related behavioural norms.  The aim, as mentioned multiple times during this paper, is to encourage 

employee contributions for the common good in achieving business results.  Whilst organisational 

goals supplant individualistic tendencies, employee recognition and joint rewards remain crucial in 

order to nurture and sustain collaborative efforts (Roberts et al., 2016).  

According to Hurley (2011), collaborative leadership, at an organisational level, focuses on leading 

laterally as the most complex relational dynamic of the construct.  In this regard, the complexity of 

leading laterally lies greatly in power dynamics, which notably take many forms, specifically when 

leading on a peer-to-peer basis or with employees who are on the same structural level as that of 

the collaborative leader (Hurley, 2011).  Here the collaborative leader sees conflict as a potential 

mechanism for breakthrough; however, this is only effective on the basis that peers or lateral 
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leaders are given equal opportunity for open and respectful debate, hence providing a sound 

platform for eliciting collective intelligence and increasing collaborative capacity (Hurley, 2011).  

Developing and utilising networks within the context of collaboration, and therefore the 

collaborative leader, is an important skill given modern era organisational theory.  The natural 

disposition of the collaborative leader, and to some extent the connective leader, is to establish 

relationships beyond their own organisational boundaries into other parts of the business and other 

organisations (Cameron & Green, 2014; Hurley, 2011).  This allows for leveraging these connections 

to fulfil specific requirements under the auspices of a partnership in a manner which is reciprocal 

and amicable (Hurley, 2011).  The ability for the collaborative leader to network and leverage these 

networks towards business results is notably an ever-increasing requirement, especially when 

viewed in relation to situational forces such as dispersal through innovation and fragmented 

business value chains (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011).   

In concluding, early leadership theory, which highlights that there is no single leadership style for all 

situations, remains true (Goleman, 2000).  In this regard it may be safe to say that for businesses to 

grow, both ‘control and command’ and collaborative leadership are necessary given the context of 

the organisation they serve.  However, as part of the modern era organisation construct, developing 

leaders with the competency to lead collaboratively is becoming an imperative as businesses seek 

the collective intelligence of all employees to compete, win, and sustain their existence.   

2.4 Customer-centricity 

This section of the literature review explores customer-centricity as the final topic in relation to the 

context of this research study.  It compromises three sub-sections; a short introduction which refers 

to earlier evidence of the emerging construct and the proceeding definition in more recent times, 

the shift to customer-centricity amidst changing consumer dynamics, and customer-centricity as a 

paradigm shift within the insurance industry. 

2.4.1 The earlier emergence of customer-centricity and its definition in the modern era 

According to Blackwell, Miniard and Engel (2006), the evolution of customer-centric practise dates 

back to approximately two years after World War II.  The aftermath of war saw mass shortages as 

the world underwent a state of recession, and desperate consumers would simply buy anything that 

an organisation produced (Blackwell et al., 2006).  By the late 1950s in the United States and 



44 

Canada, and by the 1970s in Western Europe, the advent of marketing would see the end of the 

consumer depression, and soon thereafter production began to outweigh demand (Blackwell et al., 

2006).  On this basis, coupled with a growth in marketing efforts, the need for understanding 

consumer behaviour, including its economic value at the time, meant that it too would grow into a 

scientific discipline of its own and an ally to marketing practises (Blackwell et al., 2006). 

In positioning customer-centricity against this enigmatic marketing orientation, Blackwell et al. 

(2006: 20) states that, 

‘Whereas a marketing orientation focuses on how an organisation adapts to the consumer, 

customer- centricity extends this focus to how all organisations in a demand chain adapt to 

changing consumer lifestyles and behaviours.’ 

Whilst many of the leading global consultancies such as Ernst & Young, KPMG and Deloitte have all 

presented a fairly consistent definition of customer-centricity when these definitions are compared, 

a red thread seems apparent and simple; customer-centricity is an understanding of what it is that a 

customer values (Hollander et al., 2013; Sandquist et al., 2014; Hughes et al., 2014).  However, while 

simple in definition, Wallace, Burns, Smith and Fritzson (2010) highlight that the difficulty of the 

construct lies with the depth of organisational transformation required and the effective execution 

of customer-centric strategies.  

2.4.2 The shift to customer-centricity 

‘Today’s customers are better informed, better connected and more demanding than ever 

before (Hernandez & Clamp, 2017: 4)’  

In the modern era, the shift to customer-centric strategies and organisational transformation is seen 

as a must, rather than a choice.  In many ways, the context for collaboration, as highlighted earlier in 

this research paper, provides some answers as to why this shift to customer-centricity is critical 

amidst global forces such as the ICT revolution and the increasing demand of consumers and society 

on organisations.  

In 2016 the annual KPMG Global CEO Survey shows that 88% of CEOs are concerned about customer 

retention and have identified that core to their business is the customer agenda (Hernandez & 

Clamp, 2017).  The survey also highlights that 53% of CEOs are not content with the state of their 
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business models citing, ‘non-disruptive’ as the main cause for their dissatisfaction (Hernandez & 

Clamp, 2017).  In this regard, the survey draws an important link to the aforementioned context for 

collaboration, showing that in the modern era, successful organisations recognise the imperatives of 

a customer-centric, digitally transformed business (Hernandez & Clamp, 2017).   

Within this context, and with the increasing network of social media platforms and unmatched 

access to information sources such as peer-to-peer solutions and service reviews, the power lies with 

consumers; consequently creating more informed and demanding customers (Hollander et al., 2013; 

Hernandez & Clamp, 2017).  According to an article by Ernst & Young, The Journey toward Greater 

Customer-centricity, the following consumer trends are current for businesses to consider (Hollander 

et al., 2013: 3):  

• More demanding - heightened expectations regarding convenient, flexible, and tailored offerings 

as the norm. 

• More diverse - for example, the exponential growth of woman in the employee base of 

organisations across the world. 

• More hedonistic - ‘it is all about me’. 

• More sophisticated - the emergence of a stronger middle-class that requires more financial 

services.  

Consumers expect value to be clearly visible, and pricing to be balanced with that of tailored 

solutions and services, in accordance to their individual needs (Hollander et al., 2013; Hernandez & 

Clamp, 2017).  According to Hollander et al. (2013), this perspective heightens the propensity for 

buying as a clearly visible business intent, and elicits trust between the consumer and the business.  

Armed with choice, and once their choice is made, the customer will establish and sustain their 

relationship with a business on the basis that the products and services meet their expectations 

(Hollander et al., 2013).  Furthermore, customer choice is extended, whereby he or she is able to 

interact with a business via their channel of choice (Hollander et al., 2013).  

Encompassing this customer frame, Hernandez and Clamp (2017) emphasise customer experience as 

the primary competitive mechanism of the future.  These authors’ analysis shows that for customer-

centric organisations and organisations in general, the customer experience will become the most 

critical competitive measure in the next five years.  With these perspectives in mind, it is perhaps fair 



46 

to state that organisations who invest in customer experience have a higher propensity for 

competitiveness and longer-term sustainability within the modern era of heightened customer 

expectations and demands.   

To conclude this section, it is also important to manage expectations from a financial or ‘bottom line’ 

perspective.  In this regard, Hernandez and Clamp (2017) minimise less optimistic views on 

customer-centric strategies with empirical evidence detailing some of the challenges that a 

customer-centric approach can overcome, even amidst heightened technological advancements and 

change.  Their research shows the following outcomes as a result of customer-centric 

transformation; sustaining business relevance into the future, resilience against new entrants into 

the market, competitive pricing and profitable growth, and flexibility in volatile markets (Hernandez 

& Clamp, 2017).  

2.4.3 Customer-centricity as a paradigm shift within the insurance industry 

This section is particularly important as it presents the paradigm changes which have encompassed 

the insurance sector for the past decade and a half, and it also creates an imperative link with 

regards to the context of this research study.  As collaboration is seen as the modern era mechanism 

to alleviate some of the strain experienced by the external forces highlighted earlier, the construct 

also heightens the propensity to improve customer-centric virtues amidst high consumer and 

societal demands against a digital transformation backdrop.  

2.4.3.1 The customer-centric context within the insurance industry 

With the extent of technological advances, growth in communication channels, and the magnitude 

of data and information created and available, global CEOs non-executive directors, and even 

national regulators, highlight the criticality of insurers’ understanding of how consumers view the 

world and subsequently how their buying decisions are made (Hollander et al., 2013).  According to 

Hollander et al. (2013), insurance organisations that are able to respond promptly to what 

consumers want, have the highest likelihood of success.  This perspective is based on the foundation 

that insurance organisations have a defined understanding of consumer needs and behaviours, 

thereby steering profitable growth strategies and improving investor confidence in a time of much 

volatility (Hollander et al., 2013).   
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Sandquist et al. (2014) extend this position by highlighting that insurers should not only know the 

stated and implicit needs and preferences of consumers, but should also create the ability for real-

time interactions across multiple channels as and when required.  

The paradigm shift for insurance organisations to consider, amidst heightened consumer-driven 

demand, is based on some of the global consumer behaviour movements as shown in Figure 2-13 

below.  Within this context, Sandquist et al. (2014) posit that insurance organisations are 

experiencing a shift in the customers they are serving.  The slow and steady displacement of the 

traditional insurance customer for the digitally accustomed, omni-channel, 24/7 customer is 

inevitable.  In addition, organisations are faced with dealing with different types of customers which 

could on many occasions be the same person with varying contexts, depending on their life journey, 

or as highlighted earlier, a change in a customer’s lifestyle or behaviour (Sandquist et al., 2014; 

Blackwell et al., 2006).   
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Figure 2-13: Insurance organisation paradigm shift, based on consumer behavioural movements 
(Adapted from Sanquist et al., 2013) 
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complexity in out-dated systems, the perception of being distant from customers, a product-driven 

silo culture, and third-party or intermediated dependencies (Sandquist et al., 2014).  Sandquist et al. 

(2014) note these insurers as old fashioned, stating that whilst only 7% of insurance services are 

provided via digital channels, customer expectations are 7-10 times higher, depending on the type of 

service they require. 

2.4.3.2 The path to a customer-centric insurance organisation 

Whilst the discussions above presents a tall order for insurance organisations, Sandquist et al. (2014) 

states that there is great opportunity for the first mover who adjusts their strategy and operating 

model to account for the new insurance customer agenda.  This new customer strategy and 

operating model transformation proposes insurers develop and deliver new tailored propositions 

and seamless experiences, irrespective of traditional or more digitally-enabled channels of choice 

(Sandquist et al., 2014).  

According to Hollander et al. (2013), customer-centric operating models are a reflection of how well 

an organisation understands its customers, what it is that their customers value, and the 

contribution that each customer makes in regard to the bottom line of the organisation.  The 

customer-led strategy, embedded as part of the customer-centric operating model, practically seeks 

to design and operationalise business processes which reflect varying customer segment needs 

(Hollander et al., 2013).  This is vital as well formulated customer-driven processes aim to provide 

seamless and positive outcomes across every interaction point during a customer’s life journey, and 

also include the ability for insurers to maintain genuine engagement with customers along the way 

(Hollander et al., 2013).  

Often underestimated however, a notable and critical foundational element is a customer-centric 

culture.  Many researchers highlight the importance of nurturing a culture which places the 

customer at the forefront of decision-making processes (Hollander et al., 2013; Sandquist et al., 

2014; Hernandez & Clamp, 2017).  This position also resonates with Wallace et al. (2010) as 

highlighted earlier, but it is perhaps important to reiterate that a mindset change towards enabling 

cultural reform and propagating customer-centric virtues is required. 

By establishing a customer-centric operating model, and by positioning the customer agenda as part 

of an organisation’s cultural DNA, the journey towards leading customer-oriented virtues and 

outcomes can commence.  Hollander et al. (2013) define seven key elements of the operating model 
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to measure through varying stages of maturity; brand and market positioning, customer 

segmentation, distributor management, customer value propositions, service, customer lifetime 

value management, and culture (Hollander et al., 2013: 9).  Each of these elements is measured 

through five stages, which are important given the context of this research study; undeveloped, 

emerging, developing, advancing and leading (Hollander et al., 2013).  According to Hollander et al. 

(2013), this approach provides insurers with a better understanding regarding the maturity of key 

capabilities and processes as the journey to leading a customer-centric practise unfolds.  In addition, 

referencing maturity indices frequently give insurers the ability to invest accordingly and adjust 

budgets prudently through each phase as strategic and tactical demands alter (Hollander et al., 

2013; Sandquist et al., 2014; Hernandez & Clamp, 2017). 

2.4.3.3 Inhibitors to customer-centric transformation in the insurance sector 

The literature provides a good understanding and awareness with regards to the inhibitors of 

customer-centric reform experienced, either through technological or operational shortcomings in 

insurance organisations.  This is important, especially during the early adoption stages of customer-

centric strategies and tactics, as it provides a perspective on some of the more common inhibitors to 

overcome as insurance organisations navigate the varying stages of maturity.  

Accordingly to Hollander et al. (2013), the common barriers relate to the traditional insurance 

organisational silos which inhibit the ability for customer data sharing across varying business 

boundaries or functions.  Furthermore, these authors explain that this is compounded by historical 

segmentation based on distribution channels relating to inter-mediation, rather than the purist 

perspectives of customer segmentation.  Here customer engagement is controlled by the 

intermediary or financial adviser, with the insurance organisation or financial service provider acting 

as a mere facilitator of administration activity. 

Other common inhibitors relate to the technology constraints; in particular, legacy systems and 

processes which are ineffective due to the fragmented quality of end-customer data, hence creating 

the inability of insurance organisations to manage end-to-end customer relationships effectively 

(Hollander et al., 2013).  This perspective presents a challenge against the premise of a seamless 

customer experience as a core customer-centric virtue.  

Interestingly, Hollander et al. (2013) state that customer-centric reform is often coupled with 

extensive investment, based on traditional biases which focus on new business and market share 
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instead of insurers seeking to improve current value derived from their in-force customer book.  

Based on this position, and the extensive upfront costs, many insurers find it challenging to move 

past the early planning stages of customer-centric reform, thus placing immense strain on the 

business (Hollander et al., 2013).  In this regard, it is important for insurers to adopt a longer-term 

stance, utilising customer-centricity to reduce costs whilst navigating each of the aforementioned 

elements to an improved state of maturity.  

The final common inhibitor relates to leadership and their accountability and commitment toward 

steering the customer-centric reform.  The context for leadership in this regard is to alleviate silo 

mentality barriers, promote the customer agenda, and define customer-centric objectives and 

metrics (Hollander et al., 2013; Sandquist, et al., 2014).  The aim here is for metrics to be cascaded 

and aligned beyond organisational boundaries in order to promote performance aligned with a 

customer focus and behaviour, whilst creating a harmonious culture across the newly formed 

operating model (Hollander et al., 2013; Sandquist et al., 2014). 

2.5 Conclusion 

This literature review represented all the key topics which are aligned with the research objectives 

of this paper.  The first section reviewed collaboration as an emergent construct, from early 

inception into the more applicable modern era phenomenon, and covered all the relevant topics 

within the context of this study, including a collaborative culture.  

The second section reviewed the leadership construct and later discussed collaborative leadership, 

forming a holistic leadership frame given the context of this study.  Customer-centricity was 

discussed as the final section of this literature review, broadly as a global phenomenon and later as 

applicable to the insurance sector.  
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

According to Leedy and Ormrod (2015), research is referred to as the process of collecting, analysing 

and interpreting data with the aim of understanding a phenomenon.  Research methodologies are 

designed to investigate explicit questions and attempt to challenge the traditional belief of absolute 

truth (Williams, 2007: 65).  From a formal research perspective, the intent to understand a 

phenomenon, and later communicate these findings to a greater scientific community, is 

characterised by three common types of methodologies which determine a specified research 

design plan; quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods (Creswell, 2014; Leedy & Ormrod, 2015).  

Chapter 3 abides by a systematic research approach by detailing the chosen research methodology 

which includes the research design, target population and sample size, the instruments used to 

collect data, the data analysis, and the interpretation thereof.  Issues pertaining to the validity and 

reliability of the research are also accounted for in this chapter, including all ethical considerations. 

3.2 Research aim 

As stated in Chapter 1, this research paper aimed to evaluate the leadership collaboration landscape 

within Metropolitan Retail, an emerging customer-centric insurance organisation.  This was 

conducted by exploring how leadership collaboration and the purpose of leadership collaboration is 

understood in the organisation by identifying enhancing and inhibiting factors of leadership 

collaboration and investigating cultural mechanisms which facilitate leadership collaboration.  Lastly, 

the link between leadership collaboration and customer-centricity was also investigated.  This was 

conducted via a defined range of research objectives and applicable questions.  The objectives of 

this research are detailed below:  

i. Understanding leadership collaboration; 

ii. Understanding the purpose of leadership collaboration; 

iii. Identifying Inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration;  

iv. Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership collaboration;  
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v. Investigating the importance of leadership collaboration in regards to customer-centricity.    

3.3 Research questions 

i. How is collaboration understood within Metropolitan Retail as an emerging customer-centric 

organisation?  

ii. What is the purpose of collaboration within Metropolitan Retail as an emerging customer-

centric organisation?  

iii. What are the inhibiting and enhancing factors of collaboration within Metropolitan Retail? 

iv. What are the current cultural mechanisms for collaboration within Metropolitan Retail from 

a structural and process perspective?  

v. Why is leadership collaboration important in regards to customer-centricity?  

3.4 Research design 

As inferred earlier, the research design represented in this section adopts a research question-based 

approach towards addressing the research problem (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015).  The framework 

detailed in the next two sections indicates the methods and systematic procedures that were 

utilised for collecting and analysing the research data (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015).  It is important to 

understand the different research methods, as this determined the aforementioned procedures for 

collecting and analysing the research data.  This understanding allowed the researcher an 

opportunity to select the most suitable research method, based on the type of research conducted.  

3.4.1 Differentiating between quantitative and qualitative research methods 

Over the years many debates and arguments have been conducted regarding the appropriateness of 

quantitative and qualitative methods when conducting research.  Whilst both are incompatible in 

their methods of data collection and analysis, key words such as ‘explaining phenomenon’ are used 

to describe each method, irrespective of the chosen approach (Daniel, 2016).  In this regard, it is 

perhaps important to note that as both quantitative and qualitative methods are based on varying 

theories and assumptions, each of these methods could be more advantageous than the next 

depending on the characteristics of the research being conducted (Daniel, 2016).   

Many researchers see quantitative research as a method for testing objective theories by means of 

analysing the relationship between variables (Creswell, 2014; Leedy & Ormrod, 2015; Daniel, 2016).  
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Here the phenomenon is explained by using numerical data, which are analysed via statistical 

methods (Creswell, 2014).  According to Daniel (2016), the advantages of quantitative research are 

broadly seen in the following ways:  The use of statistical data as a tool allows the researcher to 

focus on the results of the research, thereby optimising time and effort - this is often conducted via 

statistical software packages.  Another advantage due to the nature of hypothesis testing in 

quantitative research, including the defined guidelines and goals, is that the study can be replicated 

at another time and will still provide the same result (Daniel, 2016).  The last general advantage is 

that quantitative research data gathering removes the researcher from the process, meaning that 

researcher bias from data collection and data analysis perspectives will be significantly reduced as 

the researcher is not in direct contact with the participants of the research (Daniel, 2016).  This also 

improves data integrity dimensions as the anonymity of the participants is guaranteed (Daniel, 

2016).  

Whilst the data gathering process removes the researcher from the process and thereby improves 

researcher bias, Daniel (2016) also highlights that this may be seen as a disadvantage.  The 

disadvantage here is seen from the perspective that the researcher is not able to either get an in-

depth analysis of a phenomenon given its natural setting, nor will he or she be able to appreciate the 

context of the group or individuals on which the study is being conducted (Daniel, 2016).  Another 

disadvantage of quantitative research is based on the linearity and the non-flexible structure and 

characteristics of the method (Daniel, 2016).  In this regard two disadvantages emerge; the first is 

that participants do not have the ability to contribute to a study as the researcher is governed by the 

stringent order of the method, and secondly, due to the predetermined hypothesis-based approach, 

there is no room for creative and critical thinking (Daniel, 2016).   

According to Creswell (2014), quantitative research lends itself to deductive reasoning, whereby 

theoretical literature is used deductively to improve the hypothesis or research questions.  Leedy 

and Ormrod (2015: 18) state that deductive reasoning is based on a premise or premises, and that 

this premise or premises is initially viewed to be true.  Deductive reasoning proceeds logically to 

‘break-down’ that if these premises are true, then the hypothesis must also be true. 

Figure 3-1 below uses the metaphor ‘break-down’ to illustrate how theory forms the framework to 

deductively test the hypothesis or research questions of a study (Creswell, 2014).  Through this the 

researcher is able to define the variables or constructs, choose the instrument for observation, 

collect the data for statistical scoring, and hence prove the theory (Creswell, 2014).  In some ways, 
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understanding the deductive bias of quantitative research sheds more light on the advantages and 

disadvantages of quantitative research.   

For example, replication as an advantage becomes simpler with a firm understanding of the 

supporting theory or linearity, and a non-flexible structure is a disadvantage, including the reliance 

of the theory-based framework not allowing creative or critical thinking beyond the theory or results 

of the study.  In addition, Leedy and Ormrod (2015) also highlight another disadvantage to deductive 

reasoning in that it is often difficult to separate logic from everyday experience.  This too was 

alluded to in the earlier discussion regarding disadvantages. 

 

Figure 3-1: The approach to deductive reasoning in quantitative research (Creswell, 2014) 
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underpinned by individuals or groups who represent a social or human problem (Williams, 2007; 
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approach towards describing, explaining, and interpreting data, which allows for the development of 

new theories (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015; Williams, 2007).  From a process perspective, qualitative 

research includes questions and procedures of an emergent nature; data are usually collected in the 

participant’s setting, and there is an inductive build-up of detail in data to general themes via data 

analysis and interpretation (Williams, 2007). 
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Williams (2007) notes that one of the advantages of qualitative research is the method of data 

collection and the premise that data are collected from participants in their natural settings.  The 

instruments observation, open-ended questions, in-depth interviews, and field notes are highlighted 

as vital towards providing enriched sources of data towards understanding behaviour and deepening 

experiences.  Simply stated, qualitative research provides a great deal of data about people and 

situations in real life (Leedy & Ormrod, 2015).  

The ‘bottom-up’ or ‘investigate’ use of words by researchers lends qualitative research to originality 

(Williams, 2007).  According to Williams (2007), and unlike quantitative research, qualitative 

research is based on the premise that theory emerges from data, and therefore researchers have the 

ability to construct or reconstruct theories where applicable.  Lastly, qualitative research seeks to 

understand human behaviours and thoughts within a social context, and as a result a wide range of 

phenomena is understood in order to decipher behaviour and thought patterns properly (Williams, 

2007).  This advantage is also heightened by the close proximity of the researcher to the 

participants, thus allowing the participants to contribute and form the research (Williams, 2007).  

As the ability to replicate is seen as a strength of quantitative research, the constructivist approach 

in qualitative research is seen as a disadvantage.  Because qualitative research is based on feelings 

and personal attributes, the belief is that the data are unreliable and inconsistent when compared 

with quantifiable numerical results (Williams, 2007).  Furthermore, subjectivity in qualitative 

research also receives criticism based on the ontological and epistemological positions of 

researchers; how they understand and how they negotiate the situation (Williams, 2007).  Here the 

researcher is seen to impose their meaning and understanding to the given situation (Williams, 

2007).  Lastly, because qualitative research does not use numbers, it becomes difficult to streamline 

observations and findings.  This consumes time as the social nature of this type of research requires 

the exploration of many phenomena to derive explanations and conclusions on a subject (Williams, 

2007).  

According to Creswell (2014), researchers who adopt a qualitative approach appreciate an inductive 

style of reasoning.  The nature of ‘building-up’ and developing theory is based on observation, rather 

than deductive reasoning which starts with an established truth, as detailed earlier (Leedy & 

Ormrod, 2015).  Here the researcher collects detailed data from participants and organises the data 

into themes whereby analysis results in patterns and theories (Creswell, 2014).  These patterns and 

theories are then compared with existing experiences and theories which relate to the subject 

matter (Creswell, 2014).  According to Leedy and Ormrod (2015), these patterns and emergent 
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theories, based on a specific sample, allow qualitative researchers to reach conclusions about a 

larger population from which the sample was extracted.   

Figure 3-2 below uses the metaphor ‘build-up’ to illustrate how theory is formed inductively through 

emergent themes in comparison with existing experiences and theories (Creswell, 2014).  At a 

glance, what is also evident is the intrinsic and immersive stance which the researcher takes when 

performing qualitative research. 

 

Figure 3-2: The approach to inductive reasoning in qualitative research (Creswell, 2014) 

In concluding this section, it is perhaps important to maintain a holistic approach when attempting 

to understand research methods.  Whilst quantitative and qualitative research methods are the 

most common, the mixed method, whilst less common, is worth noting.  Mixed method research is 

based on the assumption that by combining both quantitative and qualitative forms of research, a 

more holistic resolve of the research problem can be attained (Creswell, 2014).  Here both types of 

data collection approaches are integrated, using specific frameworks to derive a conclusion on the 

matter (Creswell, 2014).  
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3.5 The chosen research design 

The exploratory and interpretive nature of this study, including varying leadership narratives, 

motivated the use of an inductive, and therefore qualitative, research approach (Creswell, 2014).  

Deriving meaning within this social context, including individual perspectives and behaviours, meant 

that the researcher adopted thematic content analysis for the purposes of collecting detailed 

information (Williams, 2007).  According to Walker (1985), the depth of information collected via the 

qualitative methodology is important as it influences decision-making processes and therefore 

assists those who are in decision-making positions.  This is an important posit, as this research study 

focuses on leadership within the Metropolitan Retail social context.  

The aim of the researcher in selecting this method of research, including its inductive character, is to 

explore and directly engage with participating leaders within Metropolitan Retail to intrinsically 

understand their feelings and experiences with regards to collaboration.  For this, standardised 

open-ended interviews were conducted which allowed participants to express their perspectives 

openly in regard to leadership collaboration, its purpose, factors which enhance and inhibit 

leadership collaboration, culture, and the importance between collaboration and customer-

centricity.  

3.5.1 Target population 

The target population constitutes individuals or participants at which the research questions are 

aimed, and allows the researcher to infer specific information regarding the analysed data to these 

individuals or participants (Lavrakas, 2008).  Therefore the target population defines these 

individuals or participants whereby the outcomes of the research may be generalised (Lavrakas, 

2008).  

The target population for this research study included all Metropolitan Retail leaders, specifically 

executive members and their direct reporting line-management.  As part of the MMI Limited Group, 

both the Metropolitan Retail executive members and direct reporting line-management are legible 

parties for the MMI Leadership Summit, which is an important criterion for the verification of the 

target population and the context of this research study as detailed earlier.  In line with the 

convenient sampling method, all leaders, as per the organisational structure in Figure 3-3, were 

invited to partake in the research study.  All interviews were conducted at the Metropolitan Retail 

head office in Bellville, Cape Town.  
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Figure 3-3: Metropolitan Retail organisational structure illustrating the research population 
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3.5.2 Sampling method 

Before determining a method of sampling, it is important to understand the meaning of the term 

‘sampling’ in research.  Sampling refers to taking a subset from the target population within the 

context of the research study, and this is utilised to make inferences about the population through 

generalisation and in relation to existing theory (Taherdoost, 2016).  In principle, the sample and 

context of the research will determine the type of sampling method which is most suitable 

(Taherdoost, 2016).  

For the context of this research study and its focus on the leadership narrative, the researcher used 

a non-probability convenient sampling method.  The choice of the convenient sampling method was 

based on practicality, accessibility of participants, their geographic location, and the timeframe 

available for participants to engage in the research (Etikan, Abubakar & Alkassim, 2016).  Whilst a 

randomised selection was considered, the nature of the participants, their seniority, and level of 

accountability meant that availability and accessibility would have been compromised (Etikan et al., 

2016). 

3.5.3 Sampling size 

From the research population of 47 depicted in Figure 3-3, a sample was selected via a convenient 

sampling method.  For this research study, all 47 potential partakers where invited electronically via 

email and requested to stipulate a time and place of their convenience, as detailed in Appendix A.  

From these invites, 17 participants responded to voluntarily partake in the research study at a time 

and place on their request and convenience.   

As a result of these responses, the first two respondents were used to conduct a pilot study.  As the 

researcher had not previously conducted research of this nature, the aim of pilot study was to make 

sure the researcher honed his skills during the data collection process, thereby improving the 

propensity for enriched insights and experiences during the remaining interviews.  The remaining 15 

participants were included as the sample for this research study.  Important to note is that of the 15 

remaining participants, at least two participants from each of the business functions took part in the 

study, thereby demonstrating a fair representation of leaders across Metropolitan Retail.  
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3.5.4 Research instruments 

As discussed earlier, the focus on the leadership narrative when exploring the research problem is 

important toward deriving meaning, given the social context of this research paper.  In addition, the 

choice of research instrument is imperative due to the in-depth exploration in relation to leadership 

behaviours and experiences within the context of this research study.  On this basis, semi-structured 

interviews were selected for data collection.  According to Gill, Stewart, Treasure and Chadwick 

(2008), semi-structured interviews contain key questions that assist in defining areas of exploration, 

but also allow the interviewer and participant to elaborate in more detail.  Unlike unstructured 

interviews, semi-structured interviews create a frame for discussion, and the flexibility of the 

approach allows for a deeper discovery of information which could be negated by a structured 

interview approach (Gill et al., 2008). 

The interview schedule as per Table 3-1 was utilised to collect the data and provided the mechanism 

to conduct an in-depth exploration in relation to leadership behaviours and experiences as per the 

earlier discussion.  The open-ended nature of the questions allowed for deeper insights, and also 

created a platform for leading questions to surface; both from the researchers’ and participants’ 

perspective regarding certain topical issues (Gill et al., 2008).   
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Table 3-1: Interview schedule for Metropolitan Retail leaders 

 

As shown in Table 3-1 above, the interview questions were developed in accordance with the five 

stipulated research objectives.  A total of 13 interview questions were asked during each interview.  

The approach in relation to the interview schedule above was to begin with a question which was 

easy for the participants to answer to allow participants to feel at ease and build confidence as the 

interview unfolded (Gill et al., 2008).  This approach meant that the participants felt more 

comfortable through the course of the interview, thereby heightening the propensity to elicit deeper 

insights (Gill et al., 2008).  

In addition, to improve the aforementioned approach, conducting two pilot interviews allowed the 

researcher to test the accuracy of the questions, as well as the clarity and understanding thereof, 

therefore setting the stage for better data integrity during the 15 interviews thereafter (Gill et al., 

2008).  In many ways the simulation of the interview process, including a time and place which was 

Research Objectives Research Questions Interview Questions

1.1 How would you describe leadership in 

general? 

1.2 How would you describe collaboration? 

1.3 How do you describe leadership 

collaboration? 

1.4 Does leadership collaboration exist in 

Metropolitan? Can you provide some examples? 

2.1 What is the purpose of leadership 

collaboration and do you think it is important? 

If yes/no why? 

2.2 To what extent is the purpose of 

collaboration applied in Metropolitan Retail? 

3.1 Can you give me examples of when 

leadership collaboration was inhibited? 

3.2 Can you give me examples of when 

leadership collaboration was enhanced/ 

excelled? 

4.1 Are there structures in place to facil itate 

leadership collaboration? 

4.2 Are there processes in place to facil itate 

leadership collaboration?

4.3 How would you improve these mechanisms? 

5. Investigating the importance of 

leadership collaboration in regards 

to customer- centricity

Why is leadership collaboration 

important in regards to customer- 

centricity?

5.1 Why do you think leadership collaboration 

is important in regards to customer- centricity?  

What are the current cultural 

mechanisms for collaboration 

within Metropolitan Retail from a 

structural, process and system 

perspective? 

4. Investigating cultural mechanisms 

for leadership collaboration

How is leadership collaboration 

understood  within Metropolitan 

Retail an emerging customer 

centric organisation? 

1. Understanding leadership 

collaboration

What is the purpose  of 

collaboration within Metropolitan 

Retail an emerging customer 

centric organisation? 

2. Understanding the purpose of 

leadership collaboration

3. Identifying Inhibiting and 

enhancing factors of leadership 

collaboration

What are the inhibiting  and 

enhancing  factors of collaboration 

within Metropolitan Retail?
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convenient for the participants, allowed the researcher to hone his own skills in preparation for the 

15 interviews to follow.   

The outcomes of the pilot interviews showed that the flow of the interview schedule was hampered 

by the incorrect positioning of a question in terms of the second research objective.  What became 

apparent was that the specific question related to objective 1 of the interview schedule, and this 

therefore warranted a review of the positioning of the questions.  The outcome of the pilot proved 

valuable as the review of the interview schedule improved the context in which the interview 

questions were posed, in alignment with the stated research objectives.  

3.5.5 Data collection procedure 

As mentioned earlier, semi-structured interviews were utilised as the mechanism for data collection.  

In this regard all interviews were conducted on a face-to-face basis with the researcher and those 

participants who agreed to partake in this research study.  As part of the invitation, and later 

reiterated at the start of every interview, participants were motivated to answer amenably and 

honestly, and to express their perspectives and experiences in order for the research to obtain a 

valuable outcome for Metropolitan Retail.  Importantly, both at the time of the invite and at the 

start of every interview, participants were assured that their identity would be kept anonymous 

through the course of the research study.  This also included all audio recordings.  

All the interviews were conducted at the Metropolitan Retail head office in Cape Town, at a time and 

in a meeting room which was convenient and comfortable for each participant.  The start of each 

engagement included the following prior to the commencement of the interview; a concise overview 

of the research, the interview process and how the data would be analysed and used, and 

importantly, the anonymity of the participant.  In addition, participants provided consent referring 

to their understanding and role in the study, including consent for the interview to be audio 

recorded.  Moreover, the researcher explained to the participants that the audio recording added 

integrity to the study from an accuracy of detail perspective and limited poor interpretation of the 

gathered information (Tessier, 2012).  It is important to note that prior to, and during, the 

engagement, the participants were not influenced by the researcher by any means in regards to the 

manner in which questions were answered.  

On the conclusion of each interview the audio recordings were transcribed, which allowed the 

researcher to firstly, distance himself from the participant by objectively reviewing the information, 
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and secondly, review some of the finer details relating to participant behaviour during the interview 

such as lengthy pauses, restarts, and hesitancies (Tessier, 2012).  Appendix B provides an example of 

a transcription which encompasses Tessier’s (2012) posit mentioned above.  Tessier (2012) highlights 

that field-notes are less reliable than transcriptions.   

The particulars of each interview have been detailed in Table 3-2 below.  These include the role of 

the participants, their organisational designation or function, and the length of each interview in 

minutes.  Of the 15 interviews, the shortest interview took 15 minutes, and the longest interview 

took 42 minutes to complete.  Table 3-2 below also depicts the two pilot interviews which were 

conducted prior to the amendment of the interview schedule as discussed earlier.   

Table 3-2: Interview particulars of participants 

 

3.5.6 Data analysis technique 

Data analysis is referred to as the process of reducing large amounts of gathered data to make to 

make sense of it through mechanisms of storytelling and interpretation (Kawulich, 2004).  According 

Order of 

Interviews
Participant Role

Organisational Designation 

(function)
Length of Interview

Pilot Head of IT Operations Operations 42mins

Pilot Head of Compliance Finance 39mins

1 Operations Executive Operations 22mins

2 PR Consumer Education and Ext Comms Manager Marketing 35mins

3 Head of Channel Operations Channel 16mins

4 Senior Legal Advisor Finance 24mins

5 Head of Risk Management Finance 31mins

6 Head of Human Capital Human Resources and OD 27mins

7 Head of Learning and Development Human Resources and OD 41mins

8 Information Technology Executive Information Technology 42mins

9 Head of Life Event Solutions Operations 36mins

10 Channel Executive Channel 30mins

11 RADD 2: Investments & Savings Lead (Bus Head) Client and Channel Solutions 28mins

12 Human Resources Executive Human Resources and OD 40mins

13 Marketing Manager Marketing 15mins

14 Client and Channel Solutions Executive Client and Channel Solutions 29mins

15 Chief Financial Officer Finance 33mins
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to Flick (2013), in qualitative research, data analysis infers social meanings and is applied towards 

discovery and the description of issues pertaining to the field of practise and the research inquiry.  

The detailed analysis relating to this kind of approach allows the researcher to compare varying texts 

towards emerging patterns and expanding interpretation (Flick, 2013).  

For the purposes of this research study, thematic content analysis was utilised as the data analysis 

technique once all the transcriptions were complete.  The aim of using thematic content analysis 

was to identify themes through patterns of data, examine these themes, and provide interpretations 

which were important in addressing the research problem and research objectives (Maguire & 

Delahunt, 2017).   

Once all the interviews were complete, the researcher sent the audio recordings for transcription to 

an external party, whereby attention was given to detail regarding lengthy pauses, restarts and 

hesitancies (Tessier, 2012; Javadi & Zarea, 2016).  Reviewing and reading each transcription 

thereafter allowed the researcher to familiarise and immerse himself in the data, thereby providing 

an understanding of the depth of content contained in each interview (Javadi & Zarea, 2016).  During 

this phase the researcher was also able to form a set of preliminary ideas and comparisons.  Javadi 

and Zarea (2016) highlight that as the most important phase of data analysis, it is important for the 

researcher to familiarise himself with the entire data set before the coding process commences.  

Due to the inductive nature of this study, this phase allowed the researcher to obtain a holistic 

understanding of the data and the consequent emerging patterns (Javadi & Zarea, 2016).   

After the familiarisation phase, the researcher then coded each data set in the sequence that each 

interview was conducted (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017).  Through this process the researcher was able 

to build over-arching themes whilst ensuring the reliability and validity of the findings (Maguire & 

Delahunt, 2017).  Once the themes were reviewed and later defined, the findings were written up 

accordingly (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017).  In this regard a coding system (L1) to (L15) depicting each 

leader was used in order to keep the leaders’ responses anonymous throughout the study.  

3.6 Ethical considerations 

Referring to an ‘ethos’ or ‘way of life’, Akaranga and Makau (2016), discuss ethics as social norms or 

behavioural constructs which differentiate between acceptable and unacceptable behaviour.  When 

conducting research it is important that human participants are protected by applying appropriate 

ethical principles (Arifin, 2018).  This was particularly critical given the qualitative research approach 
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of this study and the in-depth nature of conducting one-on-one interviews with human participants 

(Arifin, 2018).  In this regard, Fouka and Mantzorou (2011) state that research ethics obliges the 

researcher to protect the rights and uphold the dignity of their participants, as well as maintaining 

accuracy with regards to the research being conducted.  Moreover, participants should be informed 

and the researcher should take responsibility that these rights are understood by the participants 

appropriately (Arifin, 2018; Bryman & Bell, 2011).  The ethical considerations discussed in this 

section include the following; anonymity, confidentiality, and voluntary participation (Arifin, 2018). 

3.6.1.1 Anonymity, confidentiality and voluntary participation 

As highlighted earlier, it is important to apply the appropriate ethical principles toward protecting 

the rights and dignity of participants when conducting research (Arifin, 2018).  Creswell (2014) 

highlights that as an ethical code for researchers, it is vital that participants are afforded complete 

privacy and protection throughout the course of the research study and beyond.  With privacy in 

mind, a participant’s anonymity and confidentiality becomes a critical ethical consideration, not only 

during the data collection, analysis, and interpretation processes, but also post the conclusion of the 

study (Creswell, 2014).  However, needless to say, providing a level of comfort to participants during 

the study is paramount, as this grants the participants the ability to convey their perspectives and 

experiences amenably and honestly (Creswell, 2014).  

On this basis, it was made known to every participant that their choice to take part in this research 

study was entirely voluntary, and that their participation meant that their rights to anonymity and 

confidentiality would be upheld at all times (Arafin, 2018).  This position meant that the researcher 

had to be particularly sensitive during the course of the interview in regards to participant responses 

and how these responses could possibly impact their current roles in the organisation.  This further 

highlighted the imperatives placed on the anonymity and confidentiality of the participants and the 

protection of the gathered data (Creswell, 2014).  In concluding this section, a powerful perspective, 

as Aluwihare-Samaranayake (2012) highlights, is that participants in research have the right to the 

social empowerment and the liberation which stems from the knowledge-base of the research 

study.  

3.6.1.2 Informed consent 

Informed consent is based on the premise that the rights of participants, including confidentiality 

and anonymity, will be protected during the data collection process (Creswell, 2014).  As 
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participation in research is on a voluntary basis, participants should not feel forced into partaking in 

the research (Creswell, 2014).    

The informed consent process regarding this research study was supported by the following 

particulars prior to the interviews being conducted; formal electronic-mail invites with an attached 

letter (Appendix A) to each invitee which provided the background and purpose of the research, that 

participation in the research would be completely voluntary, and that participants anonymity and 

confidentiality would be upheld at all times (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Creswell, 2014).  Furthermore, 

invitees were informed that should they choose not to partake in the study, this too would be kept 

confidential and nothing would be held against them whatsoever (Creswell, 2014).   

The invitation also stated that by accepting the invite, participants would be required to provide 

written consent prior to the interview as per Appendices B and C to firstly participate, and secondly, 

to have the interview audio recorded (Arafin, 2018; Bryman & Bell, 2011).  This approach provided 

invitees with a complete overview and consequent requirements regarding their participation in the 

research study, and also allowed the invitees to willingly accept the invite or similarly decline the 

invite (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  Furthermore, during this process invitees were able to stipulate a time 

and meeting room of their convenience, thereby allowing for better levels of comfort in the familiar 

surroundings of the invitee. 

The second part of the informed consent process refers to participants who accepted the invite to 

participate and the interview process.  Prior to the interview beginning, the researcher set aside 

time to reiterate the background and purpose of the research and to inform the participants that 

they would be kept informed of the progress and outcomes of the research when concluded 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011; Aluwihare-Samaranayake, 2012).  In addition, the researcher reaffirmed that 

their confidentiality, anonymity, and privacy would be maintained at all times and that they could 

withdraw from the study at any time (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  Moreover, the participants were also 

made aware that should they feel uncomfortable answering any of the interview questions, they 

could decline to answer (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  At this stage the researcher politely requested 

verbal consent, followed by the confirmation of the written consent to take part and have the 

interview audio recorded (Arafin, 2018).  

To reaffirm confidentiality, the researcher highlighted that all records of the interview would be kept 

safe in a secure location (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  All interviews only commenced on the basis that 

verbal, written and audio recording consent was provided by the participants.  At the end of each 
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interview, participants were also informed that all records gathered, written or audio, would be 

destroyed once the research study had been concluded (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  Participants were 

also made aware that should they have any concerns or questions, they could contact the researcher 

as per the details included in the earlier letter (Appendix A) they had received. 

3.7 Credibility, reliability and deception 

‘Without rigor, research is worthless, becomes fiction, and loses its utility. Hence, a great 

deal of attention is applied to reliability and validity in all research methods’ (Morse, 

Barrett, Mayan, Olson & Spiers, 2002: 14).  

According to Morse et al. (2002), validity and reliability refer to the ‘trustworthiness’ of research in 

relation to the chosen research method.  Here the authors elaborate that trustworthiness includes 

concepts such as credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability toward improving 

qualitative rigour.  Bashir, Afzal and Azeem (2008) state that whilst there are reservations regarding 

reliability measures in qualitative research, the affiliation to reliability is based on the notion that 

there can be no validity without reliability.  In this regard, the aforementioned perspectives 

regarding validity and reliability in qualitative research refer to credibility, and how a researcher sets 

out to improve the credibility of their research (Bashir et al., 2008). 

3.7.1 Credibility 

Qualitative research seeks to understand as deeply and holistically as possible the phenomenon 

under inquiry.  In doing so, ensuring credibility is an important factor towards establishing 

trustworthiness, and researchers are expected to provide assurance that the phenomenon under 

evaluation is recorded with accuracy and integrity (Shenton, 2004).  

To maintain a better level of credibility during the convenient sampling process, the electronic invite 

to participate in this research study meant that invitees could participate on a voluntary basis by 

simply and conveniently accepting or declining the invite.  This approach also meant that 

participants were not by any means forced into participation, nor did they feel obliged to partake in 

the study, thereby avoiding any bias or researcher influence on the actual sample (Creswell, 2014).   

Furthermore, credibility was also improved as participants were accepted to take part in the study 

on a first response basis, with the first two respondents used for the pilot interviews and the 
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remaining 15 making up the representative sample for the study.  In this regard, the researcher 

maintained the sequence of the interviews based on the sequence of responses.    

Consent to audio record the interview also meant that the researcher was able to attain accurate 

and literal descriptions regarding the social qualities of the information and experiences, given the 

situational context discussed during the interviews (Bashir et al., 2008).  Furthermore, the verbatim 

accounts gathered through the transcription process encouraged the use of the aforementioned 

literal statements, including participant quotations during the data analysis phase of the study 

(Bashir et al., 2008).  

However, to corroborate the findings, and prior to the data analysis phase, the researcher emailed 

each of the participants their respective transcripts to confirm accuracy and to make sure they were 

entirely comfortable with the outcomes of their interview (Bashir et al., 2008; Shenton, 2004).  

Through this approach participants were able to amend discrepant information or withdraw 

information where applicable (Bashir et al., 2008).  

From a data integrity perspective, it was important that the critical aspects regarding research 

credibility and reliability were managed stringently throughout the course of the research process.  

This allowed for the analyses to be carried out with integrity and therefore heightened the 

propensity for sound interpretation and research outcomes (Creswell, 2014).   

3.7.2 Reliability  

For the purposes of this study it was important for the researcher to establish a gauge with regards 

to the credibility of his research from a reliability perspective.  In most cases, the information 

gathered in business is related to the attitudes, emotions, opinions, and personalities of the 

individuals being interviewed.  This means their responses are likely to be time-dependent; hence 

there is a need to measure internal consistency in order to determine how reliable the responses 

are.  Within this context, Bonnet and Wright (2004) state that the Cronbach Alpha is a measurement 

instrument used to test reliability in social and organisational sciences.  

The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was used to measure the internal consistency with regards to the 

Likert Scale questionnaires (Cronbach, 2004).  Against the aforementioned position, and to 

compensate for some of the reservations regarding reliability in qualitative research mentioned 
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during the introduction of this section, the researcher enlisted the services of a qualified statistician 

to conduct a Cronbach Alpha analysis.  

From the five objectives and the relative questions posed, the researcher generated eight Likert 

scale questionnaires and sampled seven respondents to calculate the reliability of the internal 

consistency in ‘Evaluating Leadership Collaboration within an Emerging Customer-centric Insurance 

Organisation’.  The Likert scale ranged between 0 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree).  It is 

important to note that whilst the Likert scale questionnaire was sent to all 15 participants 

electronically, only seven of 15 participants responded.   

The response variance for each Likert scale questionnaire, and the sum of the response variances for 

all questionnaires, were calculated to determine the Cronbach Alpha’s coefficient using the general 

formula given in equation four of Webb, Shavelson and Haertel (2006).  The determined Cronbach 

Alpha coefficient equated to 0.72.  Gliem and Gliem (2003) argue that the ‘rule of thumb’ for 

interpreting the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is as follows:  

 >.9 – Excellent  

  > .8 – Good 

  > .7 – Acceptable 

  > .6 – Questionable 

  > .5 – Poor 

 < .5 – Unacceptable 

This means that the value of 0.72 is acceptable with regard to the reliability of this research study.  

3.7.3 Deception 

Due to the context of this study, specifically the leadership narrative within Metropolitan Retail, it 

was important that there were no misconceptions regarding the purpose of this study.  Creswell 

(2014) states that deception occurs when the participants believe the purpose of the research as 

stated, but that the researcher ‘deceptively’ has a different purpose in mind.  As detailed through 
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the course of this section, the researcher ensured that participants were afforded full disclosure to 

the research, including supporting information (both documented and verbally), the methods on 

how the study was to be conducted, the expected outcome, and how all the information would be 

consumed.  Moreover, the integrity of the research process meant that, at all times, the participants’ 

rights to anonymity and confidentially were upheld. 

3.8 Conclusion 

The aim of this chapter was to provide detail regarding the research design and methodology, which 

included the rationale for the chosen techniques for this study.  For this reason it was important to 

reiterate the research objectives and the congruent research questions, and thereafter discuss the 

chosen qualitative research and inductive reasoning execution.  Consequently, the semi-structured 

data collection method was discussed, as were the sampling criteria and the process towards 

conducting the thematic content analysis.  The latter part of the chapter presented the importance 

of ethics when conducting research and the steps taken during this study to maintain its ethical 

stance on the matter.   
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the researcher presents the main findings and formulates a discussion based on the 

findings which were collected during the research interviews conducted at the Metropolitan Retail 

head office in Cape Town.  In this regard, the information presented here is in alignment with the 

research questions and objectives of this study.  As highlighted in Chapter 3, the research findings 

and discussion are based on the five research objectives, with objectives 1 and 4 containing four 

questions, objectives 2 and 3 containing two questions, and objective 5 containing one question.  

The convenient sampling method, information contained in the invite to the participants, and the 

availability of the researcher to answer context-related questions prior to the interview meant that 

all interviews were conducted as planned.  In addition, the two pilot interviews allowed the 

researcher to hone his interview skills towards improving the integrity of the remaining 15 

interviews which form this basis of this analysis.  It is important to note that the names mentioned in 

the extracts are fictional to maintain the anonymity of the participants and the people they are 

referring to.  

4.2 Interviews and participants 

As highlighted earlier, all interviews were conducted at the Metropolitan Retail head office in Cape 

Town, in meeting rooms specified by the participants.  This allowed the participants to choose a 

meeting room where they felt comfortable and safe within an environment which was familiar to 

them.  During the interviews the participants were encouraged to verbalise their perspectives 

amenably and honestly when expressing their thoughts and experiences in regards to the questions 

posed to them.  Under these auspices, all the participants were reassured that their responses 

would remain anonymous, that their participation was completely voluntary, and that should they 

feel uncomfortable in answering any of the questions they could refrain from doing so.   

The 15 interviews ranged from 15 minutes to 42 minutes.  Table 4-1 below presents detailed 

information regarding the allocated code for each participant, the duration of each interview 

conducted, and a summation of the total interview frame.  



73 

Table 4-1: Total interview frame and participant interview detail 

 

4.3 Findings and discussion per research objective 

The exploratory nature of this study and the inductive approach determined the nature and type of 

questions posed to the participants.  This allowed the researcher to ‘build-up’ key discussions 

leading into Chapter 5; Conclusion and Recommendations.  As a result, through each of the sub-

sections the researcher positions the intent of each of the objectives before delineating the findings 

through discussion.  It is perhaps important to reiterate that, in general, the findings and discussions 

contained here will serve to assist Metropolitan Retail towards strategically and tactically improving 

collaborative practise within leadership suites and in particular, propel transformative outcomes 

against the inter-connected and inter-dependent customer-centric operating model.  This position is 

also underpinned by the contextual positioning of challenges facing the modern era organisation and 

the collaborative construct as a mechanism in dealing with some of these strains as detailed in Table 

2-2 (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011; Lenz, 2015; Balasubramanian, 2018).  

Interview Summation

Total time of interviews: 449mins

Shortest Interview (L13): 15mins

Longestest Interview (L8): 42mins

Interview Detail 

Order of 

Interviews

Participant 

Code
Meeting Rooms

Length of 

Interview

1 L1 Operations Quiet Room 22mins

2 L2 Legacy Quiet Room 35mins

3 L3 Executive Quiet Room 16mins

4 L4 Hashtag 24mins

5 L5 Legacy Quiet Room 31mins

6 L6 HR Innovate 27mins

7 L7 HR Innovate 41mins

8 L8 Legacy Quiet Room 42mins

9 L9 Operations Quiet Room 36mins

10 L10 Executive Office Ground Floor 30mins

11 L11 RADD 2 Meeting Room 28mins

12 L12 HR Innovate 40mins

13 L13 Hashtag 15mins

14 L14 RADD 2 Meeting Room 29mins

15 L15 Operations Quiet Room 33mins

Total 

Interviews: 15
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4.4 Findings and discussion of objective 1 - Understanding leadership 

collaboration 

The first research objective seeks to understand how leaders within Metropolitan Retail describe 

leadership collaboration and maintains its inductive character by exploring varying leadership 

perspectives by firstly understanding leadership and collaboration, and secondly, tying these 

concepts together to understand leadership collaboration and whether this concept exists in 

Metropolitan Retail.  Under this inductive premise, the aim was to gain an understanding of whether 

a gap exists between how leadership collaboration is perceived within the organisation in relation to 

theoretical and empirical modern era literature. 

4.4.1 Interview question 1: How would you describe leadership in general? 

As this is a leadership study it was important to start off the interviews with an ‘ice breaker’ question 

which would be familiar to the leaders being interviewed (Creswell, 2014).  The aim here was to 

create a level of comfort in regards to each participant, so that they felt confident and amenable as 

the interview progressed (Creswell, 2014).   

The first question was also important as it exposed perspectives of how leaders within Metropolitan 

lead, aspire to lead, or would like to be led, given that the sample population relates to the top two 

levels of the organisations structure.  In addition, the answers also provided a perspective of 

whether leaders with Metropolitan have an awareness of global complexity and their own roles 

within this context.  Table 2-4 defines the key themes relating to question 1 of objective 1, How 

would you describe leadership in general? 

Table 4-2: Key themes question 1 of objective 1, How would you describe leadership in general? 

Metropolitan Leader Response   

Objective 1: Question 1   

Key Theme 1 Key Theme 2 

Leadership Influence & Attributes Strategic Management Competence 
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The key themes under question 1 refer to Leadership Influence and Attributes and Strategic 

Management Competence as shown in Table 2-4 above.  In this regard the theme, Leadership 

Influence and Attributes is notably a slightly stronger theme than that of the second key theme, 

Strategic Management Competence, with 13 leaders referring to the former, and 12 leaders 

referring to the latter.  

Table 4-3 shows how many mentioned theme 1 and theme 2. 

Table 4-3: Responses regarding key themes from question 1 

Theme 1: 13 leaders refer to Leadership Influence and Attributes 

Theme 2: 12 leaders refer to Strategic Management Competence 

‘So, for me a leader or leadership, a leader is somebody who gives direction to the 

organisation but, but for me I feel like the person has to be, because you see the thing 

leadership for me in a more authentic and organic way is like, people talk when you listen, 

people are inspired by you, people buy what you’re about. It’s, it’s not about like ‘I am 

first’ or forcing people you know, to buy-into something cause if you’re forcing people then 

they don’t really buy-into the thing.’  

‘…activate or motivate people to get on board the same train and move in the same 

direction.’ (L2) 

Notably from participant L2, it is evident that a heavier weighting is placed on theme 1, referring to 

key attributes such as authenticity, organic, inspiring, and motivation.  Here influence is also enacted 

via these attributes where the participant makes mention of statements such as, people buy what 

you’re about, and it’s not about like ‘I am first’ or forcing people you know.  In the second extract, 

what is also evident is the attribute of motivation and its impact on the metaphor to get on board 

the same train and move in the same direction.  Here it may be safe to say that participant L2 is 

referring to strategic management competencies such as vision, common purpose, or common 

goals.  From this extract, what is also evident is a navigation between the varying transformational 

leadership styles as represented by Goleman (2000) in Table 2-8 in Chapter 2.  
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‘Uhm, I think leadership is about taking the front seat. Uhm, they lead by example. Uhm 

and they know where they are going. They have a purpose but a vision as to where they are 

going and they create a sense of purpose and motivation for other people to follow 

them.’(L3) 

Here participant L3 categorically refers to Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) construct of leading by 

example which aligns well with theme 1 attributes.  Kouzes and Posner (2012) highlight that leading 

by example refers to leaders who express beliefs in line with that of their organisation’s values, and 

also act in accordance with this belief.  Evident also are terms such as purpose and vision, which align 

with theme of strategic management competence, and similar to L2, there is an undercurrent of 

influence and leadership attributes which relate to and impact theme 2.   

‘Okay, leadership in general, firstly I don’t think you have to be a leader to exhibit 

leadership skills. So, I think anyone can be a leader. Uhm, it’s the skills to be able to pull 

groups of people of diverse backgrounds and diverse experience together for a common 

goal.’(L5) 

Similar to Ihorindengera and Ramkumar’s conclusions (2018), it is evident that participant L5 

believes that ‘leaders are made not born’.  Interestingly, within the extract the term ‘skills’ could 

infer both attributable and or strategic competence skills, which in many ways could also be 

described as a depiction of both IQ and EQ leadership competence (Goleman, 1998).  However, what 

surfaces quite strongly with this extract is the theme of influence, whereby skills are viewed as 

leaderships’ ability to pull groups of people of diverse backgrounds and diverse experience together.   

‘So, for me leadership in general is about bringing people along on a journey with you and I 

think it is about ensuring that they understand why you’re doing things, where you’re 

going, what the vision is that you are setting and when I say bring them along with you it is 

that every single person understands what you are driving toward.’(L6) 

With participant L6, the extract has a strong emphasis on influence from an inclusivity perspective in 

the context of strategic management competence.  Here the participant leverages theme 2 elements 

by using terms relating to questions; why and what are notably important when cascading strategy 

vertically through organisations (Kaplan, 2010). 
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‘Uhm, I think a sense of vulnerability, uhm, authenticity, still being humble, still being 

willing to learn, but I really think that a good leader also needs to, you need to be willing to 

take the fall for it. Uhm, but your people must be with you. You can’t be running ahead and 

there’s no one there. Uhm, so, I think that comes with some level of charisma, it comes with 

some level of bravery, uhm it comes with a level of knowledge uhm, it comes with good EQ, 

good values’. 

‘Uhm, vision, uhm, somebody that has the ability to see things that the followers can’t see 

and then put it in such a way that they can see it and buy-into it.’ (L7) 

Participant L7 presents a strong case in regards to theme 1, influence and leadership attributes, as 

part of the first extract.  The text in the first extract illustrates key attributes a good leader should 

possess inferring EQ-based measures, and with a level of knowledge inferring IQ-based measures.  

Influence also surfaces in this context partly in the first extract and perhaps more prominently in the 

second extract, as the belief here illustrates that a good leader should be influential in expressing a 

vision, its context, and its importance when eliciting buy-in.  Evidently, the second extract also 

presents strategic management competence.  Lastly, extract two also highlights an important 

leadership attribute, i.e. foresight, and steps back into influence and strategic management 

competence to act accordingly.  

‘Uhm, firstly the culture, leadership creates a culture. Uhm, and the second place uhm 

around that is it's, it's, it’s good if a leader creates structure, and what I mean with structure 

is safe boundaries for people to operate within.’  

‘So, I think for any, for any leaders, leader or leadership, to work there needs to be trust. 

That’s a fundamental, underlying theme as well. They also expect people to be authentic 

enough to say I'm not perfect. I think the other thing for me also in, on leadership, a big 

theme for me in leadership that is important is servant leadership.’ (L15) 

Participant L15 presents an interesting perspective regarding organisational culture, which can be 

seen to represent both key themes, i.e. strategic management competence, which identifies a 

culture that steers and delivers strategy and influence, and leadership attributes as a mechanism to 

create and sustain this culture to enable the strategy.  Culture is an important lever, given the 

context of this research study and the strategic focus of customer-centricity (Hollander et al., 2013).   
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The second interesting perspective relates to ‘structure’ as safe boundaries for people to operate 

within.  Whilst difficult to define which theme this relates to, creating safety for people within a 

boundary or structure seemingly finds a harmonious balance between both themes.   

The second extract relates squarely to leadership attributes; trust, authentic, and I’m not perfect 

(vulnerability).  Notably, and as defined in the literature review of this paper, trust is an important 

social pillar within the context of collaborative practise (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  Lastly, another 

profound finding relates to servant leadership, and speaks to the conscious servant-oriented state of 

participant L15 and their style of leadership (Spears, 2000).  In some ways this position is also 

congruent with their perspective regarding safe boundaries for people to operate within.  

This section discussed the findings of question 1 by reviewing extracts from various participants 

aligned to the main themes; Leadership Influence and Attributes and Strategic Management 

Competence.  

4.4.2 Interview question 2: How would you describe collaboration? 

Similar to question 1, question 2 explored how leaders within Metropolitan understood the 

phenomenon ‘collaboration’ in relation to theoretical and empirical literature.   

Table 4-4 defines the key theme and sub-themes relating to question 2 of objective 1; How would 

you describe collaboration? 

Table 4-4: Key themes of question 2 of objective 1, How would you describe collaboration? 

 

 

 

- 

 

 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 1: Question 2 

Key Theme  

Working Together 

Sub-Themes 

> Common Goal 

> Diversity 
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Table 4-5: Number of leaders referring to the themes in question 2 

Theme 1: 12 leaders refer to Working Together 

Sub-theme 1: Common Goal  

Sub-theme 2: Diversity 

‘Collaboration is working together to achieve a common goal.’(L4) 

‘Uhm, so, for me, collaboration in its simplest form uhm, is just essentially working together 

for a common objective. Uhm, yeah, that’s. I think it is actually as simple as that.’(L8) 

‘Collaboration is when different business units or similar business units work together to get 

improved value or benefit out of it, to reach a common goal.’(L10) 

‘Collaboration is working together.’ (L13) 

Concise in response, participants L4, L8, L10 and L13 referred to the key theme of working together, 

which in its simplest form, according to its Latin roots, is where the term ‘collaboration’ stems from 

as discussed early in the literature review of this paper (Chrislip, 2002; Scott, 2010).  Apart from 

participant L13, the other three participants mentioned a common goal or common objective, 

resonating with the first sub-theme.  

The lack of depth expressed by participant L13 makes it difficult to validate the response, as the 

term ‘working together’ can also be extrapolated across other modern era concepts such as 

coordination, cooperation and integration (Roberts et al., 2016).  On this note, with the absence of 

mutual elements across all four responses, the simplistic character of the perspective could also 

relate to cooperation, rather than collaboration (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  In addition, by negating 

mutuality elements, it is also difficult to ascertain individual bias relating to cooperation versus that 

of the collective relating to collaboration (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).      

‘For me collaboration is a meeting of minds, working together, it’s literally considering 

other perspectives, other than your own. Uhm, it’s about keeping an open mind and there’s 

no purpose in having a conversation with people, talking about things and then walking 
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away still feeling and thinking the exact same way you did before you went into that same 

room cause then that’s not collaboration. Collaboration is a meeting of minds and putting 

things together for a better outcome.’(L2) 

Participant L2 expressed strong perspectives relating to the key theme, but importantly positions 

sub-theme 2, diversity, when using phrases such as a meeting of minds.  This phrase, coupled with 

the phrase for a better outcome resonates with Lai (2011) and Hurley (2011) whereby these authors 

posit collaboration as a mechanism which elicits collective intelligence from varying stakeholders to 

deliver results.  Moreover, the perspectives shown by participant L2 also speak to the rising 

knowledge-worker phenomenon, which is similar to phrases such as considering other perspectives, 

other than your own, and can be seen to create an environment of creativity through collective 

intelligence when solving business problems (Ratnasingam, 2004; Crowdoscope, 2015).  The latter 

phrase expressed by participant L2 seems similar to the response provided by participant L15 in 

question 1 where the respondent refers to structure and creating safe boundaries for people to 

operate within.    

‘Collaboration is the extent to which people communicate and engage with each other. I 

think in, in the business place it’s how different, how different areas of the business come 

together, how they share information and go on a journey together.’(L6) 

With this response, participant L3 presents an interesting perspective which positions collaboration 

against a continuum of some of the key elements for effective collaboration such as communication 

and engagement (Vicens & Bourne, 2007; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Roberts et al., 2016).  The 

continuum is expressed in relation to ‘how’ collaboration is effected against these elements, and 

also implies that if not effectively applied, collaboration could be compromised with regards to other 

lesser mechanisms across the continuum such as coordination, cooperation, and integration 

(Roberts, et al., 2016; Thomson & Perry, 2006).  For example, how they share information could 

infer sharing information through knowledge transference, notably a higher state of collaborative 

practise versus information sharing through by emailing an excel spreadsheet for example; i.e. a 

lesser state of cooperation (Roberts et al., 2016).  

In relation to themes, working together, and both sub-themes common goal and diversity, are 

represented here, albeit based on ‘how well’ collaborative practise is executed.  
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‘I think its seeking diverse views and opinions, I think its understanding the context in which 

those opinions and views come from and then integrating that ultimately in the decisions 

that we make. So, it's asking people from diverse backgrounds, different disciplines and 

spaces and integrating that feedback ultimately into the direction that we go, the strategic 

vision we set for ourselves and making sure that wherever we go, it is with the views of the 

collective so not just a specific type of person or specific person from a specific discipline but 

that is diverse and holistic.’(L6) 

Participant L6 presents a strong response which encompasses the key theme and both of the sub-

themes.  From a diversity perspective, the response illustrates depth by inferring a robust enabling 

environment which elicits diverse views from people of diverse backgrounds and disciplines , 

understands the context of these views, and seeks integrated joint decision-making thereafter 

(Thomson & Perry, 2006).  From a common goal perspective, the notion leans towards setting a 

common strategic vision through the diverse collective and not the individual.  This is quite a 

profound view, as it challenges many traditional hierarchical virtues, and in some ways seems to 

democratise flatter, matrix-oriented virtues (Hurley, 2011).  Here we also see a systemic relationship 

with the new world of work and the modern era leadership concept, as eluded to during the 

question 1 discussion with participant L8 (Wheatley, 2006). 

‘Yeah, so collaboration happens between people and systems but it’s, the core of 

collaboration is actually about people because it’s about how two or more people, work 

together towards a shared vision or a shared outcome because a lack of that partnership 

or aligning of people and teams, will surely will surely disable their ability to deliver on that 

shared vision or shared goal. So, collaboration has to do with how people come together, 

people work with systems, people work with each other to enable delivery on strategy.’ (L12) 

Explicitly, both working together as the key theme, and common goal as a sub-theme, are illustrated 

with this response by participant L12.  Implicitly, diversity is encouraged through the phrase how 

people come together later in the extract.  The response relating to how two or more people and 

teams, working together towards a shared vision or a shared outcome, partly encompasses Chrislip 

and Larson’s (1994) definition of the collaborative construct; however, it lacks the elements of 

sharing responsibility, authority and accountability.  The adverse view discussed here is also 

important, where participant L12 refers to a lack of partnership within the context of collaborative 

practise, and the impact this has on the ability for people to deliver on a shared vision or goal.   
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‘Uhm, so my understanding of  collaboration, it's really about a group of people coming 

together knowing what it is they want to achieve and then knowing who needs to do what 

for us to get there. And I think in that kind of environment, it is very important to have 

somebody on their side, probably a leader or manager, probably more than a leader that 

actually makes sure everything works together. So that we achieve the end goal.’ (15) 

Evidently the response given by participant L15 resonates with the key theme and a focus on 

achievement (results) against a common goal, which resonates with the common goal sub-theme.  

Here the participant continues by stating knowing who needs to do what for us to get there which, 

whilst embedded, could infer multiple effective collaboration elements; stakeholders, roles and 

responsibilities, and joint-accountability (Thomson & Perry, 2006; Roberts et al., 2016).  The latter 

part of the extract elevates the importance of an enabling environment and the role of leadership in 

this regard.  As highlighted during the literature review, it is important for leaders to establish, 

maintain, and sustain a collaborative environment to facilitate the connection of people, their 

knowledge, and expertise (Patel et al., 2012; Roberts et al., 2016).   

The discussion above centred on the findings of question 2 by reviewing extracts from various 

participants aligned with the main theme, working together, and sub-themes, common goal and 

diversity.   

4.4.3 Interview question 3: How would you describe leadership collaboration? 

As part the inductive nature of this study, question 3 was posed as a culmination of questions 1 and 

2.  This question seeks to understand leadership collaboration, either within the participants own 

horizontal structure across similarly ranked leaders, and/or vertically against lesser ranked 

employees.  In this regard, the responses assume that the identified themes and embedded 

concepts may be applied irrespective of rank or level in the organisation.   

The table below defines the key themes relating to question 3 of objective 1, How would you 

describe leadership collaboration? 
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Table 4-6: Question 3, objective 1, How would you describe leadership collaboration? 

Metropolitan Leader Response   

Objective 1: Question 3   

Key Theme 1 Key Theme 2 

Vision and Goal outcomes Enabling Environment 

  

An interesting finding is that until this point when discussing the findings of the last two questions, 

the term purpose did not seem to surface to the extent that one would have expected.  In fact there 

are few references made to the term in general.  In particular, the strategic management 

competence theme, as part of question 1 whereby ‘purpose’ is a critical component of strategy, and 

when discussing collaboration as part of question 2, few respondents referred to ‘purpose’ (Kaplan, 

2010).  This is a profound finding as shared purpose is a vastly noted antecedent and premise of 

effective collaborative practise (Kelly & Schaefer, 2014; Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Camarinha-

Matos & Abreu, 2007; Hurley, 2011; De Meyer, 2011).  

There is a similar trend in the findings of question 3; four of the 15 leaders mention ‘common 

purpose’, with three of leaders highlighting ‘common purpose’ as an important starting point for 

collaboration to flourish.  Whilst not a key theme, the researcher believes it is important to highlight 

these due to criticality placed on the concept in relation to collaborative practise, as highlighted 

earlier.  

It is perhaps important to note that the themes below are notably elements of effective 

collaborative practise.  Theme 1, Vision and Goals, according to Roberts et al. (2016) is referred to as 

structural process elements, and importantly, an Enabling Environment and its bind to leadership is 

defined as an antecedent to effective collaborative practise, as highlighted during question 2 of 

objective 1.   

The table below shows the number of responses from leaders in regards to the key themes detailed 

above. 
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Table 4-7: Responses to key themes vision & goals and enabling environment 

Theme 1: 8 Leaders refer to Vision and Goal  

Theme 2: 13 Leaders refer to an Enabling Environment 

‘…it’s actually around co-forming or creating and facilitating a common purpose and 

common vision. So, if I were to do that, I would actually make sure that we are all on the 

same page with regards to purpose, that we understand our purpose and we all agree on 

the purpose, even if it’s not exactly the same wording and everything else, but the general 

principle should actually be that we should have an 80% fit.’ (L1) 

Participant L1 placed significant emphasis on common purpose; however, the method of deriving 

common purpose through a facilitated co-creative environment is also profound given the context of 

the responses received in this section.  Whilst theme 1 is not represented here, ‘common purpose’ is 

an important antecedent or starting point for effective collaboration, as discussed earlier.  Another 

important effective collaborative element represented here is joint agreement, illustrated in the 

phrase we all agree on the purpose as a relational process during the practise, also inferring the 

output expected from an enabling environment.  The last statement, regarding an 80% fit, is also 

interesting; perhaps highlighting the impracticality of seeking perfection or 100% agreement, 

specifically against a backdrop of organisational transformation and volatility in the general business 

environment. 

‘Okay, so, I imagine that leadership collaboration would be obviously having people in 

leadership positions in the organisation kind of creating or defining the vision with other 

people. So, I think it’s involving other people in the decision-making process uhm, to create 

one vision that people believe in. I think people are more likely to buy-into something when 

they are a part of the creation process you know so, I think it’s kind of creating that vision 

and the direction alongside other people uhm, and getting that, buy-in to get the best 

outcome, I think sometimes people think a leader is a person who has all the answers and 

knows everything, I think it’s tapping into other resources and yeah, just putting the best of 

what everyone has to offer.’ (L2) 

The response by participant L2 presents a fairly holistic perspective, encompassing both the key 

themes.  Similar to participant L1, participant L2 refers to leaders co-creating an environment where 
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people are included in creating and defining the vision, and are also part of the joint decision-making 

process.  This perspective is enlightening, as it illustrates a leader-led enabling environment which 

leverages both structural (vision) and relational (joint decision-making) collaborative processes to 

attain a result (Roberts, et al., 2016).  Another important finding here is the relationship between 

buy-in and joint decision-making, in that if people are part of the creative process, the propensity 

for buy-in heightens, thereby increasing the propensity for joint decision-making.  Moreover, this 

explicitly accentuates the importance of how well leaders establish, maintain, and sustain the 

collaborative enabling environment (Patel et al., 2012).  

‘So, I think leadership collaboration is where, you have different leaders that come together 

and they collaborate on a shared journey. In other words, a shared goal or aim that they 

want to achieve together. Uhm, and that they would take different areas of the business or 

different sectors of people together with them. So, it’s not just a one-sided, ‘I do stuff in my 

department and we move ahead but we leave somebody else behind’. I think it’s about 

taking other people with you on your journey that are from a wider span.’  

Example: 

‘I think in the Metropolitan space if you had to compare the journey that the RADD team is 

on in enabling Channel tools, and if you consider that Channel is also on the same journey, 

you know how to enable their advisors. So, ultimately they are both on the same page, 

following the same route. They’ve actually worked together, to bring together one solution 

that works you know, solves a problem. I think it’s that togetherness and knowing what each 

party actually brings to the table and how to take it forward.’(L3) 

In the response from participant L3, vision and goals are represented on the basis that leaders 

promulgate inclusivity across varying parts of an organisation to achieve a result.  When asked 

whether there were examples of where this had occurred in Metropolitan, participant L3 presented 

the answer as per the second extract.  What is evident is that the enabling environment created 

between the two business units had a climate of togetherness, with both teams seeking to solve a 

business problem which resided in one of the two spaces.  This is simply positioned as working 

together towards a singular goal and illustrating a jointly-achieved result. 

‘The leader is the person who gives people in a business direction in other words you’ve got 

to get everybody to buy-in to that common goal, vision or whatever you think of it as. 
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That’s the leader’s function, that’s achieving the common goal and then you’ve got to keep 

the team together to reach that goal. ‘  

‘Nonetheless, he will not collaborate. Maybe it’s a difference in definition; I would not see the 

leader as a collaborator. A leader is part of the team but not collaborating with the team, he 

is getting the team to collaborate. And he’s keeping them collaborating together to get to 

the goal that their aiming towards.’ (L4) 

The response from Participant L4 is one of interest.  Both themes are evident; however, the context 

seemingly leans towards an individualistic leadership bias with cooperation undertones and later 

steps back into collaboration inferring the role of leadership in an enabling environment (Kelly & 

Schaefer, 2014).  Here the undertone of individualism seemingly negates how the common goal was 

reached, as with the co-creative responses in previous participant extracts.  In addition, the second 

instance is perhaps more telling with the phrase, That’s the leader’s function, that’s achieving the 

common goal, negating joint accountability and joint achievement of all collaborators.   

The last individual tendency relates to the contradictory statement, A leader is part of the team but 

not collaborating with the team.  Needless to say, this contradicts many collaboration virtues in the 

modern era.  The last statement does relate to leadership eliciting an enabling environment; 

however, with the aforementioned frame, it is difficult to validate this position.  

‘So, it is how you take, how you take a  potentially big organisation, that consists of various 

people, various leaders with their own visions and strategies and views of the world and 

get them to pull together in the same direction. Uhm, to agree on a common goal and to 

use their knowledge of various disciplines to actually contribute to realising that goal and, 

so for me leadership collaboration is something that has to be ongoing.’  (L8) 

In this response the vision and goal theme is prominent, with the enabling environment theme 

inferred through some elements in the extract.  Here participant L8 presents an enterprise 

perspective towards establishing a common goal on the back of synthesising varying business unit 

visions and strategies.  In some ways, this response infers stimulating a climate of collaboration as 

part of the enabling environment, but it also accounts for diverse skill sets found in knowledge 

workers, which in itself could represent higher levels of creativity when problem solving and meeting 

goals (Cai, Song, and Zhao, 2013; Ratnasingam, 2004).   
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Later in the extract the phrase, something that has to be ongoing, also implies the ongoing 

nurturing of collaborative practise by leaders given the enabling environment context. 

‘So, leadership collaboration is a little bit different because the first thing is to get some 

people together with a common purpose. And you know, you can get some energy from this 

but also know that leadership collaboration is about working with people that might not be 

working on the same thing or objective. But you know and have the same common purpose 

and trying to find a space where you can create almost a higher purpose, you know, out of 

these different common purposes. How does that gel together? Uhm, so it's actually a 

harder space because the nature of leadership is actually quite directive. But leadership 

collaboration is you have to create enough space for each one of those leaders to be 

directive, but to still find the concept compound energy.’ (L14) 

Similar to participant L8, participant L14 adopts an enterprise-wide perspective but also adopts 

synthesis as a mechanism for forging higher purpose even when common purpose is evident in the 

organisation.  Here common purpose is seen as a starting point for a higher purpose, which is deeply 

reflective.  Furthermore, higher purpose is also used as a vehicle for inclusion with the 

understanding that people, even whilst serving their own objectives, are more willing to contribute 

to the perceived notion of a higher purpose.  

From a leadership perspective, this position and the statement, How does this gel together, 

describes the type of enabling environment required to promote a higher purpose.  In addition, the 

enabling environment theme is further represented later in the extract, whereby the directive 

nature of leadership is realistically positioned, and instead of challenging this position the participant 

leverages a concept of compound energy to allow for leaders to organically navigate an enabling 

environment, even whilst directive in nature.  Overall, both the concepts of higher purpose and 

compound energy are unbeknown to the leadership collaboration construct, albeit valuable and 

profoundly applicable. 

‘…with leadership collaboration, it's a very much an accountability thing for me. So, in order 

to collaborate each one needs to do their part and we need to come together but the 

important thing is we all need to start with agreeing on a common purpose. So, I think, and 

that's where the collaboration comes in, we need to discuss and debate and let’s call it, I 

don’t want to call it fight but, whatever the right word is to get to-‘this is where we’re going 

and this is the important things that we need to do to get there’. I think to get the best out 
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of collaboration everybody needs to feel that they've actually built towards the common 

goal you know? And I think that's leadership's role as well to facilitate that discussion and 

facilitate that buy-in, into that.’ (L15) 

Participant L15 also presents a fairly comprehensive perspective on leadership collaboration.  Both 

key themes are represented in this extract with the inclusion of co-creating a common purpose.  In 

addition, the respondent also refers to joint accountability and joint agreement when formulating 

common purpose.  The enabling environment is represented on the basis that co-creative settings 

involve higher levels of engagement even if conflict ensues.  Theoretically, conflict is notable in 

highly collaborative settings, and whilst a negative, the literature states that this is necessary for 

problem-solving environments (Kozuch, 2009).  Later in the extract participant L15 also refers to co-

creation as a practise to form common goals but also relies on facilitation as a mechanism to secure 

an enabling environment when eliciting buy-in.  

This section discussed the findings of question 3 by reviewing extracts from various participants 

aligned with the themes, vision and goal outcomes and enabling environment.  

4.4.4 Interview question 4: Does leadership collaboration exist in Metropolitan? Can you 

provide some examples?  

Question 4 sought to understand to what extent leadership collaboration exists in Metropolitan 

Retail.  The answers to this question provided an operational and practical perspective of where 

leadership collaboration exists in the organisation.  The following table shows the key theme and 

sub-themes relating to question 4 of objective 1, Does leadership collaboration exist in 

Metropolitan? Can you provide some examples? 

Table 4-8: Key themes question 4 of objective 1, Does leadership collaboration exist in Metropolitan? 
Can you provide some examples? 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 1: Question 4 

Key Theme  

Leadership Collaboration exists ‘in pockets’ 
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The table below provides responses from leaders in regards to the key themes of question 4. 

Table 4-9: Number of responses to the key theme of question 4 

Key theme: 8 Leaders refer to Leadership Collaboration exists ‘in pockets’  

‘Not everywhere, in some instances it does. So, when we were building the funeral product, 

the final product, I don’t think there was any collaboration. There was actually almost like a 

one-way street, ‘I know it, I know it all, I’m going to do it exactly the way I want to do 

it’...no collaboration with other leaders in the various areas, they are just sort of just getting 

their input in because they are experts in that area. You need to understand where your 

expertise lie, and actually maybe try to get other people to give you their expertise on the 

matter…’ 

‘So for instance, with regards to the savings product, there was almost like an 

acknowledgement from the leadership of RADD 2 that you actually need to collaborate, 

they know what they are good at, and they actually tried to get as many views within the 

businesses as possible. We have got this common vision. From a RADD leadership point of 

view, they understand that there are people who have more insights from an operational 

point of view or from a premium management point of view, so everybody actually feel so 

great! Actually, in terms of the collaboration we have with RADD two, it just works well.’ 

(L1) 

This response as per participant L1 presents an interesting dynamic between two different teams 

that belong to one business unit (Client and Channel Solutions).  In the first extract, the participant 

expresses minimal leadership collaboration, and infers a silo approach to a product being developed.  

In the second extract, with the second team (RADD 2), the participant experienced a better level of 

leadership collaboration.   

Whilst the first team’s consultation and inclusion with various facets of the collaboration seemed 

lacking, team two adopted an inclusive approach by eliciting varying perspectives on the matter and 

leveraging the expertise and capabilities found in these areas.  In this regard, team two’s approach 

also seemed to have an inspiring and motivating effect on the system.  In addition, their inclusive 

approach, which leveraged key capabilities, allowed the collaborating system to attain a common 

vision.   
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‘I think it does exist, so if I just think about the Retail Exco where executives leadership levels 

engage and there are planning sessions, then there’s agreement regarding the strategic 

initiatives that needs to get attention and between the different areas I think there are a 

few examples now; HC, RADD, Finance, Operations are working together to get to an 

outcome.’ (L11) 

The final extract taken from the response of participant L11, the business lead of the RADD 2 team, 

ratifies the collaborative mindset represented here, stating I think it does exist, inferring that, from 

the participant’s perspective, leadership collaboration is working or perhaps being promoted 

through this area of accountability.  At a high-level, this example also reiterates the importance of 

stakeholder selection, including the personal characteristics of the collaborating partners (Hurley, 

2011).   

‘So, I think it does exist in small doses where we’re kind of at the beginning of leadership 

collaboration and we’re feeling it out, we’re not like fully immersed in it or maybe not 

doing it as well as it can be done. So one example of it existing is with regards to RADD and 

Marketing, we probably have one of the better relationships in the business so, I think when 

it comes to marketing and stuff we are involved and the RADD environment brings us in, 

we’re invited to different sessions from ideation right until the product is built. I do feel like 

we’re invited and involved in the process whereas in other parts of the business it’s almost 

like we receive a final product or we get given instructions and ‘go do this!’ (L2) 

Participant L2 expresses that leadership collaboration is a somewhat unchartered phenomenon, 

using phrases such as it does exist in small doses and we’re feeling it out, and presents a dimension 

regarding the depth of leadership collaboration by using the phrases, we’re not like fully immersed 

in it or maybe not doing it as well as it can be done.  In the example presented, participant L2 also 

details a maturing relationship between the Marketing and RADD (Client and Channel Solutions) 

business units, and importantly, continues to express a nurtured environment across the entire 

delivery value chain and its inclusive nature.  The converse is also represented later in the extract 

where the participant experiences a less inclusive, and perhaps coercive, dynamic when compared 

with other parts of the organisation. 

‘I think there are pockets of it. I think some departments are doing it better than others. I 

also think that in the past we have been quite used to working in silos and there was 

comfort in that because we could hide, either what we were doing or not doing, but I think 
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the world of work now is more complex and so in order to achieve something we don't 

have the luxury of operating with one view, we actually have to accept that there are 

different people who potentially have input on components of an issue or a problem that 

we don't have and that that subject matter expert might come from a different space, I 

don't believe within Metropolitan we can deliver anything by simply working in a silo at all. I 

think the view is multifaceted. I think some departments are doing it better than others, I 

think RADD is a good example of where it’s potentially working better than in other 

spaces, there's an attempt there to always include I think different viewpoints different 

perspectives which I don't think other departments are necessarily doing.’ (L6) 

Participant L6 presents an external perspective relating to the world of work today, its complex 

nature, and the importance of leadership collaboration in leveraging varying subject matter 

expertise across differing organisational boundaries towards problem-solving.  Whilst the participant 

highlights pockets of leadership collaboration, there is also an acknowledgement of former silo 

tendencies, which could in some instances inhibit collaborative transformation.  

‘I think there are pockets of it, and I think it depends on the leader. So, it goes back to the 

leader because it’s not really a philosophy in the business. When I think about the merger 

between Momentum and Metropolitan, I think that if you’re collaborating you can’t feel as 

if you are losing something, you’ve got to feel as if  you’re retaining what you are and 

you’re gaining, or something else is being built in the business. So, I think you’ll find people, 

particularly in the company that will hold onto things, are distrustful or they don’t want to 

support maybe group. I think within Met Retail, you see pockets of it, but I think you see a 

lot more silo operating than what you see collaboration. So, I think, collaboration is 

definitely outweighed by evidence of non-collaboration.’ (L7) 

The key theme is also explicitly represented in the response with participant L7; however, the 

context relating to pockets of leadership collaboration is based on leaders and their ability to 

fundamentally embed the concept.  Furthermore, the participant also mentions a blend of mutuality 

and trust (social norms) antecedents for how leaders are to go about embedding the concept 

(Thomson & Perry, 2006; Frydlinger et al., 2014).  Again, the response here also refers to silos; 

however, the difference between this response and that of participant L6, is that participant L7 still 

acknowledges the presence of silos rather than seeing the company in a transformative state 

towards collaborative virtues.  In this regard participant L7 finalises the response with, ‘So, I think, 

collaboration is definitely outweighed by evidence of non-collaboration.’   
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‘It does, but I would say, it’s going to be harsh but I would say 20% to 30%,  and maybe it’s 

very much after the fact and not very proactive but in Metropolitan, suddenly we have  a lot 

of collaboration from all avenues within Metropolitan, but I think if we had collaboration 

before, everybody would have been very relaxed and would have understand that it’s not hit 

Metropolitan or effect Metropolitan at all, but because there was so little collaboration 

before, people didn’t really know what’s going on, what’s happening. I need to give at least 

credit to how new things are happening at the moment, we’ve learned from our mistakes in 

the past, lots of collaboration taking place, I would say on a middle management level, not 

necessarily on the senior management level.’  

‘I think EXCO is changing and I think in the past with each EXCO member…I could see it in 

operations, we ran with our own thing but we’re not really taking the rest of the world into 

account. Finance so, I think that the whole collaborative approach that’s coming from their 

side has got a very positive spin off on, on all your other legs of the business, they have got 

their eye on the ball and by collaborating from that point of view…it’s almost forcing the 

rest to collaborate.’ (L9) 

In this response, participant L9 uses percentages, 20% to 30%, in referring to the state of leadership 

collaboration in Metropolitan.  Even so, this ratio is positioned as a reactive state due to the current 

performance of the business.  Moreover, it also seems that because of the lack of collaboration 

historically, even recent collaborative ventures are in disarray due to the ‘forced’ reactive state of 

the organisation.  

In later statements of the extract, the participant also expresses some level of leadership 

collaboration at a middle management level; however, the participant highlights that this does not 

necessarily apply at a senior level of management within the organisation.  In the second extract, the 

participant infers better leadership collaboration at an executive level; however the Finance example 

is interesting, as the explanation seems to refer to the compound energy concept discussed by 

participant L14 in question 3 above, as the collaborative leadership virtues expressed by the Finance 

team infer momentum and perhaps nurturing of the collaborative setting (Chrislip 2002).  Leading by 

example here could be seen as ‘less forced’ and organic, rather than the negative disposition of the 

term forced within the context of collaborative practise (Kouzes & Posner, 2012). 

‘It exists in pockets I believe. I would say that for an example the Marketing team with the 

RADD is collaboration, of some sort. I would say there is leadership collaboration between 
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the RADDs and Channel. For example with regards to new products the business has a new 

Funeral Plan that the RADDs have created etcetera and then our role would be used in to 

amplify and market and promote that Funeral Plan.’ (L13) 

The response by participant L13 is also interesting with the participant’s reference to, It exists in 

pockets and the example illustrated.  In this response, the existence of leadership collaboration in 

pockets is accentuated, due to the disparity shown in the response by participant L1, where in that 

response the participant stated that there was minimal leadership collaboration during the 

development of the Funeral solution.  In this response, participant L13 uses the Funeral solution as 

an example where leadership collaboration existed and worked well.  In terms of this theme, this 

example also shows that leadership collaboration is applied inconsistently across different areas in 

the organisation.  

The section above discussed the findings of question 4 by reviewing extracts from various 

participants aligned with the main theme, Leadership collaboration exists ‘in pockets’.  

4.4.5 Summation 

In terms of this objective, a description of the leadership, collaboration and leadership collaboration 

themes were explored and discussed with each of the participants.  The final question explored to 

what extent leadership collaboration exists in Metropolitan Retail, using practical examples to 

substantiate and provide depth in regards to the understanding of leadership collaboration in the 

organisation.  

The table below summarises the findings of objective 1.  

Table 4-10:  Summary of the findings of objective 1 

No
.  

Concept Key Theme (L) Themes linked to theory/ empirical evidence 

1 
Understanding 
leadership 

> Leadership Influence & Attributes 

> Strategic Management  Competence 

> Transformational versus transactional 
leadership  

> New world of work theory 

> Leadership styles 

> Strategy management 

> IQ/EQ 

>Leaders are made, not born 

>VUCA 
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No
.  

Concept Key Theme (L) Themes linked to theory/ empirical evidence 

2 
Understanding 
collaboration 

> Working Together 

Sub-Themes 

> Common Goal 

> Diversity 

>Collaboration social norms 

>Servant leadership 

>Effective collaboration 

>Cooperation versus collaboration 

>Knowledge Workers 

> Collective intelligence 

3 
Understanding 
leadership 
collaboration 

> Vision and Goal outcomes 

> Enabling Environment 

>Collaborative leadership 

>Effective Collaboration 

>Factors for Collaboration 

4 

Does leadership 
collaboration 
exist in 
Metropolitan 

 > Leadership Collaboration exists ‘in 
pockets’ 

>Collaboration social norms 

>Collaborative leadership 

>Effective collaboration 

4.5 Findings and discussion of objective 2 - Understanding the purpose of 

leadership collaboration 

The second research objective was to explore what leaders within Metropolitan Retail understand 

the purpose of leadership collaboration to be, and continued by assessing how the purpose of 

leadership collaboration is applied within the organisation.  The purpose of leadership collaboration 

is important as it presents a mechanism for grappling with modern era complexity, in particular 

globalisation, fragmented value chains, high risk placed on dispersal, the information and 

communication technology revolution, and importantly, the high demand of society and consumers 

as shown in Table 2-2 (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011).  This position is also important given the 

current transformative state of the organisation; both at Metropolitan Retail entity level and at a 

MMI Holdings group level.  

4.5.1 Interview question 1: What is the purpose of leadership collaboration and do you 

think it is important?  Interview question 2: To what extent is the purpose applied 

in Metropolitan Retail?   

In understanding and discussing the findings of this objective, the researcher felt it was important to 

maintain the frame mentioned above, thereby presenting the results of both interview questions in 

an inter-related manner.  The table below defines the key themes relating to questions 1 and 2 of 
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objective 2, What is the purpose of leadership collaboration, and Do you think it is important and to 

what extent is the purpose applied in Metropolitan Retail?   

Table 4-11: Key theme of question 1 and 2 of objective 2, What is the purpose of leadership 
collaboration? Do you think it is important, and to what extent is the purpose applied in 
Metropolitan Retail?   

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 2: Question 1 

Key Theme 1 

Harnessing Diverse Skills towards an 
outcome 

Objective 2: Question 2 

Key Theme 1 

Applied in pockets 

The following is important to note, given the discussion and results below.  In relation to question 1, 

14 leaders stated that leadership collaboration is important, and of those, 10 referred to the 

purpose of leadership collaboration as harnessing diverse skills towards an outcome as the main 

theme.  

In question 2, all 15 leaders mentioned that the purpose of leadership collaboration is applied in 

pockets; however, in keeping with the frame, the discussion below focuses on the responses based 

on theme 1 where harnessing of diverse skills (theme 1) is applied in pockets (theme 2).  In 

attempting to derive sub-themes as to why theme 1 is applied in pockets, the results are 

inconclusive, and show varying reasons as to why the purpose of collaboration is applied in pockets.  

Even so, it was important to highlights these issues as per the table below.    

Table 4-12: Number of responses from leaders in regards objective 2 

Theme 1: 10 Leaders refer to Harnessing Diverse Skills towards an outcome  

Theme 2: 10 Leaders refer to the purpose as Applied in Pockets  
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Theme 1: Participant L1 

‘I think in this day and age, if you are silent you won’t get as much, I think that you need to 

be talking to more people these days as opposed maybe the olden days because, I think 

with regards to with globalisation and the advancement of technology, you cannot be, a 

master of everything, and not collaborate with people who are experts in other spheres of 

business. If you think you are you are probably not going to make it. So, let’s go to the 

experts. Let’s collaborate with them, they give us better solutions, we can concentrate on 

what we are good at. We know this, and maybe put more focus on what we are good at 

and what we can pay for, which is actually the providing insurance for our people.’(L1) 

As a start, participant L1 expresses that the levels of engagement in the business need to heighten 

amidst external forces such globalisation and the advancement of technology, which align well with 

the aforementioned context for leadership collaboration in a global context (De Meyer, 2011; 

Hurley, 2011).  The discussion diverted into the importance of leveraging expertise which may not 

form part of the organisation’s ‘internal’ value chain, thereby allowing the organisation to focus on 

its core capabilities.  Here De Meyer (2011) and Hurley’s (2011) concept regarding a ‘fragmented 

value chain’ is also represented in the response, which demonstrates a deeper understanding of the 

leadership collaboration context and the adverse effects of not eliciting relating practises.  

Theme 2: Participant L1 

‘I don’t think we apply it as much as we can. There’s almost like a centralisation of ideas 

thing at Metropolitan. There’s almost like we don’t know what we don’t know, but we 

actually are scared sometimes to say I don’t know this, or I’m not good at this, or I’m good at 

certain things. But it’s almost corporate politics, I don’t know what it is, but there’s almost 

like a feeling of ‘I want to show that I’m the smartest’, that’s what’s killing us.’ (L1) 

Theme 2, applied in pockets is represented in the first statement made by participant L1; however in 

relation to theme 1, the application of leadership collaboration seems to be hampered by political 

undercurrents, and perhaps a lack of safety in collaborative settings expressed through little or no 

leadership vulnerability.  As per the last statement, these self-management virtues are positioned as 

detrimental to the organisation but also position the importance of robust social norms when 

applying purposeful leadership collaboration (Goleman, 2000; Frydlinger et al., 2013).   
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Theme 1: Participant L3 

‘I think it is important. The purpose I think again is about bringing different skill sets and 

different styles and different thinking together, hearing each other’s different views and 

then together finding that solution. I think if you do it separately and you don’t involve other 

people, you probably not covering your whole base. You’re going to lose something along the 

way somewhere or you’re going lose somewhere and someone along the way.’ (L3) 

In this response, the participant highlights the importance of an enabling environment which 

harnesses different skill sets and elicits diverse thinking towards a solution or outcome.  The 

response also infers the impact of silo tendencies in the phrase if you do it separately, and perhaps 

the adverse effects leading to people disengagement and a lesser business result (Cilliers & 

Greyvenstein, 2012).   

Theme 2: Participant L3 

‘I think that there are some areas by the nature of how they operate they collaborate well, 

and they work well together, but I think there is also pockets of the business that are sort of 

out there doing their own thing and not necessarily collaborating and following the same 

path. So, ultimately they think they are chasing a specific goal that they want to achieve 

and then their pursuing that and if you were just looking from their own perspective or 

their own area it would make perfect sense, but as soon as you start to work with another, 

in a bigger picture, it doesn’t work well.’ (L3) 

In contrast, referring to theme 2, the phrase ‘in pockets’ is represented by two opposing 

perspectives.  The first illustrates that some areas, due to the nature of how they operate, leverage 

diverse skills towards an outcome.  When viewed in relation to participant L1, and the statement, 

‘There’s almost like a centralisation of ideas thing at Metropolitan’, one could derive that in even 

when there are areas which attempt purposeful leadership collaboration, this strength could 

become a weakness by negating a greater holistic organisational approach.   

This may also explain the reason for the second perspective illustrated in this response, where 

‘pockets’ in the business refer to a silo approach.  Here, by negating a greater holistic organisational 

approach or greater inclusion, assumptions could be drawn that other areas may revert to their 

individualism and pursue their own ‘singular-oriented’ objectives.  Interestingly, both perspectives 
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have negative consequences in regards to the organisation’s greater objectives and expected 

outcomes.  

Theme 1: Participant L5 

‘Yes, it’s important. I think to me the purpose is to leverage all the skills available in the 

group. It doesn’t have to be skills within the business unit and your sphere of influence, it 

could be outside and if the collaboration is there you, you’d make a success of it.’ (L5) 

In this response participant L5 expresses the importance of harnessing a diversity of skills beyond 

the businesses internal value chain, but also states that in doing so, there must a realisation that 

these skills may or not be under leadership’s or the partnership sponsor’s control or within their 

sphere of accountability.  This is notably an important collaborative leadership competence (Hurley, 

2011; De Meyer, 2011).  

Theme 2: Participant L5 

‘In working groups or Manco meetings, in certain areas. Other areas are much more closed 

and they are suspicious when risk management wants to be a part of their developments. 

RADD has embraced Risk Management, parts of Operations have embraced risk 

management, but then there are other areas that might not be inclusive. They might 

collaborate well and well in other areas in Metropolitan but I think, Compliance and Audit 

have the same style and are seen as almost the police in the business. So, my experience is 

that collaboration works well where there’s no fear of being found out or fear reporting 

and escalations that you don’t actually want to be done. Things that you think are not 

serious could be construed as being serious by Compliance or Risk Audit.’ (L5) 

With theme 2, participant L5 expresses that the purpose of leadership collaboration, harnessing a 

diversity of skills towards an outcome, is vastly inhibited by the lack of an enabling environment.  

Here the perceived nature of the Risk Management and Compliance and Audit functions of the 

business has led to instances of exclusion from certain areas of the business on the basis of adversity 

or fear.  On this basis the response highlights that in order to harness diverse skills, it is important 

that collaborating leaders provide an enabling environment which minimises fear, or the fear of 

losing something, when partnering for organisational results (Roberts et al., 2016).   
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This scenario also presents a valuable systemic link to the higher purpose and compound energy 

perspectives expressed by participant L14 in question 3 of objective 1 when discussing enabling 

collaborative settings.  

Theme 1: Participant L6 

‘I think it is fundamental. I think in order for us to deliver we cannot do it in isolation and 

so we have to essentially involve various stakeholders in order to get that multi-facetted 

view. And if we don't do that, I think we end up having to deliver things and then we have 

to go back and fix, or redo over and over and the iterative process isn’t necessarily getting 

us closer to the finish line, it just means we keep going back. So yeah, I think it's 

fundamental to where business is going and how we need to operate as one business in 

order to achieve what we want. I would even go so far as to say collaboration is fundamental 

to achieving whatever the business strategy is which is even at a higher level than just kind 

of your goal.’ (L6) 

Participant L6 places emphasis on stakeholder selection and attaining multi-faceted perspectives, 

but also presents the harnessing of multi-faceted perspectives in collaborative environments 

towards minimising wasted or lost time.  This also challenges Sanchez’s (2011) posit relating to 

collaboration as a time consuming process.  In recognising that Sanchez’s (2011) posit may have 

some validity, it is evident from the response that, whilst collaborative processes may be consuming, 

the quality of the outcome infers less waste and rework.  Later in the extract participant L6 discusses 

the fundamental of operating as one business and continues to posit the purpose of leadership 

collaboration as achieving a higher level of results.  In some ways a loose pattern seems to be 

developing, when juxtaposing phrases such as higher level of results and higher purpose with that 

of how collaborative practise is conceptualised. 

Theme 2: Participant L6 

‘Again, I think the purpose is applied in pockets, but I don't think it is something that as a 

business we have fully geared ourselves up for or worked towards. My personal opinion is 

that at a head office-based level it is simpler and easier to I think have these conversations, 

but I think in the sales channel world where things work at the speed of light, it is easier to 

cut corners around collaborating, integrating, discussing and the excuse we use is the 

pace.’ (L6) 
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Theme 2 continues to examine where links can be drawn on the aforementioned position regarding 

waste or lost time.  Here the example leans towards time, where due to time constraints 

collaboration efforts in Metropolitan’s distribution channel are inhibited, and when considering the 

position discussed in theme 1, one could derive that phrases such as it is easier to cut corners will 

result in longer-term adverse consequences for the organisation, such as perpetual rework, lost 

time, and more money. 

Theme 1: Participant L12 

‘So, it is important because what's the point of having a vision, goals or objectives if leaders 

are not collaborating and partnering to make sure those leaders are speaking from the 

same point of view. I’ll use an analogy of an orchestra, you have conductor, your leader, in 

our case it’s John. So, if as leaders we are actually not collaborating, we each have 

different instruments and I'm not listening to that leader next to me, the other leader is 

not listening to the other leaders, we're all going to play out of tune.’ (L12) 

Participant L12 strongly positioned statement relates to the importance of collaborating leaders 

speaking from the same point of view, and with the omission of this ideal, the point of formulating 

strategic vision, common goals, or objectives is erroneous.  Against this position, the participant uses 

the analogy of an orchestra, highlighting that in order for leaders to speak from the same point, all 

the different or diverse leadership skills (different instruments) need to play off the same proverbial 

‘hymn sheet’.       

Theme 2: Participant L12 

‘…we could do it more. When I say we could do it more, I think collaboration doesn't come 

naturally, so we must enable collaboration by being very intentional about the platforms 

we create for collaboration. I know in the ideal world we have our standard meetings, I 

know you we have our Marketplace but that's not natural hey, we are going have to be 

very intentional about creating or allowing opportunities and platforms for collaboration.’ 

(L12) 

With this extract relating to theme 2, the participant acknowledges that the purpose of collaboration 

is applied; however, it is not done in a natural or organic manner.  This ‘natural’ inference, followed 

by the statement being very intentional about the platforms we create for collaboration, seemingly 

refers to creating a culture and cultural mechanisms such as structures systems, and processes for 
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the practise to form and organically flourish.  In this regard, Chrislip’s (2002) construct on the 

nurturing of collaborative environments could be seen as a good pairing when leaders are seeking to 

establish a culture of collaboration and allow it to flourish organically. 

Theme 2: Participant L13 

‘The purpose of leadership collaboration it is to combine efforts in order to be able to get to 

your objectives, whether it is growth or whatever it is. But it’s when you combine your 

efforts, and you bring in all your various skills so that you can then reach the outcome.’ 

(L13) 

Simply stated, in the light of theme 1, participant L13 refers to the purpose of leadership 

collaboration as combining efforts and bringing together diverse skills to reach an outcome.  

Theme 2: Participant L13 

‘I think it could work better. It's there but I think it could be tighter, and I think some voices 

would need to quieten down in order for others to actually be heard. I think we’re still 

trying. I think that in certain areas, I find that I'm blind and I don't know what's going on in 

a very crucial part of the business, because I believe every single part of the business is 

important.’ (L13) 

Similar to participant L12, when discussing being very intentional about the platforms we create for 

collaboration, participant L13 states I think it could be tighter, inferring intent towards purposeful 

collaboration, and perhaps enabling environment platforms, for the practise to form.  Here, these 

enabling environment platforms, according to the respondent, must elicit other perspectives and 

should also be inclusive so that all inter-dependent objectives are understood and knowledge is 

shared (Roberts et al., 2016). 

Theme 1: Participant L14 

‘So, in my opinion and the 21st century world, I don't think that full value chain is actually 

possible anymore. I think that the world is so complicated and consumers just move and 

change. If you want to build every part of your value chain, I don't think that businesses 

will be agile enough to survive. So, I think you have to make very concerted decisions about 
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which part of the value chain do you own and which part of the value chain do you partner, 

or insource, or outsource, or co-source. And when you do that, there's only two ways you 

can do it. You can either do that by contract or you can do it through collaboration and in my 

opinion, contracts are for divorce and collaboration is for marriage.’ (L14) 

Participant L14 presents a very insightful and interesting response into the purpose of leadership 

collaboration in a global context.  From the extract many contextually appropriate elements surface 

which definitively position collaborative practise and doing business in the modern era; namely 

fragmented value chains, the demand of consumers, and complicated, which could be seen to align 

with VUCA constructs (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011; Lenz, 2017; Balasubramanian; 2018).   

The statement, contracts are for divorce and collaboration is for marriage is quite profound, and 

speaks to the mutuality and reciprocity antecedents of collaboration, as with the concept of 

marriage.  Mutuality refers to an inter-dependent win-win mindset, and reciprocity refers to the 

reciprocal nature of collaborative practise (Frydlinger et al., 2014; Thomson & Perry, 2006; 

Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Roberts et al., 2016). 

4.5.1.1 Theme 2: Participant L14 

‘I think our whole structure is designed for collaboration because each area now knows that 

I'm not just a function, I'm a piece of this puzzle a piece this value chain. In the past you 

would just do your task and you would say, well I've built it, I don't really care whether it sells 

or not- that's your problem now. I think now the plan means that we have to work with the 

Channel that which not growing and understand what the plan should be to help them grow. 

So, for example, should we now deliver them a new product, no, I don't think so personally. 

We should give them another six months just to settle down. So, I think that is the type of 

discussion we are having, we just don't do it enough, but I think its coming.’ 

From the response as per participant L14, there is a clear realisation of historic silo tendencies in 

relation to how the organisation is structured currently for future cohesion and collaborative 

practise.  Participant L14 also expressed an appreciation for inter-dependency and the value of an 

environment which is reciprocal in nature against some kind of common outcome (Mattessich & 

Monsey, 1992; Frydlinger et al., 2014).  In addition, the respondent expressed an understanding of 

the contextual background of Metropolitan’s distribution channel, and as per the discussion in 

theme 1, the participant infers mutual tendencies but also illustrates empathy.  In the last 
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statement, participant L14 also shows an appreciation for the type of engagement in this example 

and ends the response positively on this basis. 

This section discussed the findings of questions 1 and 2 in an inter-related manner by reviewing 

extracts from various participants aligned with the main themes, harnessing diverse skills towards 

an outcome and applied in pockets.  

4.5.1.2 Summation 

For this objective, an understanding of the purpose of the leadership collaboration was explored and 

discussed with each of the participants.  Question 2 explored to what extent the purpose of 

leadership collaboration is applied in Metropolitan Retail.  

The table below summarises the findings of objective 2.  

Table 4-13: Summary of findings for objective 2 

No.  Concept Key Theme (L) 
Themes linked to theory/ 
empirical evidence 

1 

Understanding the 
Purpose of 
Leadership 
Collaboration 

> Harnessing diverse skills towards an outcome 

>Factors for collaboration 

> VUCA 

>Self-management 

>Effective collaboration 

>Collaboration social norms 

>Organisational silos 

>Inhibiting factors of collaboration 

>Strategic Management 

>Self-management 

2 

To what extent is the 
Purpose of 
Leadership 
Collaboration applied 

> Applied ‘in pockets’  

4.6 Findings and discussion of objective 3 - Identifying inhibiting and 

enhancing factors of leadership collaboration  

The third research objective sought to identify inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership 

collaboration.  For this objective it is important to understand the context of the responses as this 
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provides a deeper understanding of the leadership collaboration landscape within Metropolitan 

Retail.  As a result, the participants were requested to provide examples of where leadership 

collaboration was inhibited and where it was enhanced or excelled.  This allowed the researcher to 

draw contextually appropriate themes and it also presented important gaps for improvement with 

regard to inhibiting factors.  Where there are areas of enhanced leadership collaboration, the 

organisation is then poised to nurture these platforms and elevate the practise further. 

4.6.1 Interview question 1: Can you give me examples of when leadership collaboration 

was inhibited? Interview question 2: Can you give me examples of when leadership 

collaboration was enhanced or excelled? 

Similar to question 2, the researcher felt it was important to discuss the findings of this objective in 

unison, as this allows for an inter-related analysis where applicable.  The table below defines the key 

themes relating to questions 1 and 2 of objective 3, Can you give me examples of when leadership 

collaboration was inhibited, and Can you give me examples of when leadership collaboration was 

enhanced or excelled? 

Table 4-14: Key themes question 1 and 2 of objective 3, Can you give me examples of when leadership 
collaboration was inhibited? Can you give me examples of when leadership collaboration 
was enhanced or excelled? 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 3: Question 1 

Key Theme 1 

Lack of Leadership  

Objective 3: Question 2 

Key Theme 1 

Leader-led Collaboration 

During the data analysis process the common thread or catalyst which dominated many of the 

examples provided by the respondents was that of leadership.  However, during the analyses, the 

researcher experienced much difficulty in bringing to light sub-themes in this regard as many of the 
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sub-themes and contextual backgrounds differed with most of the respondents and the respective 

findings.  Even so, these factors will be discussed below.  It is important to note that during question 

1, participant L13 had lost their train of thought and requested not to provide any examples.  During 

question 2, three participants, including participant L13, asked to continue onto the next question, 

stating that ‘nothing comes to mind’.  This too is an interesting insight, specifically when the question 

refers to enhancing factors of leadership collaboration. 

Table 4-15:  Number of participants referring to lack of leadership as an inhibitor 

Theme 1: 9 Leaders refer to Lack of Leadership as the inhibitor  

‘So, the moment that something is, you know, time bound and some orders from the top are 

barked that we need this by then, people start taking you know, short cuts in processes, so 

as in not consulting with other people, doing what you need to do by yourself because 

[claps hands together to emphasise time pressure] you know, time is limited. It gives the 

people who are tasked with something less leeway to add their input, create unity, really 

think about the problem and bring their whole-selves to try and solve the issue.’ 

‘So, it’s ‘Hey Sally, we have a lending campaign that we need to go live in two weeks, we 

want a GDM campaign’. That’s what they come to you and say, ‘in two weeks I want a 

lending campaign, I want a GDM campaign!’ Okay, so because of time constraints you don’t 

have the leeway to collaborate and give your input. If I’m getting that order, from 

somebody who I feel is not even a marketing expert it shows lack of context. Okay, what 

are we actually trying to achieve? Okay then, ‘I would not recommend that a GDM is the best 

campaign, why don’t we do this…and this? Do we possibly have more leeway for a budget’?’ 

(L2) 

In this example, participant L2 illustrates the coercive nature of how a typical hierarchical structure 

impacts vertical integration in regards to leadership collaboration (Goleman, 2000).  Ratified via the 

tone of the statements; some orders from the top are barked and I’m getting that order, from 

somebody who I feel is not even a marketing expert it shows lack of context, it is evident that even 

with time constraints leadership has neglected to contextually manage the manner in which work is 

allocated, specifically when matters are urgent.  Furthermore, through the example, what becomes 

apparent is a lack of common context, purpose and outcomes, which according to participant L2, has 
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resulted in short cuts and a silo-oriented approach- doing what you need to do by yourself (Roberts 

et al., 2016). 

‘If I have to think the first thing that would come to mind would be the Operations and the 

Channel Support functions. The two areas actually should be working very close together 

and should actually be focusing and chasing the same objectives. Each in their own right 

are actually doing very good work, but they don’t come together that well. They don’t gel 

that well together. In their own rights they are leaders and leading their departments to 

achieve objectives, but I believe if they were closer without politics and collaborated more, 

then we could actually be better than we are at the moment.’ (L3) 

In this example participant L3 expressed a perspective on two business functions, specifically two 

leaders in these functions, where whilst their functions were performing well in isolation, the lack of 

common objectives, which could elevate their inter-dependency, is negated (Roberts et al., 2016; 

Thomson & Perry, 2006).  However, even with common objectives in place, the last statement of the 

extract referring to organisational politics seems to inhibit collaborative virtues and needless to say, 

may have adverse consequences for the organisation.   

‘I drafted the policy document and we were supposed to launch it on whatever date it was 

and somebody said the systems are not going to be ready. The answer to that in terms of a 

collaborative structure was that to delay the launch. The Executive in charge then got in a 

room and said ‘it will launch on the first of January, what’s the solution?’ and when 

everybody said it cannot be launched, he just said, ‘it will launch on the first of January, 

what’s the solution?’ In the end they did launch the solution on the first of January, but 

there was no leadership collaboration, there was no collaboration. There might have been 

lots of decision-making but there was lots of coercion, it was simply, ‘you will get this thing 

done whether you like it or not, so just find a solution I don’t care if it takes 24 hours a 

day’.’ (L4) 

Similar to participant L2, participant L4 expressed coercive leadership (Goleman, 2000).  However, in 

this example, an enabling environment of collaboration existed, expressing joint-decision-making 

elements in the statement, the answer to that in terms of a collaborative structure was that to 

delay the launch.  However, it is clear in the extract that whilst the collaborative setting solved for 

many, the executive in this situation illustrated individualistic tendencies at the expense of the 

collaborating team.  Moreover, even in the event that the solution did meet the intended timeline, it 



107 

is difficult to believe that the leader’s behaviour in this situation could promote and sustain future 

collaborative partnerships. 

‘The inhibitor relates to this scenario, the segments were not happy with learner 

management system however MMI is going to implement something and in January of this 

year. Bella and I got together with Charmaine, who is the Chief Learning Officer we said we’d 

like to do a pilot, we can develop what you want, we can sandbox things, we can play with 

things and when you’re ready as MMI to scale, we will fit in. Now to me that is a beautiful 

example of collaboration on offer. Where it’s not really part of our job jar, but we’re actually 

looking to MMI to provide us with something but there is a capability here that we’re 

passionate about and yet it wasn’t accepted with open arms. There was a no, but wait and 

we’ll see and come back to you. I don’t know the exact reasons but at the end of six 

months we were still waiting because MMI was imminently going to do something, and 

nothing happened. So, for me that was a failed collaboration that was literally offered on 

a silver platter.’ (L7) 

Participant L7 presents an interesting leadership dynamic in this example.  Here, both participant L5 

and a Metropolitan Retail executive express mutuality and reciprocity in exercising their 

collaborative mindset.  The solution presented a win-win scenario for all parties which considered 

business value, not only within Metropolitan but for all entities of MMI Holdings.  The opposing 

response from the group level executive seemed hesitant and lack lustre in terms of a definitive 

decision with no recourse as to why the proposition could or could not be utilised.  In this example, 

social norms of trust and integrity, and in some instances empowerment and autonomy, or the lack 

thereof, seem to surface.  

‘There may have been territorial behaviour in trying to protect your own turf. Where there 

are certain servicing functions, you can argue it can live in the operational or channel space 

but the question is; did those executives who had those areas of responsibility approach the 

situation in a collaborative style and engage for the best outcome for the client, 

shareholder, advisor and employee, and then decide, this is where that function should 

actually reside. And this is now an example, where things don’t necessarily happen as they 

should. To look after everyone’s interests. So, so that may be an example of where it didn’t 

work optimally.’ (L11) 
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In this extract, one can see that participant L11 refers to silo behaviour between two executives, and 

the impact that it could potentially have with regards to clients, shareholders, financial advisors, and 

employees.  Furthermore, the respondent refers to look after everyone’s interests, conversely 

stating that the executive’s approach was individualist in nature, deterring from a greater cause or 

purpose.  Moreover, these individualist tendencies also lean toward the broader transactional 

leadership style (Covey, 2007).  

‘I think with how we were structured before Herman joined or maybe how business was then, 

I think we inhibited a lot of collaboration although we actually were saying we must 

collaborate, we must partner. So, let me give you an example of what happened in the HC 

world. I think everyone's intent was right, but there are some decisions that were made at 

a MMI level that, if there had been better collaboration and partnering with HC at 

Metropolitan, you know that change management would not have been difficult.’ 

This discussion illustrates the impact of leadership in the absence of an enabling environment, but 

also highlights earlier perspectives about leading by example and displaying integrity in the way that 

a leader thinks, feels, and in particular, acts in relation to this example (Roberts et al., 2016; Kouzes 

& Posner, 2012; Da Vinci, 2016).  This extract also highlights the importance of isolated decision-

making and the consequence this has vertically in the organisation as per the statement later in this 

extract. 

Table 4-16: Number of leaders referring to leader-led collaboration as an enhancer 

Theme 2: 10 Leaders refer to Leader-led collaboration as the enhancer  

‘So, we have a new CMO, Montogo Saright, we’ve been going through a process for the 

marketing department called LEGO, and honestly it’s been like the best process I’ve ever been 

through in my entire career- from start to finish. First of all, she took the time that we 

needed, we didn’t rushed the process, the process involved everybody who’s in marketing 

you know, it’s not just a decision made from the top and then you just have to execute, 

we’ve been part of the decision-making the entire way. The process involved regular 

workshops where we unpacked the brand, research is done, we then give feedback and we 

give ideas based on the research and everybody’s input is, it’s equal and from there, 

whatever the outcome of that is, A B or C is produced.’ (L2) 
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Participant L2 presents a valuable perspective on how leader-led collaboration can exist, and 

demonstrates the inspiring impact it could have on collaborating partners.  Here the leader allows 

for time, an energised enabling environment of inclusion, and joint decision-making through all 

phases of the process, including workshops to create a collaborative structure.  In addition, one can 

also notice that, in this example, information was shared and later knowledge was applied to this 

information in order to elicit feedback.  In the phrase, its equal, it seems as if the leader’s approach 

to the collaborative setting had a flatter oriented structure where voice and purpose were shared 

cohesively. 

‘In the Tele-sales space where we needed to move people to a new system and from a 

Channel perspective we had a deadline that had to be achieved. I think the support that 

came in seeing the same picture from RADD, Channel Operations and Support worked well. 

Everybody coming together from different parts of the business, you know throughout the 

business I think even Operations were involved. So, there were a whole lot of different 

people involved in pushing, this one objective and making sure that it happened.’ (L3) 

In this extract participant L3 illustrates the importance of a common goal, and the myriad of diverse 

skills which were involved in order to achieve a result (Hurley, 2011; Roberts et al., 2016).  In some 

ways, what seems to come to the fore is another example of compound energy, as highlighted 

earlier by participant L14.  Through this common goal orientation and the team environment of 

diverse skills, what seems inferred is urgency, and the agility which the leaders were able to deploy 

their teams - here the greater purpose of partnership taking precedence is well represented. 

‘So, if I look at what Bella has created with RADD, as a leader she has gone to other leaders 

and said how do I enable and capacitate my space in order to deliver almost an end to end 

value chain? I think that is a phenomenal example of where it’s worked because by 

incorporating, through osmosis or through a natural process you have different skill sets and 

diversity. What are the words I’m looking for; she’s enabled a business to run end-to-end in 

a space by allowing leaders to co-create and collaborate and have a seat at the table.’ (L6) 

The views illustrated by participant L6 are a good example where a Metropolitan executive 

expressed social norms such as trust and integrity when creating an enabling and co-creative 

environment for other leaders in the organisation (Frydlinger et al., 2013).  The outward approach 

here also shows the natural disposition of the engagements, and in some ways the tone of the 

extract also infers a level of compound energy (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).  With statements such as 
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she’s enabled a business to run end-to-end, it is clear that the collective is represented in the 

approach with other leaders being able to contribute for a common purpose. 

‘…if I just go back to last week’s EXCO, it was the first time that I’ve seen such detail to the 

lower levels of our expense base and who and what is driving that expense base. But 

again, it’s hard facts, and it’s not always nice to see but we had collaborative discussions on 

that. It was not presented to show a negative reflection, it was not perceived as a bad 

reflection, it was the facts and an effort on how can we now all collectively work on this 

and change it. And, if I look at the input that was given from each and every avenue 

around channel and how it was received, I haven’t seen anything like that before. I think 

nobody started defending it and then the acceptance of everybody’s input or, collaboration 

around that topic meant we could move forward and actually need to carry on with the 

conversations and actions.’ (L9) 

In this extract we see a maturing construct of collaboration at an executive level.  The use of 

information, or as stated by participant L9 hard facts, steers the discussion; however it is clear that 

the enabling environment created a place of safety whereby the information displayed did not 

expose or create adversity amongst the collaborators.  In fact, the environment steered diverse 

input, and the proceeding actions resulted in solving for the collective, either via more collaborative 

engagements or actions.  Similar to the last two participants, there is also a sense of compound 

energy, even when dealing with adverse conditions.  However, in this respect the importance of 

leader-led collaboration at the highest level comes to fruition and perhaps could be seen to set the 

tone for the rest of the organisation.   

‘I think the example is what Hilton has decided to do with the different businesses, end-to-

end value chain, including decisions. I think that enhances leadership collaboration because 

there is no relying on someone else externally, it's almost empowering the leaders to 

collaborate within their business and make decisions, but also to be fully accountable of 

the financial results. I really think that's a good example of enabling collaboration and 

enhancing collaboration. You cannot expect someone to be accountable when they’re not 

empowered to make decisions, to make calls on spend or budgets. You only hold someone 

accountable when you've empowered them and enabled them to actually run with 

whatever it is that you expect of them.’ (L12) 
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The perspective presented by participant L12 refers to autonomy in collaboration.  However, the 

response here is quite profound, where the participant expresses that, as leaders, you cannot expect 

someone to be accountable when they’re not empowered to make decisions.  It is evident that the 

leader and their inherent leadership style play an important role given this context, where 

autonomy replaces control and where empowerment leads to heighten accountability .  Lastly, 

with this example, one could suggest that with empowerment comes trust, specifically when looking 

at the seniority of the leaders presented here.  

‘So for me, Philip's leadership is an example of that. He has taken so much time in terms of 

making sure that the team has a common vision, buys into a common vision and has 

enough runway. So, he uses the words ‘lanes’, where your lane is and is it a good enough 

lane that it excites you, but you must also know where your overlaps are and where your 

touch points are. But also why it's so important for everybody to be able to overlap where 

they should overlap. So, he has spent less time on strategy than he has on collaboration.’ 

(L14) 

The example provided by participant L14 refers to the executive leadership environment and shows 

leadership facilitation of the environment towards co-creation of a common vision.  Here one can 

also see evidence of autonomy, and perhaps empowerment, with the phrase has enough runway, 

inferring less control whilst subordinate leaders manage their own business units against a greater 

strategic path.  The analogy of ‘lanes’ here refers to the respective business units, whereby the 

leader defines boundaries of accountability and where these boundaries should overlap from an 

inter-dependency perspective, thereby positioning a frame for collaboration as and when these 

inter-dependencies occur.   

The last statement is also profound; he has spent less time on strategy than he has on 

collaboration, as it depicts exceptional EQ and foresight with regards to enabling a team and setting 

a course for strategic delivery. 

The above section discussed the findings of questions 1 and 2 in an interrelated manner by 

reviewing extracts from various participants aligned with the main themes, lack of leadership and 

leader-led collaboration when identifying inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership 

collaboration respectively. 
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4.6.2 Summation 

In terms of this objective, an understanding of the inhibiting and enhancing factors for leadership 

collaboration was explored and discussed with each of the participants.  Interestingly, within the 

context of Metropolitan, the ‘lack of leadership’ or ‘leader-led collaboration’ surfaced as the main 

themes when analysed against inhibiting and enhancing factors respectively.  The table below 

summarises the findings of objective 3; however, the themes linked to theoretical and empirical 

evidence are important as these provide a holistic perspective on participant experience and also 

present a valuable overview on the collaborative landscape in the organisation.  

Table 4-17: Summary of findings for objective 3 

No.  Concept Key Theme (L) Themes linked to theory/ empirical evidence 

1 
Identifying Inhibiting 
factors of leadership 
collaboration 

> Lack of Leadership 

>Transactional Leadership; Coercive Leadership 

>Hierarchical Organisational Structures 

>Inhibiting Factors of Collaboration 

>Cooperation  

>Siloed Organisation 

>Leading by example 

>Social Norms of Collaboration 

>Effective Collaboration 

2 
Identifying enhancing 
factors of leadership 
collaboration 

> Leader-led Collaboration 

>Effective collaboration 

>Social Norms of Collaboration 

>Collaboration social norms 

>Inhibiting Factors of Collaboration 

>Flat/Matrix Organisational Structures 

>Organisational Agility 

>Strategic Management 

>Self-management 

4.7 Findings and discussion of objective 4 - Investigating cultural 

mechanisms for leadership collaboration 

Objective 4 explores one the most important pillars of collaborative practise, i.e. culture.  Situated 

within the context of this study, the role of leadership in establishing a culture of collaboration 

becomes an imperative, as per Hurley’s (2011: 4) posit below:  
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‘They must be powerful shapers of collaborative cultures, able to harness the collective 

intelligence and leverage the distinctive competencies of employees throughout their 

organisations to adapt and innovate with agility and speed.’  

In addition, in order to present recommendations which will be beneficial to Metropolitan Retail, it 

was important to explore culture by practically examining the core building blocks to establishing a 

collaborative culture; namely structure and processes (Miller, 2019; Thomson & Perry, 2009).  

4.7.1 Interview question 1: Are there structures in place to facilitate leadership 

collaboration? Interview question 2: Are there processes in place to facilitate 

leadership collaboration? 

During this analysis, questions 1 and 2 of objective 4 were analysed in unison in order to illustrate a 

practical investigation and frame regarding these two inter-related building blocks or mechanisms.  

This approach provided a holistic perspective in terms of identifying gaps, and further, 

recommending opportunities towards establishing a collaborative culture in Metropolitan Retail.   

The table below defines the key themes relating to questions 1 and 2 of objective 4, Are there 

structures in place to facilitate leadership collaboration? and Are there processes in place to facilitate 

leadership collaboration? 

Table 4-18: Key themes of questions 1 and 2 of objective 4, Are there structures in place to facilitate 
leadership collaboration? Are there processes in place to facilitate leadership collaboration? 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 4: Question 1 

Key Theme 1 

Structures are in place 

Sub Themes 

>Partially  

>Inconsistent 

Objective 4: Question 2 

Key Theme 1 



114 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 4: Question 1 

Processes are in place 

Sub Themes 

>Undefined 

>Ineffective 

During the discussions presented in questions 1 and 2 of this objective, the context portrayed by 

each participant is important with regards to the purpose of this objective.  As it may be safe to 

assume that all organisations contain structures and processes in some form, the discussion below 

illustrates the current state of the organisation in relation to theoretical and empirical evidence 

regarding a culture of collaboration.  The table below provides the number of responses from 

leaders with regards to the key themes. 

Table 4-19: Number of responses to main theme and sub-themes of objective 4 

Theme 1: 13 Leaders mention Structures are in place 

Sub Theme: Partially  

Sub Theme: Inconsistent 

‘There are a few meetings, stand-ups; I guess you can call them collaborative structures. In 

Marketing we have regular management committees and status updates where we kind of 

go through everything that we did, give input and so forth. There are Agile tribe’s, so that 

would be obviously with the different RADD teams. Marketing would be involved, as of late 

we’ve been invited to quite a few of these regarding the new upcoming product and just 

the creative process for that. So yeah, there are a few. I don’t feel that their as structured 

as they could be, but I mean, sometimes too much structure kills creativity.’ (L2) 

With participant L2 it is important highlight the tone of the discussion.  Notably the participant 

identifies two examples which are deemed as collaborative structures; a management committee 

and Agile Methodology-related updates.  (Agile Methodology is a set of values and principles for 
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software development under which requirements and solutions evolve through the collaborative 

effort of self-organizing cross-functional teams (Wikipedia, 2019)).  From a management committee 

perspective, whilst regular and consistent in frequency, it seems that these meetings only partially 

fulfil collaborative outcomes or are not definitive in terms of the expected outcomes.  

Whilst there is an attempt to elicit diverse thought patterns and promote learning, the participant’s 

tone leads one to believe that the depth and consistency of how these sessions are facilitated needs 

improvement to effect collaborative outcomes (Miller, 2019).  With the Agile Methodology-related 

updates, the extract shows better consistency from a cross-boundary inclusivity and frequency 

perspective, but only during the creative processes.  However, like with the management committee 

perspective above, the depth and outcome of the session seems to be negated.  From the 

participant’s last statement it is important that structure, as part of the collaborating system, must 

strike a balance, and that the purpose of each gathering is to serve systemic and joint outcomes 

(George, 2006). 

‘I think there are different forums and ways of coming together. For instance you’ll have your 

RADD tables having different meetings where you get all of the role players from various 

businesses coming together. So I think, in EXCO you pull together a whole lot of people, there 

is a meeting of minds and in a formal sense where people come together and collaborate, 

but I think informally, once you’re out of these structures people tend sometimes to do their 

own thing. Where it’s not forced. They tend to stick to their own farm.’ (L3) 

Similar to participant L2, participant L3 uses an executive committee and Agile Methodology-related 

meetings as examples of collaborative structures.  From a culture perspective, it is difficult to gauge 

the extent or depth of collaborative practise in either of these sessions.  However, whilst there are 

inferences such as role players from various businesses or a meeting of minds, which infer diversity 

and perhaps knowledge sharing, it seems as if the structures noted here are hierarchically disposed.   

Some collaborative elements are noted, and these seem to reside at a higher and formal structural 

level, with little continuity in the lower levels of the organisational structure unless forced.  The 

coercive undertone, and lack of flatter networked collaborative structures, inadvertently illustrates 

that entities revert into a silo-oriented state (Ashenden, 2013).  In this extract, the sub-theme of 

partial is noted; however, this example also illustrates the impact of the partial sub-theme when 

collaborative structures are not institutionalised against both the horizontal and vertical dimensions 

of an organisation.  
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‘I don’t think so; we don’t know what other people are doing in the organisation. So, it 

might happen at a Channel EXCO level or EXCO level, where people know what’s in the 

pipeline and what’s happening, but on the ground there are pockets of it. The Channel 

Professionalisation Guild run by the RADD team is a great example of collaboration, but 

then there are other things… I don’t have a clue what Infrastructure and Operations are 

working on. I don’t know what Deidre’s team is doing. So again, how you can add value, 

how can you collaborate if you don’t even know what people are focusing on, what their 

priorities are, where they maybe need someone to leverage off. So, I think a lot of it comes 

down to lack of communication, a lack of collaboration as leaders, getting to understand 

what we’re doing.’ (L6) 

With participant L6, one can see a common thread developing where hierarchically there may be 

evidence of structure and where collaborative gatherings are held via the RADD team - a single area 

of collaborative evidence one level down in the hierarchy.  Even so, it is clear that the outcomes of 

these structures do not transpire throughout the organisation, thereby negating cohesion.  Coupled 

with the lack of communication, the extract also presents a state of disarray with key elements such 

common purpose, goals and objectives lacking both vertically and horizontally against the 

organisational structure.  The statement, a lack of collaboration as leaders, also infers that it is 

highly probable that leader-led enabling environment virtues are also inhibited, therefore placing 

strain on securing structural and collaborative cultural outcomes.    

‘So, okay maybe from an organisational structure perspective, I don’t think we are 

structured ideally at this stage. That speaks to some of my previous comments, how we 

see this common goal, that we’re not sure what supposed to happen and who’s the right 

people to be doing it. So, because of that I believe that from an org structure perspective, we 

are not structured adequately. However, I do think there are lots of informal structures and 

ceremonies where we do try to align and do collaborative things. So, if I take it down maybe 

not at the executive level but sort of at the team delivery level, there are things in the Agile 

way of work around rituals that are intended to keep people in the loop and allow people 

the opportunity to ask questions and essentially make sure there is a common 

understanding.’  

‘I think there are formal structures that create a platform, but I think that is only the starting 

point. I would give an example of Retail EXCO where you’ve got everybody in the room saying 

okay let’s find a possible solution to work together for a single objective. So, you have that at 
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the different levels and I think then we can find more opportunity to collaborate and create 

better platforms. I think it’s in most cases its forced top-down approach, which stops very 

quickly. So there is a starting platform but I think we can do more to say once we’ve done the 

EXCO part of it and we’ve done the action items.’ (L8) 

In this extract participant L8 expressed that holistically Metropolitan’s organisational structure is not 

optimal for a collaborative culture to be promoted.  Here the participant stressed a lack of common 

vision, accountabilities, and the right profile of employees as the main elements with regards to the 

current state of the organisation and its ability to transform to a collaborative culture structurally.  

Partially evident in less formal settings, participant L8 identified the Agile Methodology way of work 

as a method where collaborative structures are congruent with more collaborative cultural virtues, 

thus depicting knowledge sharing, diversity of thought, and common context (Miller, 2019).  

However, via the statement if I take it down maybe not at the executive level but sort of at the 

team delivery level, it may be safe to assume that the participant is inferring that at an executive 

level the structure does not currently promote a culture of collaboration.  (L10) 

This extract is interesting from two varying perspectives.  The first perspective ratifies some of the 

earlier discussions relating to hierarchy and top-down inferences.  Here participant L10 illustrates 

the realisation that more work needs to be done structurally, below the executive level, and sees 

this as a starting point.  He also notes that working together towards a single objective is apparent at 

this level.   

The second perspective here illustrates a conflicting perspective to that of participant L8, where the 

participant stresses a lack of common vision and accountabilities at an executive level structurally.  

On this basis it is evident that both themes of ‘partial’ and ‘inconsistent’ are represented in this 

extract.   

‘Somewhat. In our area and in relation to that Tribe Wall session that we have with RADD. 

I've only been probably one or two of those things and there isn't anything else that is 

formalised that actually facilitates a culture of collaboration. And it is a little bit more one 

sided in the sense that it feels like we are going into RADD and there is not much about RADD 

coming into our space. So, its pseudo facilitated, I think.’ (L13) 

Participant L13 negates any hierarchical structure inferences as mentioned in the earlier extracts.  In 

this extract, both partial and inconsistent sub-themes are illustrated.  Partial in the sense that there 
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are somewhat structures in place which facilitate a culture of collaboration, and inconsistent in that 

even where these structures exist, they do not seem ingrained into the cultural DNA of the 

organisation.  This is illustrated through statements such as, I've only been to probably one or two 

of those things.  Whilst many participants use the business unit RADD as an example where 

collaborative cultural structures do exist, participant L13 challenges the one-sidedness of the 

approach, which could infer pseudo silo tendencies, or using another business unit as a means, 

rather than sourcing, for the collective. 

‘So, here I think we are still a little bit formalistic. The formal structures is us as a team, as 

EXCO, we’ll meet in EXCO. Inside RADD I think we've got most ceremonies. You have the Tribe 

Wall and stuff like that where people are supposed to share; you've got the scrum-of-scrums. 

So, I'm almost juxtaposing it. I'm saying in EXCO, you've only got one structure and it only 

happens once a month where you formally get together and yet, we've built an 

environment where I think we check in with each other all the time and it's informal. It's 

WhatsApp, its chats, it’s one on ones. In RADD, we actually create a lot of formal 

structures for collaboration and yet we don't check in with each other enough informally. 

So, it seems to me just if I step back, and I must admit I didn't think about it like this until I've 

actually said this. You can’t over formalise collaboration. It actually needs to be more 

spontaneous.’ (L14) 

Participant L14 presents valuable insight.  Here the participant seeks to create an enabling 

environment to a collaborative culture by juxtaposing formal and informal collaborative structures.  

The participant states that formal collaborative structures are conjoined with informal engagement, 

and in some ways both structures are required to elevate the next by creating a loop-back.   

In some ways, some of the discussion with participant L13 seems to be better contextualised in this 

discussion, whereby the RADD business unit has established a multitude of formal structures for 

engagement; however participant L14 challenges this disposition by positioning that more informal 

engagements could minimise some of pseudo characteristics, as stated by participant L13.  In this 

context, it is evident that both partial and inconsistent sub-themes are represented in this extract.  

The last statement, You can’t over formalise collaboration. It actually needs to be more 

spontaneous, expresses depth, and could perhaps be seen as an important principle when 

transforming a culture, capturing both formal and informal structural reform elements 

harmoniously.  
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Table 4-20: Theme 2 

Theme 2: 12 Leaders mention Processes are in place 

Sub-theme: Undefined 

Sub-theme: Ineffective 

‘Look I’ll say yes, there are processes within the company where you’ve got these meetings 

and everything else, but it basically becomes a telling session. Yeah, it’s not a gathering 

session where we actually listen to all the ideas. It’s just, you go there, this is what we’re 

busy with, and we’ll take you through all the steps and any questions, so it’s more like a 

presentation. There should be almost like a workshop kind of session.’ (L1) 

In this extract, participant L1 expresses that whilst processes do exist, they exist as a mechanism to 

provide feedback, rather than to elicit diversity and co-creation.  Furthermore, whilst seemingly 

ineffective towards effecting a culture of collaboration, it is evident that the principles which elicit 

effective relational processes as per Table 2-7 in Chapter 2 are negated (Schuman, 2006; Wood et 

al., 2009).   

‘Processes? [pause 11:26 – 11:30] I don’t know the difference between structures and 

processes but I would imagine processes are specifically around your formal ways of 

coming together. So, you would come together, have a certain discussion and you would 

minute the discussion and it’s circulated from there. In terms of other processes, I suppose 

you could use the same examples where through pulling together people in a forum, I would 

imagine is also a process, a way of doing it.’ (L3) 

The initial question and long pause at the initial part of this extract, followed by the statement, I 

don’t know the difference between structures and processes is a startling insight in itself, given the 

level of seniority of the target sample represented here.  Moreover, the views expressed by 

participant L3 are seemingly rudimentary when viewed in the context of collaborative processes and 

efforts to transform the organisation’s culture.  If anything, this perspective represents structural 

processes, and perhaps is more congruent with the hierarchical perspectives discussed during 

question 1 of this objective (Roberts et al., 2016). 
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‘I think there are but their more dependent on the individual than they are on set process. It 

depends on how the person wants to run that particular activity and that they set the 

process accordingly. It’s not that their not familiar with it, it’s just not fixed. It’s not 

formalised, it’s not cultural. Maybe that’s a better way to look at it. It’s not part of the 

culture of the company, the culture of the company shifts between just get it done and 

‘let’s work out this thing together’ but even ‘the working this thing out together’ is always 

subject to someone above you making a decision and they might make a decision that 

wasn’t actually the result of the collaborative setting that they initially agreed with.’ (L4) 

With participant L4, the extract illustrates that processes within the organisation are sporadically 

determined by leaders, based on how the leader feels a particular venture should be facilitated.  In 

general the extract illustrates that even when there are processes, they are undefined and in some 

instances even unknown to the leaders themselves.  The latter part of the extract highlights that 

collaborative processes are not part of the organisations culture, as the culture is either top-down 

coercive - just get it done, or even when working together it seems as leaders coercively make 

isolated decisions which contravene initial joint decisions made by the collaborating system. 

‘I’m not sure again. I think with the conversation we have about ways of work and how as 

a business we want to show up, I think there are perhaps processes implied, but these are 

not explicit. So, again leaders talk about how things should be done, but I don’t necessarily 

know if there are processes that, or at least not from my perspective that facilitate that.  I 

think with human beings you have to say something, then you have to model it and then 

you have to do it a thousand times and I think part of a process is not necessarily, a 

documented process but it’s a way of behaving and a way of showing up that is consistent 

and constant. I feel like if our leaders did that in a consistent measured way, over time the 

outcome of that would be a workforce that lines up behind you and delivers on their bits in 

a similar way.’ (L6) 

Participant L6 presents a valuable perspective which refers to relational processes, albeit implied 

rather than explicit.  However, the focus of the extract speaks to leadership, their failure to translate 

speak into action, or create an environment which steers and facilitates collaboration consistently 

and constantly, thereby transforming the organisation towards collaborative virtues and essentially 

forming a culture of collaboration.  The leadership behavioural construct in this extract is important, 

as the discussion infers formulating antecedents for collaboration, and also leadership’s role in 

navigating an environment of structural and relational processes (Roberts et al., 2016; Covey, 2007).  



121 

It is clear that processes, in the context of this extract, refer to both the sub-themes of undefined 

and ineffective. 

‘I think there are to some extent but not in all. I look at a simple thing we’re busy with the 

‘proof of concept’ on robotics. I’ve never ever heard until last week Tuesday in the auditorium 

that the Health medical aid business is across the road from us and I knew that they had 

robotics. So, if it’s something that’s so great and doing so well for the organisation why 

didn’t you share it. So, I think that we do not have the right channels to share, the right 

avenue of connecting the right people, and often because of this when you get the end 

state you suddenly realise you’ve left half of the crowd out.’ (L9) 

Whilst a simplistic example, participant L9 highlights the importance of an enabling environment 

when discussing ineffective relational processes within the organisation (Roberts et al., 2016).  What 

emanates from this example is the consequence of a poorly formed environment which lacks 

knowledge sharing and communication and the inability for these two elements to connect the right 

people.  Again, whilst simplistically poised, it is clear that this example illustrates the propensity to 

optimise, or create future value, on the basis that the aforementioned elements were embedded as 

part of the organisation’s culture and supported via an established enabling environment (Schuman, 

2006).  

‘It's something that I think if we had that going we could get our leaders to start talking to 

each other. And I also think this is something that we all talk about, but we haven't really 

put our minds to how we could enhance Channel and indoor collaboration? I don't have an 

answer, but I think it's something that I'm going to influence. I need to start thinking about 

that because I know that the Channel Road Show platform is not enough, especially 

because of our geographic challenges. We are everywhere our footprint is everywhere, so 

how do we enable collaboration?’ (L12) 

With this extract, participant L12 infers relational processes as a method for more leadership 

engagement, but also indicates that while there is some consensus, more work needs to be done in 

order to stimulate an environment which enacts further relational activity.  Later in the extract 

participant L12 also positions locality or geographic spread as a challenge which evidently 

compounds efforts to nurture the collaborative environment.  At a glance, assumptions could also 

be made that, based on the tone of the discussion, this leader may not have been trained to lead 
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collaboratively.  This resonates with Hurley’s (2011) earlier posit regarding an older generation of 

leaders and their ability to lead collaboratively in the modern era. 

‘So, I think that in RADD we have put a lot of processes in place and I don't think we should 

stop doing that. I think that there are good processes and there are good rituals, but it 

seems to me the missing ingredient is somewhere in the intent space. And intent comes 

from, I mean you can look at it from an altruistic purpose or you can look at it from a 

selfish thing. Intent comes from just knowing, I need you and it's not transactional. So, if 

one RADD team knows they need another RADD team, they can try and make it 

transactional by contracting it. But if you can’t get it out of just contractual, into common 

purpose, saying we need each other and it's reciprocal. It's going be work hey; it takes a lot 

of work.’ (L14) 

Participant L14 presents a profound perspective and confirms that there are collaborative processes 

in place; however, these processes are ineffective in terms of leadership intent.  Whilst it seems that 

the current processes fulfil some structural outcomes, the opposing perspective illustrates a lack of 

relational integrity from a process perspective.  With an undertone of coerciveness and 

transactional leadership bias, the statements also challenge the poor state of collaborative social 

norms (Covey, 2007; Roberts et al., 2016).  In some ways, linkages can be drawn between this 

perspective and the perspective of participant L13 in question 1 when referring to the RADD 

business unit as pseudo facilitated.  To finalise the position held on the matter, the participant infers 

the natural or organic nurturing of collaboration, stabilised through common purpose and the social 

norm of reciprocity, but also states the difficulty in transforming the current state of the business 

unit and its leaders (Chrislip, 2002, Frydlinger, 2014; Kelly & Schaefer, 2014).    

The discussion above centred on the findings of question 1 and 2 in an interrelated manner by 

reviewing extracts from various participants aligned with the main themes, structures are in place 

and processes are in place when investigating structures and processes as cultural mechanisms 

towards facilitating leadership collaboration.  From a structure perspective, two sub-themes were 

also identified; partially and inconsistent; and from a process perspective, the two sub-themes 

included undefined and ineffective.   
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4.7.2 Interview question 3: How would you improve these mechanisms? 

Question 3 presents a perspective on how leaders within Metropolitan would improve the cultural 

mechanisms for leadership collaboration based on their answers in questions 1 and 2 of this 

objective.  This question also uncovers deeper perspectives which may extend further than that of 

structures and processes, as noted in questions 1 and 2 respectively.  

Table 4-21: Key themes in question 3 of objective 4, How would you improve these mechanisms? 

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 4: Question 3 

Key Theme 1 

Enabling Environment  

Similar to objective 3, the researcher found it difficult to extract sub-themes as many leaders 

presented differing opinions and insights in relation to the main theme.  However, each context is 

important as this exposes many opportunities to secure Metropolitan’s emerging collaborative 

environment.  Important to note is that the theme ‘enabling environment’ has now surfaced twice in 

this chapter, and the imperatives placed on leadership to secure this environment towards 

connecting people, their knowledge, and expertise.  

Furthermore, the connection of people, knowledge, and expertise is an important modern era posit, 

relating to the rise of the knowledge worker and the VUCA challenges in which the concept is 

situated (Davenport, 2005).  

The following table provides responses from leaders in regards to key themes detailed above.  

Table 4-22:  Number of responses for an enabling environment 

Theme 1: 10 Leaders refer to an Enabling Environment  

‘It’s a very difficult one, but if I was the leader in this environment, I would fire some other 

people. It’s as simple as that, some of the people are just not collaborating in this business, 

and it’s just leading to toxicity. I would actually fire some people. Simple as that. You have 
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got to employ the right kind of leadership who understands that this is not 1950. In the ‘50s 

the leader said this and that’s how it’s going to go and no matter what…’ (L1) 

Participant 1 presents an interesting perspective, which perhaps can be viewed on the basis that to 

promote an enabling environment of leadership collaboration, you need the right type of leadership, 

given the era in which businesses operate today.  Due to the harsh tone illustrated here, I would 

actually fire some people, it is clear that participant L1 derides some of the coercive and perhaps 

territorial mindsets in the organisation and feels that these behaviours are hindering future-oriented 

mindsets.  Lastly, what is also inferred in this extract is the importance of member personal 

characteristics as part of the enabling environment - a key effective collaboration antecedent 

(Bronstein, 2003). 

‘I think structured relates to the frequency. So, the different meetings I’m invited to just 

kind of seem sporadic. These are not, frequent or not every two weeks or whatever it is. I 

think just in terms of that, it would be nice if more influential people were involved in the 

sessions from time to time because as I mentioned, the people at the bottom, are trying to do 

the whole collaboration thing but it gets lost as you go higher up. So, I think it would be great 

if they were pulled into it so they can actually tap into what people is thinking by hearing 

what people are saying.’ (L2) 

With participant L2, the frequency of structured meetings is discussed towards securing a holistic 

enabling environment, but it also infers clarity regarding how Metropolitan operates as part of its 

cultural DNA.  The participant then continues by inferring the importance of leadership (influential 

people) during these meetings, and the outward mindset of these leaders when engaging with their 

people (The Arbinger Institute, 2016).  Here the leadership competence of listening is positioned as 

part of the enabling environment, and it can also be seen to deepen or minimise the contextual gap 

between vertical layers in the organisation (Da Vinci, 2016).   

‘You know if you want to get into business to collaborate you have to do it with an incredible 

degree trust, trust people more than most businesses, especially in this country, trust their 

employees. You have to give them the goals, you have to give them the detail of those 

goals, you have to break it down through the layers as to what does it mean for me to be 

achieving that goal. You can’t do that through the way they try to do it now with ‘key 

performance indicators’, it just doesn’t work out. You have to give people information and 

you have to make sure that they understand the significance of that information for them, 
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and then you have to actually trust them to do the right thing, to change their job roles 

accordingly in order for those goals to happen. So it’s not just a free for all, but at the same 

time you have to trust them so there’s a delicate balance between trusting them to do the 

right thing and letting them have total freedom to do what they think is the right 

thing…’(L4) 

Participant L4 provides a broad perspective on how to improve leadership collaboration in general in 

Metropolitan Retail.  However, the views contained here highlight key insights with regards to social 

norm antecedents such as trust and autonomy, structural processes such as goal definition and roles 

and responsibilities, relational processes such as information sharing, and outcomes at a personal 

and business level (Frydlinger et al., 2014; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Roberts et al., 2016).  Each of 

these elements forms part of an enabling environment, and also provides valuable insight into the 

future role of leadership within the context of Metropolitan.  The latter part of the extract also 

highlights dimensions between trust and autonomy, but importantly positions the leader as the 

steering source behind managing these dimensions whilst maintaining the course towards attaining 

the goal in question. 

‘So, I think ultimately, as human beings we model what we see, and it starts from the top 

and through a kind of a distilled process of osmosis, we hopefully believe that into our 

business. I believe the way we improve something like how we work, which enables a 

process like collaborative leadership, it starts with the leaders that we have and enabling 

them to actually A, understand what this means, B, practise what that means and C, lead 

in that way consistently. So how we do that I’m not sure, but I believe that is where we start. 

I’m so used to hearing our leaders say I want my leaders to do things in a particular way 

because it’s the right way, but they don’t do it that way. So, how do you expect someone to 

do something if that is not what they see from the people around them?  So, I think it’s 

about starting at the top and then through a process of osmosis ensuring that it’s 

reinforced.’ (L6) 

Participant L6 discusses the enabling environment in the context of leadership; it starts from the top 

and through a kind of a distilled process of osmosis.  Here the participant discusses a natural and a 

nurturing of collaboration through structures and processes led by leadership which essentially form 

the bedrock of the antecedent, an enabling environment (Chrislip, 2002; Roberts et al., 2016).  In 

addition, the statements also refer to Covey’s (2007) and Da Vinci’s (2016) positions on leading by 

example in the way leaders listen, feel and act.  The last statement is also interesting, where perhaps 
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a process of osmosis coupled with the term reinforced seems contradictory, with the process of 

osmosis inferring a natural state and the term reinforced seemingly coercive or unnatural in this 

context.   

‘So, I think if we fix the organisational structures it will enable more, easier collaboration 

because there should be more clearer accountabilities of where your domain starts and 

ends. Then, in terms of the more informal rituals and structures around, the different 

planning sessions, guilds and chapters, I think that is good in terms of enabling or trying to 

at least over communicate and make sure people’s kept in the loop.’ (L8) 

In this extract participant L8 identifies the organisational structure as an inhibitor to the enabling 

environment, including the current collaborative structures which are already in place.  In this 

discussion, accountabilities refer to the division of labour, and they perhaps play varying roles within 

a structure or enabling environment towards value creation (Hurley, 2011).  At a glance, the 

participant also infers that by solving issues pertaining to the organisational structure, 

communication will also improve, thereby inducing a more unified approach in Metropolitan.   

‘If we go back to the first few questions, it was more about the leadership and about 

collaboration versus management. If you don’t create a collaborative environment, it 

doesn’t matter what system you have. So, you need to start at the right point and solve for 

the willingness from leadership to collaborate. Then you need create a platform for team 

members. Perhaps a simple example, team members in Retail EXCO, should we have a cup of 

coffee once in a month and together as a team, just sit and chat a little bit. It’s not just about 

work; we’re having a nice cup of coffee and as a group of colleagues that might create an 

environment for the next player to say well let’s do something…’ (L10) 

Participant 10 presents a perspective which places leadership at the forefront of establishing an 

enabling environment, illustrating that without leadership creating this collaborative environment, 

the collaborating system will not succeed.  In continuing, the participant also refers to the 

importance or willingness for leaders to collaborate, inferring the personal profile of leaders and 

their ability to suppress individualism and solve for the collective (Frydlinger et al., 2014).  

The statement, create a platform for team members, contextualised in the example, negates the 

formality of an enabling environment, but presents informal engagements within this environment 

as an important mechanism towards leadership collaboration.  From the undertone of this example, 
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having a nice cup of coffee and as a group of colleagues, it seems that a safe environment where 

social norms are elicited and felt, and the untold context and understanding of team members, is 

better informed and later absorbed into more formal collaborative structures (Frydlinger et al., 

2014).  This example is perhaps a good way of looking at how the compound energy of a 

collaborating environment can be promoted. 

‘Yeah, I think the informal things are working well, because I know the different EXCO 

members have got one-on-ones with each other. The formal one is lacking and I think we 

need to put our time and efforts into at least every second month, to just debate a lot more, 

debate opportunities, debate priorities, and make sure that we're delivering the right things 

at the right time.’ (L15) 

In terms of L10 and L15, two contradicting perspectives surface, with participant L10 highlighting 

that more informal ‘safe’ environments are needed, and participant 15 clearly highlighting those 

informal environments are working well and that a formal structure is lacking.  However, in this 

regard context is important, and it seems as if participant L15, when referring to informal structures 

(one-on-ones), are what participant L10 is referring to as formal structures.  This is an interesting 

insight in itself.  With regards to an enabling environment, time and the frequency of structures and 

processes (both structural and relational) which lead into these structures, seem ineffective.  From a 

relational process perspective, the term debate mentioned multiple times during this extract 

emphasises more engagement, but also infers agile facilitation in terms of managing the strategic 

path of the organisation.  

The section above discussed the findings of question 3 by reviewing extracts from various 

participants aligned with the main theme, enabling environment.  The theme ‘enabling 

environment’ refers to the mechanism which leaders within Metropolitan Retail believe will improve 

a culture of leadership collaboration.  

4.7.3 Summation 

Objective 4 presented an investigation regarding mechanisms which facilitate a culture of leadership 

collaboration.  At a glance the disparity in regards to the various responses highlights that numerous 

gaps exist in the organisation, specifically the cultural mechanisms which facilitate leadership 

collaboration.  The underpinning of the theme ‘enabling environment’ as per question 3 of this 

objective rests with the role of leadership (Roberts et al., 2016).   
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As per objective 3, the gaps identified in this objective shed light on leadership and the role they 

would have to play in order to solidify a collaborative culture as transformation beckons amidst the 

modern era context.  The table below summarises the findings of objective 4, and illustrates a strong 

link with theoretical and empirical evidence as shown in objective 3. 

Table 4-23: Summary of findings for objective 4 

No.  Concept Key Theme (L) Themes linked to theory/ empirical evidence 

1 

Investigating 
cultural 
mechanisms 
for leadership 
collaboration- 
Structures 

> Structures are in place 

Sub-themes 

> Partially 

> Inconsistent 

>Transactional Leadership; Coercive Leadership 

>Organisational Structures; Hierarchical, Flat and Matrix 

>Collaborative Organisational Structures 

>Siloed Organisation 

>Leading by example 

>Social Norms of Collaboration 

>Collaborative Culture 

>Collaborative Leadership 

>Effective Collaboration 

>Strategic Management 

2 

Investigating 
cultural 
mechanisms 
for leadership 
collaboration- 
Processes 

> Processes are in place 

Sub-themes 

> Undefined 

> Ineffective 

>Effective collaboration; structural and relational processes 

>Social Norms of Collaboration 

>Collaboration social norms 

>Inhibiting Factors of Collaboration 

>Organisational Agility 

>Self-management 

>Siloed Organisation 

3 

Investigating 
cultural 
mechanisms 
for leadership 
collaboration- 
How would you 
improve these 
mechanisms? 

> Enabling Environment 

>Effective collaboration; Enabling Environment 

>Social norms 

>Collaborative Organisational Structures 

>Collaborative Leadership 

4.8 Findings and discussion of objective 5 - Investigating the importance of 

leadership collaboration in regards to customer-centricity 

Objective 5 ties together the context of this research paper.  The investigation in objective 5 is based 

on the following contextual organisational and global concepts respectively; the inter-connected and 



129 

inter-dependent Metropolitan Retail customer-centric operating model and the high demand of 

consumers and society on business in the modern era (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011).  Furthermore, 

it is perhaps important to reiterate that collaboration is notably an inherent premise of customer-

centric organisations (Kesteloo et al., 2009).  

4.8.1 Interview question 1: Why do you think leadership collaboration is important in 

regards to customer-centricity? 

Based on the aforementioned discussion, the researcher thought it was an imperative to test 

whether leaders within Metropolitan Retail were able to formulate the link between collaboration 

and customer-centricity against the aforementioned position.  Whilst the organisational context is 

an imperative towards customer-centric reform, the global context perspective above presents an 

important sustainability lever when considering the current and impending levels of change 

regarding future business endeavours (Hurley, 2011; Balasubramanian, 2018).  

Table 4-24: Key themes question 1 of objective 5, Why do you think leadership collaboration is 
important in regards to customer-centricity?   

Metropolitan Leader Response 

Objective 5: Question 1 

Key Theme 1 

Optimising  value chain capabilities 

> Common Objective/Goal 

> Results 

The analysis of question 1 of objective 5 identified the key theme of optimising value chain 

capabilities, together with the sub-themes of common objective or goal and results.  

Table 4-25: Number of leaders referring to optimising value chain capabilities 

Theme 1: 10 Leaders refer to Optimising  value chain capabilities 
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‘… our business is about serving the customer. Yes, it’s about making money but that’s 

what it’s about, everything that we are doing we are trying to do better so we can serve 

the customer as best as possible. So, if we are on the same page, we are coming up with the 

best ideas that we possibly can, doing everything that we need to be doing as best as we can. 

The person who should benefit from all our effort essentially should be the customer. You 

have your different perspectives when you collaborate and I’m thinking that the ideas that 

you get out of there should benefit the customer. Yes, anything that we do, whether it’s our 

product, whether it’s the way things operate, whether its service, whatever it is, if 

everything that we do is, is better essentially, it will benefit the consumer.’(L2) 

Participant L2 presents a good perspective on the value a collaborative practice could derive for the 

end customer.  Here the participant discusses a same page orientation, resonating with the common 

goal sub-theme, but also infers a mutual relationship in creating value and deriving results from a 

customer and business perspective.  In addition, the participant’s perspective also leans on diverse 

settings and the elicitation of collective intelligence towards best serving the customer.  Towards the 

latter part of the discussion, participant L2 also supposes that the same page orientation and the 

harnessing of diversity through the collective should encompass efforts across the value chain, and 

in some ways infers a culture which places the customer agenda at the forefront of the 

organisation’s aspirations (De Mayer, 2011).  

‘I think it is important because we are all chasing the same objective and that is to achieve 

customer outcomes. If you don’t work together, if you don’t collaborate and lead together, 

if we do this in separate pockets, we not necessarily doing the ultimate best our customer. 

Whether it’s sharing resources, putting the right solution out, sharing ideas or learning 

from each other.’ (L3) 

Similar to participant L2, albeit concise, participant L3 shares similar views by stressing same 

objective collaborative outcomes towards delivering customer outcomes or value.  Participant L3 

also presents the adverse effects of not working collaboratively, in silos (separate pockets), and the 

negative impact that this could potentially have on customers.  In the last statement, the main 

theme is represented subtly on the basis of resource sharing, knowledge sharing, and importantly, 

learning.  Within this context, knowledge sharing and learning echo sentiments by Wheatley (2006) 

and her New World of Work construct which positions modern era team settings and collective 

dynamics as mechanisms for shared learning and extensions of individual capability. 
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‘I see customer-centricity as one of the outcomes of good collaboration. So, I think as 

customer-centricity is one of our values or main goals for MMI, I don’t think we’ll achieve it 

without collaboration. It’s certainly very important and we could potentially have a much 

better offering to the client that covers all the good things. If within MMI we could offer any 

client, anywhere, a Metropolitan, Guardrisk, Health or Momentum solution that would be 

the ultimate goal. Of course we would have to leverage the cost, the economies of scale 

and cross-subsidising across the business units to get a better price and a better offering or 

product basket for the client.’(L5) 

Participant L5 elevates the case for collaboration and its premise toward customer-centricity at an 

MMI group level.  This extract also illustrates mutuality from a customer perspective and an MMI 

business perspective, which not only optimises Metropolitan’s value chain but also promotes the 

idea of a leveraging other business entities and their value chain capabilities towards offering a 

heightened value proposition to customers.  Whilst still leaning on an inward perspective, this 

extract aligns with the modern era concept of value creation via a fragmented value chain, as shown 

in Table 2-2 of Chapter 2 (De Meyer, 2011; Hurley, 2011; The Arbinger Institute, 2016). 

‘So, if one of the most important objectives is customer-centricity, then I think the only way 

you will be able to deliver on that objective is the same as you would be able to then 

deliver on any other objective. This requires the necessary experts to get together around a 

table, understand the context, understand the vision for what they want to achieve, 

understand that manifests in the different areas of the organisation and all the different 

touch points that you might have with the client. So, if we don’t have an aligned view of 

exactly how all of this plays out and what the client experience is that we want to create for 

the Metropolitan brand, I think we won’t be very successful.’ (L8) 

The first statement as per participant L8 is interesting.  Here the response illustrates that 

collaboration could, and perhaps should, be applied to any objective an organisation sets out to 

attain.  However, in the context that collaboration is an inherent premise of customer-centricity, the 

increasing demands of consumers and society in the modern era, and that customer experience will 

be the number one metric in the near future, this response does assume an internally focused 

perspective as opposed to transiency in a global context (Kesteloo et al., 2009; De Meyer, 2011; 

Hernandez and Clamp, 2017).   
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In this frame though, albeit internally focused, participant L8 does present a sound discussion in 

regards to optimising value chain capabilities against a common vision and goal by eliciting 

knowledge worker expertise towards improving customer experiences for the Metropolitan brand 

(Ratnasingam, 2004).  

‘A customer is not about the product, a customer is not about the sale and a customer is 

most definitely not about the service, it’s a combination of all of it and if you cannot 

collaborate across in the full value chain then there is no way you are going to succeed. 

You have got to touch the whole value of chain and you have got to collaborate in doing so. 

So, we are doing it for the customer but I think if you really serious about customer-centricity 

you need all your units, or everybody in your value chain to do their share, because you 

cannot have five touch points in a customer-centric organisation where you touch a 

customer and four out of the five do a fantastic job, but the fifth touch point does not land 

as good - the customer won’t have a good experience.’ (L9) 

In this extract the main theme, optimising value chain capabilities, comes through strongly.  Whilst 

participant L9 infers a common goal orientation, this sub-theme is not explicit in the discussion.  The 

sub-theme is evident, however, in that the customer experience is a result of collaboration across 

the entire value chain.  However, at a glance, the discussion does have a tone of the collective and a 

holistic ‘singular’ organisational standpoint when solving for customers (Hernandez and Clamp, 

2017).    

‘We are here because of the customer. So, we do customer insights because it is an enabler 

to whatever product we are designing, it is an enabler to how we service the customer, it is 

an enabler to many things that we do for the customer. So customer-centricity is a part of 

our offering or it should be. Customer-centricity is about how we focus on the customer to 

enable customer service or products. So, if we do not engage our customer to ensure that 

we are walking and talking the same thing with our customer, then we might as well be 

out of business. The customer consistently changes, their needs change from when we 

started this business 120 years ago to where we are now. The customer profile changes. So, 

if we don't engage the customer, if we don't know what their needs are, if we do not 

understand the customer, then how are we going to service? How are we going to enable 

our products to be meaningful to the customer? So, it's important. Definitely.’ (L12) 
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With participant L12, the main-theme, optimise value chain capabilities, is suggested throughout the 

discussion, with the sub-theme of common objective or goal interestingly captured through the tone 

and the use of the word ‘we’.  Furthermore, the tone of the discussion almost suggests that 

customer-centricity is a hygiene factor rather than a stringent strategic objective, which does 

resonate with how modern era businesses should view customer-centric virtues (Kesteloo et al., 

2009; Hernandez and Clamp, 2017).  As more of an outward view, participant L12 also highlights the 

importance of customer engagement, which suggests that customers too should be included as part 

of the collaborative environment.  In doing so, the response suggests that the organisation will be 

better positioned to compensate for customer profile changes, thereby allowing the organisation to 

adapt as and when these occur (De Meyer, 2011; Hernandez and Clamp, 2017).  

‘It is extremely important, because the moment you get into your silo and you do not check-

in and make sure that you are delivering what people want, we deliver something that is 

awesome for the team that built it, but not necessarily awesome for the people that need 

to use it on a daily basis. So, I think we cannot succeed if we do not collaborate because 

our organisation is very integrated with one another. So, as the CFO, I need the Channel to 

sell good quality business, but I also need my delivery team to enable them to do it and 

then I need my Operations team to service clients in such a way that they stay with us and 

we collect premiums. If we do not talk to one another and work with one another then 

everything will not come together. From a customer-centricity point of view it is a strange 

concept that I am quite enjoying and that a customer should have a consistent experience 

with Metropolitan.’ (L15) 

Participant L15 illustrates the importance of a unified and collaborative mindset when delivering 

value to customers and the organisation across an integrated and inter-dependent value chain.  In 

this discussion, the adverse effects of a silo approach are noted in the context of the customer, and 

also in the context of the organisation and its value chain capabilities.  Furthermore, participant L15 

also identifies that to retain customers, the enabling environment must allow for collaborative 

engagement to manage a unified path towards relevance for the customer, enabled through the 

system or value chain.  

The section above discussed the findings of question 1 by reviewing extracts from various 

participants aligned with the main theme optimising value chain capabilities in relation to the 

importance of leadership collaboration in regards to customer-centricity.  
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4.8.2 Summation 

In terms of this objective, an investigation into the importance of leadership collaboration with 

regards to customer-centricity was conducted.  The table below summarises the findings of objective 

5. 

Table 4-26: Summary of findings for objective 5 

No.  Concept Key Theme (L) 
Themes linked to theory/ empirical 
evidence 

1 

Investigating the 
importance of leadership 
collaboration in regards to 
customer- centricity  

> Optimising value chain capabilities 

Sub-themes 

> Common objective/goal 

> Results 

>Siloed Organisation 

>Effective Collaboration 

>Strategic Management 

>Customer-centricity 

>Collaborative Leadership 

>Knowledge Workers 

>VUCA  

4.9 Chapter summary 

The findings identified through the data analysis and extracts of this chapter provide an enriched 

frame regarding leadership collaboration within Metropolitan Retail.  Through this analysis and the 

findings, the researcher was able to identify themes relating to the specified research objectives as 

summarised in Table 4-27 below.  The findings gave the researcher an opportunity to form enriched 

and important insights into the challenges faced in the organisation and highlight elements which 

are valuable towards enhancing the current leadership collaboration landscape within Metropolitan 

Retail. 

Table 4-27: Summary of themes relating to research objectives 

No.  Objective 1: Understanding leadership collaboration Key Theme (L) 

1.1 Understanding leadership 
> Leadership Influence & Attributes 

> Strategic Management & Competence 

1.2 Understanding collaboration 

> Working Together 

Sub-Themes 

> Common Goal 

> Diversity 
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No.  Objective 1: Understanding leadership collaboration Key Theme (L) 

1.3 Understanding Leadership Collaboration 
> Vision and Goal outcomes 

> Enabling Environment 

1.4 Does Leadership Collaboration exist in Metropolitan? > Leadership Collaboration exists ‘in pockets’ 

No.  
Objective 2: Understanding the purpose of leadership 
collaboration 

Key Theme (L) 

2.1 
Understanding the Purpose of Leadership 
Collaboration 

> Harnessing Diverse Skills towards an outcome 

2.2 
To what extent is the Purpose of Leadership 
Collaboration applied? 

> Applied ‘in pockets’ 

No.  
Objective 3: Identifying Inhibiting and enhancing 
factors of leadership collaboration 

Key Theme (L) 

3.1 
Identifying Inhibiting factors of leadership 
collaboration 

> Lack of Leadership 

3.2 Identifying enhancing of leadership collaboration > Leader-led Collaboration 

No.  
Objective 4: Investigating cultural mechanisms for 
leadership collaboration 

Key Theme (L) 

4.1 
Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership 
collaboration - Structures 

> Structures are in place 

Sub-themes 

> Partially 

> Inconsistent 

4.2 
Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership 
collaboration - Processes 

> Processes are in place 

Sub-themes 

> Undefined 

> Ineffective 

4.3 
Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership 
collaboration- How would you improve these 
mechanisms? 

> Enabling Environment 

No.  
Objective 5: Investigating the importance of leadership 
collaboration in regards to customer- centricity 

Key Theme (L) 

5.1 
Investigating the importance of leadership 
collaboration in regards to customer- centricity 

> Optimising value chain capabilities 

Sub-themes 

> Common objective/goal 

> Results 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 4 applied rigour to the interpretation of the current state of leadership collaboration in 

Metropolitan Retail, an emerging customer-centric organisation.  This interpretation was achieved 

via 15 semi-structured interviews which took place at the Metropolitan Retail head office in Cape 

Town.  In this chapter conclusions will be established, and the findings measured in relation to each 

of the research objectives stipulated as part of this study.  Following this, recommendations will be 

provided towards improving leadership collaboration within Metropolitan Retail as the organisation 

seeks to attain its current transformative objectives in customer-centricity.   

5.2 Objective 1: Understanding leadership collaboration 

5.2.1 Describing leadership in general  

In describing leadership, the two main themes which surfaced were leadership influence and 

attributes, and strategic management competence.  In terms of leadership styles, it was perhaps not 

appropriate to seek absolute answers with regards to this question; however, based on the answers 

provided, what is evident is that there is a general notion which leans broadly toward 

transformational leadership rather than transactional leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1993).  In this 

regard, the findings show that many leaders emphasise the importance of values and principles in 

terms of the first theme leadership influence and attributes, and how these inherent qualities 

translate into the how a leader thinks, feels, speaks, and acts (Da Vinci, 2016).  

Expressing an undertone of values-based, servant, and authentic leadership types, the 

aforementioned behavioural construct was also positioned as being coupled with the ability for 

leaders to form and lead diverse groups of people by setting an example in areas where the leader 

may not have control in terms of organisational hierarchy doctrine (Covey , 2007; Copeland, 2014; 

Goleman, 2000).   

With theme 2, strategic management competence, leaders within Metropolitan generally lean 

towards theme 1, highlighting the importance of leadership influence or attributes in enacting and 

effecting key strategic management elements such as common vision, goals, or objectives when 
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leading people.  However, competence and expertise in this regard are notably seen as critical, and 

Metropolitan’s leaders acknowledge that leadership influence and attributes, in terms of values and 

principles and its transformational orientation, and leadership competence in terms of strategic 

management, are closely coupled - one cannot exist without the other. 

However, whilst the general outcome of this question bodes well for Metropolitan and the 

transformational context of the organisation, what is not presented, apart from the term uncertainty 

used by one participant (L8), and absent from the 14 other interviews, is the ‘outside-in’ impact of 

change in a local and global context and what this means for leaders and their organisations in the 

modern era.  Whilst assuming that leaders view strategic competence as a mechanism to overcome 

some of the modern era challenges, this is not an explicit disposition in the organisation and in some 

ways is contrary to the context in which this research paper is written.  On this basis, the leadership 

construct presented by leaders in Metropolitan is an inward mindset, which is a gap when viewed 

against local and global complexity and future sustainability.     

An interesting perspective, however, not contained in terms of the key themes above, refers to 

three participants who described management as a capability of leadership (not distinctly 

separated), and the ability for leaders to understand when to manage and when to lead.  Here 

management suffers a negative connotation when compared with leadership, alluding to 

organisational structure bias and the premise that leadership is positioned at the top of the 

structure.   

On the other hand, the perspective may also allude to a developing realisation by these leaders 

within Metropolitan that the new world of work where flatter, matrix-type structures reside, is 

beginning to challenge former structural biases in that management and leadership capabilities are 

required at all levels in an organisation and that this premise may be contained in a single person 

(Wheatley, 2006; Hurley, 2011).  These concepts align fairly well with Charan et al. (2011) and their 

Leadership Pipeline construct; however, the aforementioned posit, management as a capability of 

leadership, infers that leadership cannot exist without management capabilities given this context.  

5.2.2 Describing collaboration 

When describing collaboration, one main theme, working together, and two sub-themes, common-

goal and diversity surfaced.  As highlighted earlier in the last chapter, many of the leaders expressed 

a fair level of depth which encompassed multiple elements regarding sound collaborative practise.  
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However, in this regard many of the elements presented referred to the how of collaborative 

practise, specifically structural and relational processes defined through the sub-themes of common 

goal and diversity respectively (Roberts et al., 2016).  

The main theme, working together, whilst a common term used to describe collaboration, is also 

used to describe other terms such coordination and cooperation, and therefore lacks depth and a 

general understanding with regard to the heightened form of collaboration.  Against this backdrop, 

the sub-theme, common goal, is also affiliated with the terms ‘coordination’ and ‘cooperation’ 

(Roberts et al., 2016).  Whilst the descriptions illustrated lack depth and general understanding, it is 

also important to note that this may depict a transitory state in Metropolitan towards collaboration, 

rather than an omission of collaboration in general (Thomson & Perry, 2006; Mattessich & Monsey, 

1992).  This transitory state may also be seen as ratified due to the data depicting some 

collaboration elements as discussed above.    

Similar to the discussion on leadership earlier, none the participants presented an outside-in 

perspective in regards to global and local context transiency, with very few expressing important 

collaborative antecedents such as mutuality, social norms, complexity, and in particular, shared-

purpose.  On this basis, it is clear that leaders within Metropolitan Retail do not express an advanced 

understanding of collaboration, the difference between transitional terms ‘coordination’ and 

‘cooperation’ in terms of collaboration, and importantly, the proposed outcomes of collaborative 

practise. 

5.2.3 Describing leadership collaboration 

In describing leadership collaboration, two key themes were identified; vision and goal and enabling 

environment.  The importance of the term ‘leadership’ is particularly important in the context of 

describing leadership collaboration.  In this regard, the collaborative antecedent of an enabling 

environment is an important key theme in the context of collaboration and places the importance on 

senior leadership to establish and nurture this environment for structural and relational processes to 

mature (Thomson & Perry, 2006).  It is only then that structural processes relating to vision and goals 

can be enacted effectively (Roberts et al., 2016).  

In general, leaders within Metropolitan show some understanding with regards to the term 

‘leadership collaboration’ represented by the two main themes; both of which are important and 

formed by senior leaders within any given organisation.  However, with many other important 
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antecedents which form the basis for leadership collaboration being negated or not inferred in most 

of the discussions such as shared-purpose, social norms and mutuality, the propensity to promote 

and effect the practise is minimised within leadership ranks vertically within the organisation, 

therefore highlighting a significant gap.  Considering the level of seniority of leaders in this research 

sample, and the inherent premise of shared-purpose, both from a collaboration and strategic 

perspective, it is remarkable and perhaps concerning, that this pillar is not represented more 

strongly.  

Furthermore, in considering the main theme, leadership influence and attributes when describing 

leadership as per question 1, it is interesting that the antecedent social norms is not referred to or 

even inferred when describing leadership collaboration.  Specifically, social norms as per Figure 2-4 

refer to a set of collaborative attributes such as trust, integrity, reciprocity and so forth, which in 

many ways can be described as important leadership attributes.  Needless to say, the incongruence 

shown here highlights a further gap in the way leaders within Metropolitan understand leadership 

collaboration.   

5.2.4 Does leadership collaboration exist in Metropolitan? 

The answer to this question, according to leaders within Metropolitan, is that leadership 

collaboration exists in pockets.  This position was defined as the main theme.  In answering this 

question participants were also requested to provide examples of where leadership collaboration 

existed in the organisation, which assisted in contextualising their answers, but it also allowed for a 

deeper understanding regarding their current experiences within Metropolitan.  

Whilst nine participants state that leadership collaboration exists in pockets within Metropolitan, 

seven of the nine participants use examples which refer to the Client and Channel Solutions business 

unit also known as RADD (Rapid Application Design and Development).  Interestingly, two 

participants (L8 and L11) of the four participants who said leadership collaboration does exist in 

Metropolitan are part of this business unit.  Therefore, the results show that of the 15 participants, 

nine responses provided examples which emanate from a single business unit within the 

organisation.  In general, this finding provides a wider gap than the main theme suggests, and 

illustrates that leadership collaboration is evidently inconsistent and does not exist holistically 

throughout Metropolitan.  
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In addition, the outcome of this finding can also be seen to contradict the enabling environment 

theme as discussed during the last section, highlighting that whilst many leaders see the importance 

of establishing and nurturing an environment of collaboration, the manner in which this is exercised 

or acted upon does not present a cohesive organisational-wide outcome.  To conclude this section, a 

statement by participant L7 provides an insightful perspective on the current leadership 

collaboration landscape within Metropolitan; ‘So I think, collaboration is definitely outweighed by 

evidence of non-collaboration’.    

5.2.5 Summation 

From a leadership perspective, leaders within Metropolitan Retail identify with, and lean broadly 

towards, a transformational approach to leadership, including the notion of leading diverse people 

within this context.  However, this is hampered by the lack of an enabling external or contextual 

environment which inadvertently impacts the very essence of transformational leadership.  The lack 

of an external or contextual environment consequently translates into the inward perspectives 

illustrated in the findings regarding collaboration.  With a focus on the how or the doing of 

collaboration, what surfaces are the missing elements of why and what, illustrated by the lack of 

mention of many key antecedents of collaborative practise; specifically shared purpose (Thomson & 

Perry, 2006).  

Whilst the antecedent, an enabling environment, is prominent through the leadership collaboration 

descriptions, the experiences and depth of understanding, including the benefits of the practise, are 

not illustrated.  In general, this also illustrates that there is a lack of understanding of the terms 

‘coordination’, ‘cooperation’ and ‘collaboration’.  Against these findings above, it is difficult to state 

that leadership collaboration exists in Metropolitan; even in pockets as stated by many leaders 

within the organisation.  Instead, it is perhaps more appropriate to derive that some elements of the 

practise are adopted within a given situational context, but not in a consistent manner across the 

organisation.  

5.3 Objective 2: Understanding the purpose of leadership collaboration 

As highlighted earlier, the summation of the findings of this objective were presented in a manner 

which maintains the inter-related nature of the questions posed to participants.  Here the researcher 

felt it was important to maintain the frame regarding the purpose of leadership collaboration against 

the extent to which this is applied within Metropolitan Retail.   
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5.3.1 The purpose of leadership collaboration and to what extent it is applied 

The main theme regarding the purpose of leadership collaboration in Metropolitan is harnessing 

diverse skills towards an outcome, and the main theme as to what extent harnessing diverse skills 

towards an outcome is applied in Metropolitan, is only in pockets.  Given this frame, 10 of the 15 

leaders exhibit fair to good reasoning regarding the purpose of leadership collaboration harnessing 

diverse skills towards an outcome, which resonates with Hurley’s (2011) modern era construct 

regarding harnessing the collective intelligence of knowledge workers towards organisational 

results.   

However, similar to the common-thread regarding an inward mindset shown in earlier findings, 

locally and globally, the context of the purpose is omitted, as shown in Table 2-2.  This omission is 

particularly important, not only in relation to external environment change, but also in the context 

of Metropolitan Retail, its transformative state, and the longer-term sustainability of the 

organisation.  Furthermore, customer-centricity, as part of this transformative state, is an important 

factor to consider, as this relates to external environment contexts such as the increasing demand of 

consumers and society and other interrelated dynamics as shown in Table 2-2.   

Whilst the omission regarding the external environment context is notably a gap representing the 

missing why, the discussions illustrate an acknowledgement of a ‘building block’ which is positive for 

the practise to promote.  Against this finding, theme 2 illustrates that harnessing diverse skills 

towards an outcome is applied in pockets, with many leaders indicating that the organisation is in its 

early stages of understanding the purpose of leadership collaboration, with evidence showing silo 

tendencies.  Even so, there is a realisation that silo-oriented norms are detrimental to the 

organisation, and that inclusivity, given the inter-dependent nature of the business, is vital as the 

business undergoes its strategic transformation. 

During the analysis, two interesting perspectives formed which illustrate the growing thought 

patterns within Metropolitan Retail, and perhaps a positive view on future value for the organisation 

should leaders act on the virtues which leadership collaboration premises.  The analogy of an 

orchestra presented by participant L12 depicts a mindful, albeit high level, view on how 

collaboration can be ‘symphonic’ in Metropolitan.  Against theme 1, the respondent highlights that 

in order for leaders to speak from the same point, all the different or diverse leadership skills 

(different instruments) need to play off the same proverbial ‘music script’.  This viewpoint represents 
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the value of shared-purpose and also points to the strength of an enabling environment, diversity, 

and a harmonious outcome.  

The statement, contracts are for divorce and collaboration is for marriage, by participant L14 is 

quite profound, and speaks to the mutuality and reciprocity antecedents of collaboration, as with 

the concept of marriage.  Here, mutuality refers to an inter-dependent win-win mindset, and 

reciprocity refers to the reciprocal nature of collaborative partnering (Frydlinger et al., 2014; 

Thomson & Perry, 2006; Mattessich & Monsey, 1992; Roberts et al., 2016).  Both of these examples 

ratify that whilst gaps exist regarding the purpose of leadership collaboration, there are certainly 

elements which can be promoted in order to set a path for more effective practise in the near 

future. 

5.3.2 Summation 

In general, the findings illustrated for objective 2 are concurrent with the empirical and theoretical 

views expressed in the literature.  Whilst more external environment-oriented views were omitted, 

the findings show that some elements are acknowledged which can assist leaders and the greater 

organisation to promote collaborative partnering.  In addition to this, there is an acknowledgment 

that inhibitors to leadership collaboration, such as silo tendencies, do exist and that the effect of this 

inhibitor could be an area of concern as transformation efforts heighten.  

With some inferences to shared purpose and social norms shown in the latter perspectives as per 

participant L12 and L14 respectively, the researcher believes that by attending to more outward or 

external environment situational forces, more emphasis will be placed on deriving a cohesive resolve 

in regards to leadership collaboration antecedents.  Lastly, whilst inferred as per theme 1, it is 

perhaps valuable to reiterate that, within Metropolitan, organisational results are at the forefront in 

terms of the purpose of leadership collaboration (Hurley, 2011). 

5.4 Objective 3: Identifying inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership 

collaboration 

Objective 3 identified inhibiting and enhancing factors of collaboration.  Here the researcher felt that 

the context regarding the responses was important as this provided a deeper understanding of the 

inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration within the organisation expressed 
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through experience.  As a result, the participants were requested to provide examples during their 

interviews.  This allowed the researchers to draw contextually appropriate themes and formulate 

perspectives on gaps within the organisation.  In general, and in terms of both inhibiting and 

enhancing factors of leadership collaboration within Metropolitan, both main themes related to 

leadership as a common thread or catalyst, given the respective contextual groundings. 

5.4.1 Inhibiting factors of leadership collaboration  

For this question, the main theme of lack of leadership surfaced; however, as highlighted earlier in 

Chapter 4, the researcher experienced much difficulty in establishing sub-themes as the contextual 

backgrounds varied from one participant to the next.  The inhibiting factors expressed by the 

participants varied across the spectrum when compared with effective leadership collaborative 

practise.  Here the lack of leadership was expressed against both EQ- and IQ-related dimensions, 

with modern era EQ-related dimensions inhibited by individualistic, coercive, and silo tendencies. 

Furthermore, social norms relating to integrity and trust are strained, thereby compounding efforts 

to lead by example consistently and allowing for the ideals of autonomy and empowerment, as 

opposed to high levels of control and individualism, to emerge. 

With the position above, gaps from an IQ and leadership competence perspective inadvertently 

surfaced through the discussions; in particular amidst the strong knowledge worker and intellectual 

setting within the organisation.  The knock-on effect of centralised power within the organisation, its 

coercive nature, and looming silo orientation, identifies further gaps relating to leadership 

competence.  In this regard, a lack of leadership is exhibited by the inability of leaders to cohesively 

form an enabling environment for leadership collaboration to flourish.  As a critical antecedent to 

collaborative practise, this in turn inhibits other structural process elements such as a common goal 

orientation, relational elements such as diversity, the premise of harnessing collective intelligence 

through knowledge sharing, and in general, future value or results.    

5.4.2 Enhancing factors of leadership collaboration 

Interestingly, the main theme for the enhancing factors of leadership collaboration within 

Metropolitan is leader-led collaboration.  In some ways this contradictory main theme illustrates 

that leaders within the organisation understand or have acknowledged that, in order to effect 

leadership collaboration, much of the accountability rests with them.  Furthermore, judging by the 
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responses, the general consensus seems to highlight the imperatives and value of the practise, and a 

willingness to engage with this factor.  

In some instances the responses express a dilution of cooperation and collaboration elements, 

depicting a gap when compared with heightened forms of leadership collaboration; for example, 

information sharing rather than knowledge sharing.  However, in other instances, some responses 

lean heavily on collaborative norms and the natural disposition of collaborative engagement.  

As an enhancing factor of leadership collaboration, leader-led collaboration is often inferred in the 

context of an enabling environment, which sets the course for other virtues to be prompted, such as 

diversity, a shared voice, co-creation towards a common goal, and importantly trust, expressed 

through higher levels of autonomy and empowering leadership guidance, not power.  Here, 

congruence with the main theme of an enabling environment, in question 3 of objective 1, forms a 

red thread in the context of Metropolitan Retail, thereby exposing a prominent gap but also 

presenting a valuable factor to speedily solidify the leadership collaboration frame in the 

organisation.  

A profound find, as per participant L14, refers to a concept of ‘compound energy’ when referring to 

the efforts of leadership in promoting an enabling environment of collaboration, nurturing its 

common purpose and goals, and persevering towards a result.  Here, the energy of the enabling 

environment is seen to naturally compound through each collaborating party, team, and the 

organisation in terms of the virtue of common purpose, and importantly, each time a result is 

attained.  This concept presents a valuable ideal, not only in terms of leader-led collaboration, but 

also from a greater collaborative culture perspective.  

5.4.3 Summation 

Within the context of Metropolitan it is clear that leadership is seen both as an inhibitor and 

enhancer of leadership collaboration.  Given that the sample of this research frame refers to the top 

two levels of seniority within the organisations structure, this finding is quite alarming.  However, 

the gaps shown here present valuable opportunities for change and leadership reflection.  In many 

ways this reflection presents a good starting point, and also sets the stage to solidify valuable 

existing elements of the practise and set a path for the missing elements of the practise as a holistic 

frame within the organisation.  Lastly, given the responses, and the fact that the negative 
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perspectives implicate their own leadership abilities, it is evident that a level of integrity, 

accountability, and perhaps vulnerability, exists in this sample of leaders in Metropolitan.  

5.5 Objective 4: Investigating cultural mechanisms for leadership 

collaboration 

For objective 4 an investigation was conducted in understanding if structures and processes existed 

in Metropolitan Retail towards facilitating leadership collaboration.  As with the other objectives, the 

aim here was to expose gaps as opportunities towards improving a culture of leadership 

collaboration within Metropolitan Retail.  On this basis leaders were also requested to provide their 

perspectives on how these mechanisms could be improved in the organisation, which if enacted, 

could assist with the adoption of the practise and encouragement of a greater collaborative cultural 

landscape.  

5.5.1 Structures to facilitate a culture of leadership collaboration 

When asked whether structures are in place to facilitate leadership collaboration, 13 leaders 

mentioned that structures are in place.  This emerged as the main theme.  However, whilst 

structures are in place, the sub-themes highlight that structures in Metropolitan exist partially and 

are inconsistent in application when viewed in the context of leadership collaboration.  

The structures referred to by most of the participating leaders relate to general structures which 

form part of a traditional hierarchical organisational structure, such as management and executive 

committees.  In this regard, the leaders within Metropolitan view the output of these structures as 

being partially applied towards facilitating a culture of leadership collaboration.  Even so, the 

hierarchical bias placed on such structures does contradict the flatter matrix-type orientation of 

collaborative structures and their ability to elicit diversity, both from a horizontal and vertical 

dimension perspective, in an organisation (Miller, 2019).   

Furthermore, other important collaborative leadership premises, such as the elicitation of collective 

intelligence via knowledge workers, also seem to be compromised in terms of the hierarchical bias 

shown here.  Moreover, in the discussions, the general theme relating to leadership and looming silo 

tendencies is still prevalent; this is expected given the viewpoints relating to the hierarchical 

disposition of the structures mentioned above.   



146 

Where evidence of collaborative structures (informal and non-hierarchical) exists, the sub-theme of 

inconsistent comes to the fore.  However, even on this basis, many of the leaders use examples 

relating to a single business unit where Agile Methodology is adopted.  Whilst inconsistent across 

the whole organisation, this business unit does seek a collective method towards solving for the 

greater good of Metropolitan Retail.  It is important to note though, that even whilst a sub-theme of 

inconsistency is illustrated through the analysed data, the fact that most of the examples relate to a 

single business unit within the organisation does present a greater gap than perhaps the term 

inconsistent depicts.  In this context it is perhaps prudent to mention that some perspectives also 

show inconsistencies in the execution of these collaborative structures within the aforementioned 

business unit.  

In general, the outcomes of this section show that there is perhaps a lack of understanding in 

regards to more purist forms of the collaborative structures which facilitate leadership collaboration 

and steer a modern era organisational culture.  However, as organisations are ‘living-organisms’ 

which are in constant flux, it is perhaps unreasonable to seek purity and the complete dissolution of 

more formalistic structures.  In this regard, whilst hierarchical in nature, evidence of collaborative 

partnering is evident, irrespective of the structural form.  The gaps shown here present an 

opportunity to create structures across horizontal and vertical dimensions holistically and 

systemically.  Against this backdrop, both structural and relational processes can be enacted in a 

consistent frame so that the gradual forming and nurturing of a collaborative culture can commence. 

5.5.2 Processes to facilitate a culture of leadership collaboration 

Similar to the investigation on structures which facilitate leadership collaboration, 12 leaders 

mentioned that processes are in place as the main theme for question 2 of this objective.  In this 

regard, the sub-themes highlight that processes are undefined and ineffective within the context of 

Metropolitan.    

From a process perspective, many of the findings vacillate between undefined and ineffective in 

Metropolitan.  From an undefined process perspective, the findings show that collaborative settings 

and the related processes are based on a leader’s feelings on how a particular initiative or gathering 

should be facilitated, rather than these processes being commonly applied with consistency 

throughout the organisation.  Again, the leadership behavioural construct comes to the fore, and in 

some instances it is also evident that some leaders find the difference between structure and 

processes difficult to conceptualise.  
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From an ineffective process perspective, the findings illustrate that where processes do exist, 

relationship dynamics are minimised to feedback, as opposed to the facilitation of co-creation 

activities and the elicitation of collective intelligence towards joint problem-solving.  Furthermore, 

the views expressed highlight that relational processes are implied, rather than explicit, which not 

only translates into ineffective management of these processes but also presents gaps in enabling 

environment virtues.  This too puts a spot light on the effectiveness of leadership, and training 

interventions at more senior levels of the organisation are suggested in order for the practise to 

transform holistically into the DNA of the organisation.  

From a structural process perspective, and apart from mere inferences, only one leader expressed 

any knowledge relating to the importance of common goal processes, processes relating to the right 

people, or roles and responsibilities within a collaborative setting.  Needless to say, the absence of 

these processes elements illustrates a wide gap, even in the event that relational processes are 

instituted effectively throughout the organisation.  To conclude, the tone expressed during the 

findings of this section also infer a coercive imbalance at a leadership level within Metropolitan, 

which not only impacts on the developing collaborative cultures, but also shows the fragmented 

state of strategic execution towards unified organisational results. 

5.5.3 Cultural mechanisms for improvement in Metropolitan  

Whilst the former two sections presented a daunting perspective regarding both structures and 

processes towards facilitating a culture of leadership collaboration within Metropolitan, it is clear 

that the main theme in this section, an enabling environment, depicts an acknowledgement by 

leaders in the organisation that pre-conditions for structures and processes must be secured in order 

for a culture of collaboration to ensue.  The importance of an enabling environment and its 

relationship with leadership has been discussed multiple times through the course of this paper.  It is 

important to reiterate that the theme of an enabling environment surfaced twice during the analysis 

phase of this research paper, which illustrates a good level of reliability regarding the findings.    

The first discussion during the analysis presented a robust perspective where a participant stated 

that he would actually fire some people if their personal characteristics did not orient themselves 

within the realm of collaborative virtues, given the modern era context and the challenges faced by 

the modern era leader.  In many ways this explicit opinion highlights the mindset of leaders in the 

modern era and the connective ability to formulate collaborative cultures via an enabling 

environment.  
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With the findings in this section, many leaders bind effective leadership collaboration and its cultural 

DNA around the creation and nurturing of an enabling environment.  Here the perspectives, whilst 

differing in context, seem to view an enabling environment as a catalyst for other elements of the 

collaborating system to promote.  For example, social norms such as trust and integrity seem to be 

formed via an enabling environment, which in turn allows leaders to establish cohesive structural 

and relational processes.  Furthermore, these social norms are nurtured by leaders, finding a safe 

space to nurture their own relationship dynamics, and through this, allowing for a natural process to 

transform into a greater enabling context.  

In this section, the findings are in alignment with earlier discussions centred on leadership; 

accountability starts at the top.  This too highlights reliability when compared with the investigation 

in objective 3, i.e. inhibiting and enhancing factors of leadership collaboration.  

5.5.4 Summation 

In general, whilst structures and processes exist in Metropolitan Retail, both cultural mechanisms do 

not exhibit the cohesive characteristics which facilitate a culture of leadership collaboration in the 

organisation.  These two critical elements illustrate a major gap within Metropolitan, and as shown 

in the discussion, accountability rests with the leadership of the organisation to create, establish, 

and nurture an enabling environment.   

In this regard, the promotion of an enabling environment must be complemented by the personal 

characteristics of leaders exhibiting and practicing social norms, such as trust and integrity, 

consistently.  In many instances, the findings also illustrate gaps in leaders’ understanding, not only 

in relation to the cultural construct of collaborative structures and processes, but also in the purpose 

and strategic significance they serve for the greater good of the organisation.  At a higher level, the 

findings expressed in this section exposed critical gaps in relation to customer-centric 

transformation; particularly when viewed from a strategic execution perspective.  

5.6 Objective 5: Investigating the importance of leadership collaboration in 

regards to customer-centricity 

As highlighted during Chapter 4, objective 5 ties together the context of this research paper.  The 

investigation conducted here aimed to uncover whether leaders within Metropolitan Retail were 
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able to formulate a link between collaboration and customer-centricity, given the imperatives placed 

on the organisation’s inter-connected and inter-dependent operating model.  Whilst this position 

serves the current transformative agenda in the organisation, the greater global context and the 

growing demands of consumers and society, are critical sustainability levers in the modern era.  

Lastly, it is perhaps also sensible to reiterate that collaboration is a premise of customer-centricity 

(Kesteloo et al., 2009).  

5.6.1 The importance of leadership collaboration in regards to customer-centricity 

The findings of this objective bought to light the main theme, optimising value chain capabilities, 

with two sub-themes common objectives or goals and results.  In general, leaders in Metropolitan 

show a comprehensive understanding of why collaboration is important towards delivering a 

customer-centric strategy.  Here, value chain capabilities are viewed in the context of the inter-

connected operating model in Metropolitan, with leaders illustrating the importance of common 

objectives in order to attain customer-centric strategic outcomes or results.  Incidentally, this is also 

the first time that a theme relating to structural processes (common goals) is illustrated, which is 

befitting as this objective speaks to strategic significance.  

However, while the views above are positive regarding the transformative objectives of the 

organisation, none of the leaders expressed an understanding of external environment movements 

in relation to consumer and societal demands, or the importance of collaborative efforts and 

customer reform in this respect.  At a high level, the views expressed do not contextualise outside-in 

or external environment patterns of thought, which in some ways seems detached from local and 

global movements outside of the boundaries of the organisation.  

5.6.2 Summation 

Overall, the findings in terms of this objective illustrate positive signs, with leaders within 

Metropolitan Retail presenting a firm understanding of the importance of leadership collaboration 

towards delivering a customer-centric transformative outcome.  However, given some of the earlier 

findings, it is important to be wary of a cooperative landscape as this could impact on the 

competitiveness and extent of the results Metropolitan seeks.  The opposing collaborative landscape 

in this context becomes important as this increases the propensity towards heightened 

competitiveness as consumer dynamics alter constantly.  Lastly, the detached undertone shown 

during the analysis for this objective, from a local and global context viewpoint, is coherent with 
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some of the earlier discussions - this gap is particularly critical and can be seen to impact on 

sustainability levers and the future value of Metropolitan.  

5.7 Recommendations 

As per the findings of the research, the below recommendations have been made for the 

organisation with the aim of implementing them in the varying business units holistically in 

Metropolitan.  This will assist the organisation in reflection and attending to the gaps to improve the 

leadership collaboration landscape, heighten the propensity to deliver on its customer-centric 

objectives, and also embed a framework which will improve cultural dynamics towards delivering 

general tactical and strategic goals.  

5.7.1 Short-term recommendations 

As a first short-term recommendation, it is important that the global and local contexts are bound by 

outside-in perspectives, and formulated and consistently disseminated at a strategic level; in 

particular with senior and executive leaders within the organisation.  Apart from alleviating or 

minimising the evident ‘inward mindsets’, this context allows for a natural transformation towards a 

collaborative mindset by surfacing the why, or the case for the practise.  Furthermore, this also 

influences the leadership behavioural construct, taps into self-awareness, and allows leaders to 

listen and act when formalising the practise and nurturing a collaborative culture.  In essence, this 

position also places leaders within the organisation at the forefront of change - this is where it starts.  

The gaps illustrated throughout the findings are complemented by some positive elements in the 

organisation.  In attending to the gaps it is important to align the positive elements, and heighten 

the existing areas where leadership collaboration elements are stronger.  In this regard, one of the 

most critical gaps is that of shared purpose.  By immediately forging shared purpose as the context 

for leadership, collaboration is elevated, and this subsequently pulls together other systemic 

antecedents, process elements, and the propensity for better outcomes.  

Shared purpose, followed by the formalising, establishing, and nurturing of an organisation-wide 

enabling environment, steered by leadership, is a valuable opportunity.  For this, leaders can 

immediately review existing structures and processes which do exist and formulate new structures 

and processes which are linked to the harnessing of collective intelligence and knowledge sharing.  

Importantly, is it perhaps prudent during the shorter-term for senior leaders to define and effect 
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structural processes which relate to mission and goal strategic outcomes and roles and 

responsibilities within the forming collaborative environment.  Leadership hand-holding the 

organisation during these exercises allows for strategic context, the purpose (shared), and collective 

reasoning, to be promoted.  Overtime this nurturing, collective bias and compounding energy will 

translate into a robust relational process environment, thereby harmonising the outcomes and the 

settling of structural processes.  

Lastly, leaders must use the minimising of the gaps and new structures and processes, underpinned 

by the shared purpose of forming an enabling environment, to lead relational dynamics in 

collaborative settings.  Over the shorter-term, leaders must be seen to participate, and be actively 

involved, in newly formed relational settings.  Against this position, it is perhaps wise to start with a 

smaller venture which spans across the customer-centric operating model, elicit diverse stakeholder 

groupings, and importantly, deliver a result on the back of the collective intelligence and knowledge 

gathering.  This approach, focused on a result, heightens the propensity for compound energy to be 

disseminated through the organisation, thereby inducing adoption and propagating other ventures.  

To conclude this section, social norms, in particular trust and integrity, must also be represented 

through behaviour.  Coupled with the outside-in context and self-awareness exercises highlighted 

earlier, the frame for leadership will begin to alleviate the silos and individualistic tendencies in 

favour of holistic cohesion and this sets the stage for powerful leadership collaboration and a 

collaborative culture within Metropolitan. 

5.7.2 Long-term recommendations 

Longer-term recommendations refer to two large scale transformative outcomes; both of which are 

inter-related.  The first relates to the organisation’s structure, and the second, its inter-related 

impact on organisational culture.  Through the findings, evidence shows the negative impact of the 

current hierarchical disposition of the organisation and the general systemic influence this has on 

cultivating a collaborative culture.  In this regard, and within the modern era context, it is important 

for the leaders within the organisation to review the current state of the organisation’s structure in 

relation to customer-centric virtues.  

Furthermore, in considering the outside-in perspectives relating to consumer and societal demands, 

the VUCA challenges and globalisation, agility becomes paramount, and thereby renders more 

hierarchical structures as ineffective given this context.  However, before seeking high-scale 
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transformation to more flatter, matrix-type structures, it may be prudent to form a path for a matrix 

organisation and gradually form a complementary collaborative culture which nurtures the journey 

into its future anticipated state.  Coupled with the shorter-term recommendations, this 

recommendation allows the organisation to position a modern era collaborative culture, and over 

time, form the behaviours necessary in unison with the new flatter, matrix-type structure.  In 

addition, the approach also manages disruption to the organisation and maintains its customer-

centric virtues to the end customer.  

Lastly, an important building block to promote autonomy, mutual partnering, and the evolution of a 

modern era collaborative culture, is the antecedent personal member characteristics.  On this basis, 

it is important that human capital capabilities focus on the right profile of leader in the organisation.  

Again, this does not have to be a hard change; however, through the natural process of attrition, 

aligned with structural and cultural reform, the selection of leaders within the modern context 

becomes a critical sustainability lever which not only secures the premise of collaboration as a 

customer-centric virtue, but also sets the organisation on a modern era path amidst global and local 

transformation. 

5.8 Limitations of the study 

Whilst references were made to the broader MMI Holdings Group, the scope of this research study 

was limited to the context of Metropolitan Retail and therefore the outcomes of the study cannot be 

generalised at a MMI Group level or beyond the organisation.  However, as the themes such as 

customer-centricity are widely used across the financial services industry, leaders in other 

organisations may find the outcomes compelling.  Furthermore, as there is a lack of research 

pertaining to leadership collaboration and its link to customer-centricity, given the defined setting in 

Metropolitan, the researcher had to rely on findings achieved via participant engagements to obtain 

an enriched understanding of the topic.  

Due to the time consuming nature of qualitative enquiry, not all leaders within Metropolitan were 

able to participate in the study.  In addition, the availability of some leaders, given their level of 

seniority and locality within the organisation, also meant that they could not participate due to their 

busy schedules.  Lastly, whilst all participants were asked to talk honestly regarding their 

perspectives and experiences, they may not have felt comfortable at the time of the interviews.  This 

may have resulted in some critical information being withheld.  
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5.9 Significance of the research 

The transformative agenda in MMI and Metropolitan Retail has been part of the organisation’s 

strategic path for many years since the Momentum and Metropolitan merger.  As a knowledge-

based insurer, subject matter knowledge and competence regarding the financial services industry 

and the insurance industry resonates throughout the organisation.  However, at a high-level, 

strategic execution has been waning with the advent of the inter-dependent and highly inter-

connected customer-centric operating model.  Apart from theoretical and empirical evidence 

positioning leadership collaboration as an important operating mechanism in the modern era, the 

transformative and diversification agenda within Metropolitan Retail positions leadership 

collaboration as a critical mechanism towards sustaining future value.  

Against this position above, the research presents an important evaluation into the current 

leadership collaboration landscape within Metropolitan.  The findings, translated into 

recommendations, provide an opportunity for Metropolitan Retail to secure its future given global 

and local contextual movements (outside-in), and also to increase its competitiveness through 

customer-centric virtues (inside-out), underpinned by the frame of leadership collaboration.  

Moreover, the opportunities in this study can also be seen to change the 120-year old organisational 

mindset into a modern business, with a collaborative culture which resonates with the modern era 

leader and employee - this too is an important sustainability lever.  

In addition, the aforementioned competitive stance refers to results and a win-win for all 

stakeholders; however, the recipe for winning, nurtured through leadership collaboration, is in the 

practise.  This means the elicitation of shared-purpose (a strong cause), goals which if attained 

delight stakeholders, the elicitation of collective intelligence via diverse knowledge workers, and the 

collective result and the compounding energy reverberating holistically through Metropolitan Retail.  

In concluding, the significance of this research anecdotally, and through the eyes of the researcher, 

is in the ties that bind, that if executed would positively change the course of Metropolitan Retail.    

5.10 Further areas of research 

The current leadership collaboration landscape illustrated through the experiences of leaders within 

Metropolitan fulfils the initial position where, due to the transformative change in the organisation, 

leaders are the accountable parties to see the organisation into the future by delivering its 
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customer-centric objectives.  However, to support leaders in their transformative efforts, 

underpinned by stronger collaborative norms, a further study which includes middle management, 

junior management, and general employees of Metropolitan will create an inclusive approach 

towards further tying together the current frame illustrated in this study and thus elevating 

collaborative practise.  Simply put, this bottom-up approach will create a holistic frame for 

Metropolitan, and in terms of the collaborative premise, will also allow for joint solving of the 

current gaps in the organisation.  This will allow for a unified outcome and heighten the propensity 

for the practise to settle and a collaborative culture to form. 

Given the transformative context in Metropolitan, another area of study is to test the leadership 

collaborative frame, from the forming of the antecedents, formalising and defining structural and 

relational processes, and measuring the expected outcome at an organisational, team and individual 

level.  In this regard, a series of smaller ventures can be tested both qualitatively and quantitatively 

which will allow the organisation to tailor its collaborative frame appropriately whilst nurturing 

ideals relating to a collaborative culture. 

Lastly, with close affiliation to MMI Holdings and group diversification efforts, it would also be 

valuable to conduct a similar study at a group level.  This outcome will also support earlier views as 

per Chapter 1, whereby leaders may be expected to work across varying organisations, cultures and 

sub-cultures, both locally and abroad.   

5.11 Chapter summary 

This research study set out to evaluate leadership collaboration within Metropolitan Retail, an 

emerging customer-centric organisation.  The findings and results of the study present gaps in the 

organisation, but more importantly, translate into opportunities should these gaps be corrected in 

the organisation.  In general, the results of the study assist leaders to explore their own self-

awareness journey towards becoming better leaders, given the modern era context and the 

important transformative exploits within Metropolitan Retail.  

Whilst the results illustrate numerous gaps, there are also many positive elements which show that 

the mindset of leaders is that of transformation.  However, these perspectives are constrained by 

fewer perspectives on future sustainability, and a mindfulness which lacks insight into external 

environment volatility.  Furthermore, the perspectives also illustrate less favourable experiences 

which outweigh the more favourable experiences in the organisation.  This too presents insight into 
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the inward mindset of leaders within Metropolitan Retail.  In this regard, it is important to elevate 

leadership thought patterns which draw on external environment movements and translate them 

into the appropriate leadership behavioural constructs for the organisation.  This understanding will 

in essence enlighten leaders, and later promote heightened forms of leadership collaboration.  

With the addition of deeper perspectives relating to the external environment, the profile of the 

modern era leader and its benefits regarding future sustainability, the purpose of leadership 

collaboration becomes more of natural gravitational pull, rather than a forced reality.  As the 

findings show that leaders understand fairly well the importance of harnessing diversity or collective 

intelligence towards business results, the aforementioned position relating to external environment 

volatility, the modern era leader, and importantly sustainability, will pull together a robust frame for 

competitiveness given Metropolitan’s customer-centric exploits.  This essentially strengthens the 

leadership collaboration purpose in Metropolitan Retail.  

In relation to inhibiting and enhancing factors of collaboration, it is evident that the role of 

leadership is an imperative.  Given the Metropolitan context, both inhibiting and enhancing factors 

of leadership rest squarely with that of the leaders.  In some ways this validates Hurley’s (2011) 

construct that many leaders today have not been trained to lead in a collaborative manner.  What 

could often be seen to be overlooked in the organisation must be translated into higher forms of 

learning as this assists the current sample of leaders to transform their own leadership profile into 

the modern era.  Furthermore, this viewpoint also creates a platform for the recruitment of new 

leaders and the applicable profile, given the modern era stance above.  This also assists 

transformative efforts with regards to a collaborative culture and the role of leaders in this context.  

The findings and results with regards to cultural mechanisms towards facilitating leadership 

collaboration highlight many gaps in promoting the practise holistically and systemically in 

Metropolitan Retail.  At a higher level, the results show that whilst the why and what of leadership 

collaboration are fairly well understood by leaders within the organisation, the how presents a 

significant gap which consequently presents a dwindling state of leadership collaboration from a 

culture perspective.  This does not bode well when viewed against horizontal and vertical 

dimensions in the organisation, and is further compounded into confusion where the practise is 

conducted in some parts of the organisation.  At a glance, this too could be seen to create sub-

cultures which do not align with the greater organisation.  
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However, these pockets of leadership collaboration and their cultural mechanisms, in terms of 

structures and processes, should be used as a foundation for application across other areas of the 

business.  The learnings gathered here mean that the contextual application in other areas could 

result in short-term wins via joint problem-solving and the compounding of energy through the 

organisation.  Not only does this present an opportunity for leaders within the organisation in 

pronouncing their role, it also allows Metropolitan a platform to begin a modern era culture of 

collaboration through leveraging existing avenues practically, as opposed to starting from ground 

zero. 

By tying together all the elements within the leadership collaboration frame mentioned above, 

Metropolitan is well placed to transform itself from an emerging customer-centric organisation into 

a maturing customer-centric organisation.  On this basis, leaders within Metropolitan Retail present 

a sound understanding as to the relationship between collaboration, customer-centricity, and 

exploits placed on the inter-dependent and inter-connected operating model within Metropolitan 

Retail.  By eliciting learnings and understanding as a common way of work towards more external 

environment movements, specifically consumer and societal demands, the frame for future 

sustainability and agility strengthens.  

In concluding, this research study has presented many enlightening and valuable results which allow 

for an objective approach when solving for the gaps, or rather opportunities, in Metropolitan Retail.  

Subjectively, as an employee of Metropolitan Retail, the researcher believes that the organisation 

has the propensity to be one of the biggest competitors in the emerging market of South Africa, and 

that by attending to these opportunities, the leaders within the organisation will be able to elevate 

Metropolitan into a new era of business for their esteemed customers, shareholders, and 

employees.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RESEARCH STUDY 

Dear Participant, 

I am in the process of completing my Master’s (MSc) in Management of Innovation and Technology 

at the Da Vinci Institute of Technology. To complete this degree, I am required to conduct a research 

dissertation for which I require your assistance. The title of my research study is ‘Evaluating 

Leadership Collaboration within an Emerging Customer-centric Insurance Organisation’.  

As this is a leadership study, I will be looking at leaders within Metropolitan Retail at an executive 

and senior leadership (direct reports to the executive suite) level. The aim of the research is to gain 

an understanding of the current leadership collaboration landscape within Metropolitan Retail 

amidst customer-centric transformation. Furthermore, it is important to note that, the research 

study is also contextualised against a backdrop of global transiency and external forces which 

promulgate the need for leadership collaboration. These external forces include phenomenon such 

as globalisation, the information and communication technology (ICT) revolution, fragmented 

business value chains, the increasing demand of society and consumers, increased levels of risk 

management capabilities and lastly, heightened levels of innovation through dispersal which 

presents a mindset change for businesses operating in the modern era.   

By receiving this letter you have been invited to participate in my research study. On accepting this 

invitation it is important to note that your participation is completely voluntary and a decision to not 

participate will not be held against you in any way whatsoever. In addition, I will require that you 

take part of in an interview for approximately one hour, at a time and place which would be most 

convenient for you. During the interview process, I will ask you a sequence of questions which relate 

to my five research objectives- may I ask that during this process you answer amenably and honestly 

and if at any point you feel uncomfortable you may decline to answer the questions being posed.  

On agreeing to partake in this research study, I will require that you sign a consent form but as 

mentioned above you have to the right to withdraw from the study at any stage during the interview 

process or decline to answer any questions that make you feel uncomfortable. In addition, and with 

your permission I will also request that the interview be audio recorded from start to finish. In this 

regard no person other than my supervisor will have access to the audio recordings. I would like to 
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assure you that your identity will be kept anonymous and your personal details kept completely 

confidential. 

Please feel free to contact me should you have any pertaining questions. I am contactable either via 

mobile on 0733859492 or via email: tharshanmoodley30@gmail.com 

Thanking you in advance. 

Kind regards, 

Tharshan Moodley 
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chris
Highlight
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 

I, ….………………………………………….hereby consent to participate in the research study as presented by 

Tharshan Moodley, a student at the Da Vinci Institute. The research title, its purpose and procedures 

of the study have been discussed with me and I understand that my participation is on a voluntary 

basis. The researcher also explained that should I not feel comfortable in answering any of the 

questions I may refuse and/or withdraw from the research study in its entirety. In this regard, should 

I should choose to withdraw from the research study no negative consequences will be held against 

me in any way whatsoever. In addition, I also understand that all my responses will be kept 

confidential, unless I provide consent to do otherwise.  

 

Date: ……………………………………………………………………...  

 

Participant Signature …………………………………………….. 
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APPENDIX C: CONSENT TO AUDIO RECORD THE RESEARCH INTERVIEW 

 

I, ….………………………………………….hereby consent to the audio recording of the research study 

interview. I understand that my confidentiality will be adhered to at all times, and that the audio 

files will be destroyed and discarded two years post any publication which may arise from the 

research study. Whereby, no publications arise post the completion of the study the audio files will 

be kept for a period of six years and thereafter destroyed and discarded accordingly.  

  

Date:…………………………………………………………………. 

 

Participant Signature:……………………………………….. 

 

Name of Researcher:………………………………………… 

 

Date:…………………………………………………………………. 

 

Signature:………………………………………………………….. 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

 

Research Objectives Research Questions Interview Questions

1.1 How would you describe leadership in 

general? 

1.2 How would you describe collaboration? 

1.3 How do you describe leadership 

collaboration? 

1.4 Does leadership collaboration exist in 

Metropolitan? Can you provide some examples? 

2.1 What is the purpose of leadership 

collaboration and do you think it is important? 

If yes/no why? 

2.2 To what extent is the purpose of 

collaboration applied in Metropolitan Retail? 

3.1 Can you give me examples of when 

leadership collaboration was inhibited? 

3.2 Can you give me examples of when 

leadership collaboration was enhanced/ 

excelled? 

4.1 Are there structures in place to facil itate 

leadership collaboration? 

4.2 Are there processes in place to facil itate 

leadership collaboration?

4.3 How would you improve these mechanisms? 

5. Investigating the importance of 

leadership collaboration in regards 

to customer- centricity

Why is leadership collaboration 

important in regards to customer- 

centricity?

5.1 Why do you think leadership collaboration 

is important in regards to customer- centricity?  

What are the current cultural 

mechanisms for collaboration 

within Metropolitan Retail from a 

structural, process and system 

perspective? 

4. Investigating cultural mechanisms 

for leadership collaboration

How is leadership collaboration 

understood  within Metropolitan 

Retail an emerging customer 

centric organisation? 

1. Understanding leadership 

collaboration

What is the purpose  of 

collaboration within Metropolitan 

Retail an emerging customer 

centric organisation? 

2. Understanding the purpose of 

leadership collaboration

3. Identifying Inhibiting and 

enhancing factors of leadership 

collaboration

What are the inhibiting  and 

enhancing  factors of collaboration 

within Metropolitan Retail?
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