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Abstract
This research is conducted to find mechanisms which could improve the communication and trust
between members of different projects within fieldlab CAMINO. Design science is applied to
contribute to the literature of relationship capital in open innovation environments, but also to give
recommendations about the facilitation of communication and trust. From both literature review
and empirical analysis, communication and trust are found to be important in value creation and
value capture. Communication and trust are dynamic constructs that mutually influence one
another, and together facilitate value creation and value capture. Based on theoretical and empirical
findings related to the role of communication and trust in value creation and value capture, design
principles are derived and described in CIMO terminology. Theoretical-based principles and practicebased principles are combined into matching design principles and translated into six design
propositions. These propositions contain interventions targeting improvement in the communication
and trust. Following the design propositions, recommendations are posed to improve the
communication and trust within fieldlabs.
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Management Summary
Introduction – In the opposite of traditional innovation, Chesbrough (2006) introduced open
innovation. Open innovation aims to use internal as well as external resources for improving
technologies. In order to be able to facilitate open innovation, new collaborations compositions are
found. Fieldlabs are such an open innovation initiative using the triple-helix organizations;
governmental organizations, industrial organizations, and educational institutes collaborate to
create and capture value commonly. Cooperating with multiple organizations requires relational
capital to be successful. Relational capital is referring to the ‘soft side’ of the partnership.
Sambasivan (2011) found communication and trust critical concepts for creating and capturing
value. An important role is fulfilled by the orchestrator of a fieldlab to manage the communication
and trust within the fieldlab. However, Hello New Day, the orchestrator of fieldlab CAMINO struggles
to manage this relational capital resulting in the following problem: “Within fieldlab CAMINO, value
creation and value capture are inefficient as a result of ineffective interproject communication.”
Method – In order to solve the stated problem, design science is used to create a solution for Hello
New Day. However, the findings could be interesting for other fieldlabs and are captured within
CIMO-terminology to contribute to the literature within this scope. This research is two-folded; it
poses a research question and a design question. The research question investigates the connections
of the concepts communication and trust on value creation and capture over the different stages of
fieldlabs. This research question is: “How can communication and trust between the participants in
fieldlab CAMINO be supported to achieve better results in terms of value creation and value
capture?”. It is answered based on the findings from a literature review and an empirical study. From
both literature and interviews, design-principles are derived and synthesized to design propositions.
These design propositions are the input for answering the design question, namely “How can
communication and trust, in the various stages of collaboration, be enhanced to facilitate value
creation and value capture for the entire fieldlab?”. The answer to this question is formulated as
three recommendations for Hello New Day to facilitate the communication and trust within fieldlab
CAMINO.
Findings – From the literature and the interviews, the relationship between communication and
value creation and value capture is established, even as the relationship between trust and value
creation and value capture. Moreover, the mutual relationship between communication and trust is
proven to be existing. Related to the different stages of a fieldlab, the findings were less pronounced
and no conclusions can be drawn upon. More generally, the development of communication quality
and trust is increasing over time, whereas the frequency of communication is decreasing over time.
The underlying mechanisms of this development is also investigated in both literature as empirical
study. These mechanisms are described in CIMO-terminology and contain the context in which they
take occur, the intervention that is needed to trigger the mechanism, the mechanism itself, and the
outcome of a triggered mechanism and they are constituting the theoretical-based design principles
and practice-based design principles, respectively.
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Design propositions – The design principles from theory and practice are combined and synthesized
into design propositions according Van Burg et al. (2008). These design principles are generalized
mechanism and the input for the design question and are displayed in Table 1.
DP
A

Design propositions
Within fieldlabs (C), stimulating participants to actively join the meetings (I), enhances the
communication in multiple directions (M), which improves the knowledge exchange in both
directions (O).

B

Within fieldlabs (C), constructing a physical location including a test setting (I), promotes
face-to-face communication (M), so tacit knowledge can be communicated more easily (O).

C

Within fieldlabs (C), making participants aware of the contribution of their efforts to the
common goal (I) improves the goal interdependence (M), resulting in promotive interaction
and higher levels of trust (O).

D

Within fieldlabs (C), creating shared rewards by appealing to the equality-principles of the
fieldlab (I), creates reward interdependence (M), which stimulates communication and
creates trust (O).

E

Within fieldlabs (C), effective communication about others’ motives (I), creates mutual
understanding of perspectives (M), which enhance the level of trust, thereby improving the
value creation (O).

F

Within fieldlabs (C), recruiting familiar participants or current participants (I), creates
cooperative history and continuation expectancy (M), which improves the communication
and creates trust (O).

Table 1. Final design propositions

Recommendations – Based on the design propositions, three recommendations are made for Hello
New Day to facilitate the communication and trust. First, a physical meeting location with test
setting should be created, so face-to-face meetings can be hosted, tacit knowledge can be shared via
the use test settings. Second, interdependence on goal and reward level should be created between
the participants of the fieldlab. A supportive tool for creating understanding and awareness about
interdependence, a common dashboard can be used. This dashboard measures the progress of the
participants towards the shared goals and rewards. Third, network stability should be created within
the fieldlab. A stable center of the network could be enlarged by having familiar participants known
from previous collaborations and active retention for current members is advised to construct
continuity expectation. These recommendations should enable Hello New Day to facilitate the
communication and trust within fieldlabs resulting in higher value creation and capture.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Theoretical introduction
Nowadays, companies are trying to innovate increasingly. They are aware of the fact that their
competitive advantage is achieved by having new and better ways to provide value to customers
(Rosenbusch, Brinckmann & Bausch, 2011). Further, the mobility of skilled workers has risen, while
the time-to-market has become shorter over the years, which pressures the traditional innovation
(Chesbrough, 2006). In order to counter this, Chesbrough (2006) addressed the principles of open
innovation. Open innovation propagates the idea of using internal as well as external paths to the
market for improving technologies and commercialize these technologies using suitable business
models.
Within the context of Open Innovation, multiple compositions of collaborations exists. Fieldlabs are
an example of this collaboration. It is constructed to develop innovative ideas in accompany with the
collaborating parties. For fieldlabs, the collaborating parties include the triple-helix; governmental
organizations, companies, and knowledge institutes are working together to create and capture
value collectively. In such collaborations, relational capital is of major importance to make them
succeed (Sambasivan, 2011). In particular, relational capital can be described as the ‘soft side’ of the
collaboration (Cullen et al., 2000), which focusses on the quality of the relationship between
partners (Sambasivan, 2011). More concrete, two aspects among relational capital are
communication and trust.
The communication between parties, is found to be an intangible mechanism in value creation and
value capture (Ritala et al., 2013). As intangible mechanism, communication is found to be
complicated, but key in process management (Muszynska, 2018). Several important functions of
communication are pointed out by Baker (2007) and declare the relevance of communication. First,
communication as appliance for coordinating and regulating activities. Second, reciprocal
communication serves as socialization for human relationships. Third, communication promotes
innovation and is responsible for spreading the innovation.
Concentrating on the other important aspects of relations, trust, also seems an indicator for success
within interorganizational relationships (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Zaheer & Harris, 2006). Trust can be
described by the confidence that partners will not use eachothers’ vulnerabilities (Nielsen & Nielsen,
2009). Especially, within the context of innovation, where lots of uncertainty occur, trust is needed
to overcome these uncertainties (Nooteboom, 2013). Regardless the need of trust, it will not occur
spontaneously, so an important function is given for management or an intermediary in order to
create trust (Lee et al., 2010).
Hello New Day fulfills the role of intermediary, or orchestrator, in fieldlab CAMINO. According to
Dhanaraj & Parkhe (2006), the orchestrator has to manage the process of value creation and value
capture within an innovation network, like a fieldlab. Important in creating value is the role of
relational capital (Kale, Singh & Perlmutter, 2000). However, Hello New Day struggles to facilitate
their relational capital. The aim of this research is to investigate the concepts of communication and
trust to be able to advice Hello New Day with respect facilitating the communication and trust.

Besides the advice for Hello New Day, this study contributes to the theoretical fields of value
creation, value capture, communication, and trust in the under investigated context of fieldlabs by
establishing design propositions.

1.2 Thesis outline
This thesis exists of 7 chapters, in which the business problem of Hello New Day is solved step by
step. Starting with chapter 2, the context in which the study will take place is described; first the
context of the company followed by the context of the fieldlab. Thereafter, the problem statement,
research aim and research model is proposed. Following this, more focus onto the research model is
brought by questioning the different links in the sub-questions. These sub-questions must be
answered to be able to answer the design question in the end. Subsequently, the methodology of
the research is elaborated in chapter 3. Following chapter 3, the theoretical research is conducted in
chapter 4. This results in a set of design principles. In chapter 5, the empirical side of the research is
described. From this empirical side, a set of design solutions is composed. Both the design principles
and the design solutions are combined to a set of design propositions on which the design will be
based in chapter 6. In the end, chapter 7 contains the conclusion and discussion section.
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2. Problem Statement & Research question
2.1 Research context
The described research is conducted at Hello New Day. Hello New Day is a consultancy company
which gives advice on organizational strategies, supports sustainability projects, and mediates in
innovative cases for already more than 8 years, since it was founded in 2011. Currently, Hello New
Day has 3 partners and 7 people in total. They are striving for “being better every day” resulting in
continuous innovation for customers. To achieve this, some concepts are developed and supported
that trigger entrepreneurs or companies to be innovative; they have various open innovation
concepts in their portfolio.
One innovational concept from Hello New Day is fieldlab CAMINO. CAMINO is a collaboration
between Hello New Day, World Class Maintenance, and several asset-owners. Hello New Day is
program leader for this fieldlab. The CAMINO fieldlab is part of the World Class Maintenance
community. World Class Maintenance (WCM) is a foundation that creates a network for ‘smart
maintenance’ with a clear goal, namely ‘making the Netherlands perform as world champion in
maintenance’. In order to achieve this goal, knowledge about smart maintenance will be developed,
distributed, and applied. World Class Maintenance facilitates this process by creating practical
experimentation fields, also called fieldlabs. The WCM fieldlabs are an environment where multiple
parties cooperate to achieve 100% predictive maintenance. World Class Maintenance has multiple of
these fieldlabs, each of them focusing mainly on one sector; the process industry is represented by
fieldlab CAMPIONE, the manufacturing industry by fieldlab SAMEN, and the infra sector by fieldlab
CAMINO.
This research was conducted within fieldlab CAMINO. The goal of fieldlab CAMINO is, specifically, to
achieve 100% predictability of maintenance in order to avoid unforeseen setbacks due to failures.
Failures occur over the whole infra sector, resulting in multiple projects within fieldlab CAMINO. The
projects are based on different objects within the infrastructure, like water, rail, roads, and tunnels.
A clear view of the structure of CAMINO is displayed in Figure 1. Currently, most of the projects are
into the field of water and rail. Some examples of the projects in CAMINO-water are the sewerysystem in Almelo, a waterlock in Eefde, and a bridge in Overijssel. These water architectures are
provided with detection sensors to collect data in smart way in order to deliver information
regarding the actual condition. The idea of this is that measuring the actual condition is a far more
reliable predictor for failure than information used of preventive maintenance (often deducted from
generic and theoretical failure expectations). The data regarding the actual condition is used for
maintenance reports and combined with pre-existing failure mechanism effects cause analysis
(FMECA) that gathered their data from fail behavior logic. Smart Maintenance – as it is often called –
uses predictive analysis. In short, Fieldlab CAMINO uses a data-enabled approach to forecast the
failure of the architectures and predict when actual failures can be expected to occur.
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Figure 1. Structure of fieldlab CAMINO

Fieldlabs’ projects make the most impact when they consist of combinations between governmental
instances, companies, and knowledge institutes (Stolwijk, 2016). Within CAMINO, asset owners,
technology suppliers, asset managers, and knowledge institutes are involved. Currently, the role of
the knowledge institutes is relatively limited, the scope of universities is more on lower TRL levels
than fieldlab CAMINO is used to work with.

2.3 Problem Statement
The goal of fieldlabs is “to develop, test, learn to apply, demonstrate, and scale up technologies and
business processes/innovations in collaboration with various parties on a specific smart industry
theme” (Gijsbers, 2011, p9). As an orchestrating firm, Hello New Day fulfills several tasks in service of
that goal, like monitoring the objectives, budgets, and interests within the fieldlab, creating
connections between the different parties, updating all the stakeholders, and creating an
environment where lessons learned are shared. Yet, the value of a fieldlab is to be created and
captured by all its members in collaboration with one another. More concrete for fieldlab CAMINO,
the parties within fieldlab CAMINO are expected to collaborate to achieve 100% predictability with
respect to maintenance in the infrastructure sector as stated in the collaboration agreement of
CAMINO. Learning from other parties is a major part of creating and capturing value, and hence,
each of the parties involved is expected to share lessons learned with the others. These lessons
learned are communicated in two ways; within projects, but also between different projects. In
discussing the current situation at CAMINO, the project leader on behalf of Hello New Day states
that the communication within projects is organized adequately, but the communication between
different projects seems less fruitful. Practice shows that the lessons learned do not always reach
the other parties. Hello New Day is trying to stimulate the conversation by using a Microsoft Teams
4

platform and organizing sessions to share lessons learned. However, the digital platform is not used
in a sufficient way and it costs Hello New Day much effort to stimulate participants to use the
platform. Concluding, Hello New Day is struggling to find an efficient way to share the lessons
learned between projects within the fieldlab, which hampers optimal value creation and capture.
In order to validate the problem, two fieldlab CAMINO board meetings were visited, and I engaged
in some initial conversations with stakeholders about these matters. In these discussion, fieldlab
stakeholders confirmed the ineffectiveness of communication between different parties and
affirmed the relevance of this issue for the fieldlab’s success in terms of value creation and value
capturing.. During the board meetings, also, the exchange of lessons learned between different
projects was highlighted and concerns about the need for improvement were made apparent
through statements such as “the communication and networking between organizations is semicompleted”. The skewed distribution of the bring/deliver-ratio during cross-project meetings were
also mentioned as a point of concern by one of the stakeholders, as these were expected to be more
equally distributed.
In all, it can be concluded that fieldlab CAMINO’s goal of high value creation and value capturing is
being hampered by ineffective interproject communication. Therefore, the problem statement of
this research can be defined as follows:
“Within fieldlab CAMINO, value creation and value capture are inefficient as a result of ineffective
interproject communication.”

2.4 Research Aim
With the aim of improving the level of value creation and value capturing, this research was
designed to investigate and facilitate the interproject relations within fieldlab CAMINO, thereby
focusing specifically on communication and trust. Communication and trust are two major
components of relational capital (Sambasivan et al., 2011). Relational capital is, even as relationship
capital and social capital alternately used within literature. The meaning of relational can be
comprised as “the quality of the relationship that exists between social actors” (Cullen et al., 2000,
p224). Research in strategical alliances has shown that relationship capital is of the essence for
successful collaborations, as it forms the backbone for efficient flow of information, exchange
processes, and coordination of activities (Sambasivan et al., 2013). Communication, in this, is needed
to build the relationship and enhance the interaction between the partners (Sambasivan et al.,
2013). Trust, on the other hand, is essential for information exchange between partners, because it
reduces anxiety about others’ opportunistic behavior, so stakeholders do not feel the need for
protection of their own assets (Kale, Singh & Perlmutter, 2000). Moreover, focusing on the concepts
of communication and trust directly builds upon the current problem of Hello New Day as identified
above.
A two-folded research is conducted consisting of a research part and of a design part. First the
research part is executed, followed by the design part. Within the research part, a literature review
is conducted about improving the communication and trust between projects. Furthermore,
interviews about communication and trust serve as input from practice. The outcome of the
research part serves as input for the design part; findings from the theoretical and empirical study
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are combined into design principles. The design principles are used to come up with a solution for
the problem. In other words, the research aim can be described as:
“The aim of this research is to find new or more effective ways to facilitate of communication and
trust in fieldlab CAMINO in order to enhance the value creation and value capturing”

2.5 Research Questions
Naming the problem and the aim of the research, there can be distracted that the outcome of the
research is also two-fold. On the one hand, the research is conducted to investigate the connections
between the aspects of communication, trust, value creation, and value capture. On the other hand,
Hello New Day wants practical recommendations for the problem. First, the connections are
discovered via theoretical and empirical research, which will answer the following questions.
Thereafter, the knowledge about the concepts is translated into practical recommendations in the
design part.
In order to discover the connection between communication, trust, value creation, and value
capture, the following research question is composed:
“How is communication and trust between participants in fieldlab CAMINO related to the realization
of value for the participants in terms of value creation and capture?”
In order to give a scientifically supported answer to the research question and to structure the
research, multiple sub questions are proposed.
First, the process of value creation and value capture will be concretized. Sub question 1 will help to
constitute a list of aspects that fieldlab members specifically mean with value creation and value
capture. As it is known what the value creation and value capture should be, the paths to explore
can be more focused towards final goal. The sub question is formulated as:
1. What value do the participants of a fieldlab expect to create and what value do they expect
to capture?
Communication and trust seems to be important factors in value creation and value capture (Ritala
et al., 2013). However, two specific aspects are not clear in the context of fieldlabs; first, the exact
role of communication and trust in the value creation and value capturing process; second, the
drivers of communication and trust. The next sub questions will discover the role of communication
and trust and how to trigger them. This is questioned in sub questions (2) and (3):
2. What is the role of communication in value creation and value capturing in an open
innovation context?
3. What is the role of trust in value creation and value capturing in an open innovation context?
Provided that communication and trust are able to regulate the value creation and capture. Their
mutual relationship, by Ohmae (1992) regarded as inseparable within marriages, is interesting to
investigate in order to identify the best way of facilitating communication and trust in a fieldlab. A
better understanding of this relationship must be provided by sub question (4), which is formulated
as:
4. How are communication and trust related to each other in an open innovation context?
6

These questions should be helpful for establishing the research model that is represented in Figure
2. This research model offers an overview of the value creation and value capture process that will
be investigated.

Figure 2. Research Model

2.6 Design Question
The input from theoretical and empirical research are the foundation for concrete recommendations
to Hello New Day about how to facilitate the communication and trust across different parties within
fieldlab CAMINO. The means and measures that can be triggered for fostering the communication
and trust are used to create design principles. In the end, these design principles are translated into
design propositions for general implications and answering the design question for practical
recommendations for Hello New Day.
Focusing on the recommendations for Hello New Day regarding fieldlab CAMINO, the stages in
which the fieldlab is located can be important. In facilitating the communication across the different
parties in a fieldlab, it is interesting to investigate if the communication and trust are different within
the different stages as is demonstrated by Thorpe and Smith (1953) for over four stages and Ritala et
al. (2013) for over two stages. Especially, because as communication and trust change over time
(Hubbert, 1999; Kenney & McLanahan, 2006; Cullen, 2000).
The distinction that can be made within fieldlabs CAMINIO consists of three different stages, namely
the exploring stage, an establishing stage, and a stage where benefits are realized for the
participants and for the society. Starting with the exploring stage, where connections are made and
7

project partners are getting to know each other and the fieldlab. They are exploring the options for
value creation and capture. During the establishing of the relationship stage, the participants are
working on the technology for predictive maintenance and value is created. Finally, in the realization
stage, the created value should be redeemed for captured value.
More concrete, the design question is formulated as:
“How can communication and trust be facilitated, in the various stages of a fieldlab, in order to
enhance the value creation and value capture in fieldlab CAMINO?”
The answers of this design question are presented to Hello New Day as recommendations, which can
be applied to fieldlab CAMINO.
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3. Methodology
In this chapter, the methodology of the conducted research is elaborated. The elaboration starts
with an explanation of the reflective redesign and the role of the problem solving cycle that is
leading in this research. Within the problem solving cycle, several steps are taken to complete the
research. As the methodology section continues, all these steps will be clarified. In the end, three
quality criteria and the application of these criteria in the research are described.

3.1 Problem solving cycle
This research is based on an organizational problem trying to find a solution for this problem.
Besides fieldlab CAMINO, other fieldlabs might suffer the same problem, which could use the same
solution. Therefore, a reflective redesign as described by Van Aken and colleagues (2012) is a
feasible approach for this research. A schematic representation of the reflective redesign is given in
Figure 3. It is a more generalized way of solving a problem according the problem solving cycle
aiming for generalizing business problem solutions. The problem solving cycle consists of the
problem definition, analysis and diagnosis, solution design, intervention, and evaluation (Van Aken,
Berends & Van der Bij, 2012). After the final step of the problem solving cycle, an additional step is
added in the reflective redesign to be able to generalize the found solution for business problems in
the same context.

Figure 3. Graphical representation of reflective redesign

Especially, since it is used to solve the problem and make the solution applicable for a more generic
business problem. It is interesting for this research, since fieldlab CAMINO is one of 43 fieldlabs that
is recognized by Smart Industry, which makes the outcomes potentially applicable for these fieldlabs.
Moreover, the outcomes may also be applicable for the other concepts of Hello New Day, since they
consists of collaborations between multiple parties within an open innovation environment.
Additionally, from an even more general perspective, an application on collaborating initiatives
within open innovation environments might be possible.
9

3.1.1 Selecting business problem
All the steps will be applied in this research. The first steps of the reflective redesign are identifying a
business phenomenon and selecting a business problem. The problem is already described in
Chapter 2 and proposes two different kind of questions, namely the research question and the
design question. These questions will be answered to find a practical solution for facilitating the
communication and trust and for theory development (Van Aken et al., 2012). Making use of design
principles enables this research realizing this, as design principles combine the understanding of
organizational phenomena by uncovering general patterns of science with the production of systems
that do not yet exist (Simon, 1996; Romme, 2003). These two practices must be combined on theory
development level, since science is used to handle hypotheses, while design is used to manage
propositions (Romme, 2003). Denyer, Tranfield & Van Aken (2008) found a way to manage this via
CIMO-logic. This CIMO-logic describes propositions within in a given context (C), that have
undergone an intervention (I) to activate a mechanism (M) to generate a desired outcome (O). This
CIMO-logic is also used in this research to define the design propositions emanated from the
practical design solutions and the theoretical design principles (Van Burg, Romme, Giseling &
Reymen, 2008).

3.1.2 Analysis & Diagnosis
The next step in the problem solving cycle is the analysis and diagnosis. Via a literature review the
necessary background information about the concepts is derived. Moreover, in this literature review
triggers about communication and trust are searched from previous studies. In order to collect data
from the field, semi-structured interviews are used. From a logistics point of view, it is beneficial to
use semi-structured interviews, because the possibility to record the data arises. On the other side,
interviews are time-consumedly, which can have negative influence on the willingness to participate.
Nevertheless, using interviews ensures interviewees will not become a participant of “survey
number X” and there is a more personal connection with the interviewees, so they feel free to share
more personal and detailed information. Additionally, the scope of the research is limited to the
concepts of communication and trust. By using semi-structured interviews, the interviewer obtains
the possibility to handle the conversation and steer the interview within the scope of the research.
In this step the design principles were derived in two ways; in a theoretical way via a literature
review and in an empirical way via semi-structured interviews. Deriving the design principles by this
procedure, which is initiated by Van Burg et al. (2008), contextualized existing knowledge into the
context of fieldlabs, and decontextualized the context of fieldlabs into more general perspectives
(Figure 4). A combination of both derived design principles is merged into the final design
propositions.
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Figure 4. Derivation of design principles from Van Burg et al. (2008)

More specific, Table 2 gives an overview of the questions that are answered by the two methods. In
this table the deliverables of both methods on the specific questions is displayed.
Research question
1. What value do the
participants of a fieldlab
expect to create and
what value do they
expect to capture?
2. What is the role of
communication in value
creation and value
capturing in an open
innovation context?
3. What is the role of
trust in value creation
and value capturing in
an open innovation
context?
4. How are
communication and
trust related to each
other in an open
innovation context?
DQ. “How can
communication and trust
be facilitated, in the
various stages of a
fieldlab, in order to
enhance the value
creation and value
capture in fieldlab
CAMINO?’’

Theoretical

Empirical
Semi-structured
interview

Deliverable
An overview of
potentially created and
captured value by
fieldlab stakeholders

Literature
review

Semi-structured
interview

A description of how
communication
influences value creation
and value capture

Literature
review

Semi-structured
interview

A description of how
trust influences value
creation and value
capture

Literature
review

Semi-structured
interview

A description of how
communication and
trust influence each
other

Literature
review

Semi-structured
interview

Practical
recommendations for
Hello New Day on how
to facilitate the
communication and
trust

Table 2. Method for solving research questions including deliverables
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3.1.2.1 Literature review
The analysis and diagnosis-step of the reflective redesign is based on empirical and theoretical
evidence. The theoretical evidence is collected via a literature review based on the structures of
Kitchenham & Charters (2007).
Determine research goal and questions
The questions that must be answered are sub question 2 up to and including 4 and time aspect of
the design question, as can be seen in Table 2. The deliverables are also formulated in the final
column of the table. For the literature review, the main goal is to discover the links and importance
of communication and trust on value creation and capture, the existence of the reciprocal
connection between communication and trust, and the role of time and phases on communication
and trust.
Determine search strategy
Based on the established questions, search terms were formulated. In order to prevent limited
search results caused by false negatives, several terms were used in synonym or in other contexts.
For example, value capture is in literature also used as capitalization and appropriation or occurs in
combination with value creation. Using capitalization in the search terms will cover the first
limitation. The second limitation is overcome by using only the term ‘capture’, so articles that using
‘value creation and capture’ appeared on the search results.
These terms are entered in different search engines, like Scopus, ABI/Inform, IEEE Explore, and Web
of Science. This has created a list of articles in which mechanisms could be found. However, after the
first articles were found in this way, a starting point was created. Thereafter, other literature is
found by ‘snowballing’. Snowballing uses the article references to come to other articles. As the
context of the reference is stated in the original article, this is directly clear. Moreover, another
advantage of the snowballing method was the pace in which it could be conducted.
Determine selection strategy
The selection of the articles has taken place to filter out the false positives. Several criteria were
used to select these appropriate articles. Logically, the article must be written in English or Dutch.
The second criteria was the presence of a communicator or trust trigger within the abstract. The
abstracts of the articles were red to search for these triggers. After the abstract indicated a possible
trigger in the article, the complete articles is red to identify this trigger and context and search for
interventions.
Determine extraction strategy and synthesize extracted data
After multiple triggers were investigated, the data from the literature must be extracted. The
research model is used for structuring the founded data. Articles and theories were placed upon the
different constructs, which made the research model functioning as literature framework. From this
framework the literature review is written, the concepts described, and the research questions were
answered.
3.1.2.2 Semi-structured interviews
Participants
For this research, seven semi-structured interviews were conducted. The participants of these
interviews can be divided into two groups, namely people active in fieldlab CAMINO and people
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active in the environment of fieldlabs. The people active in CAMINO are selected based on their
roles, like members of the steering group, participants in the projects from governmental
perspective, and participants in the projects from industrial perspective. Members in CAMINO with
different roles should provide different insights; participants who are active in the steering group,
can have a complete overview of how the daily operations and communications take place; on the
other hand, participants active in the different projects, might not have the overall vision of how
value creation and value capture is arranged. By interviewing people who are involved in the fieldlab
with different roles, a diversified view of the value creation, value capture, communication, and trust
at different levels is created. The people are also selected based on the duration that they are active
in CAMINO. By having selected people with varying project tenure, an overview can be displayed
about the group development in the different stages. In order to make this view even more
complete, involved people with different roles in FME, World Class Maintenance, and Smart Industry
are interviewed. These people are not directly involved in CAMINO, but are known with the fieldlab
and may have their own vision on value creation, value capture, communication, trust, and stages of
group development within this context. Their visions can be very interesting in the final step of
generalizing the design proposition. Moreover, the sample is also diversified in terms of gender, age,
experience, triple-helix participation. Variation in these aspects may cover the way participants
experience communication and trust, and value creation and capture. Concluding, the sample of
interviewees is based on various criteria as described above to compose a representative sample for
fieldlab CAMINO. An overview of the interview participants is given in Appendix A.
Procedure
Via an announcement of the project manager, all participants were made aware of the fact that they
were invited for an interview and asked for their participation. Two weeks after this announcement,
an introducing e-mail was sent to introduce myself, give an introduction of the topic, and the
question if they are willing to contribute to this research. This mail was sent to everyone personal in
order to create some commitment to the invitation procedure. When respondents had replied to
this mail, an appointment of one-and-a-half hour was made to do the interview at a location that
suits best for the participants. Such a broad time slot was taken to make sure the interviews will not
be hurried. The location was determined by the respondent to enlarge the willingness to cooperate,
since it will probably suits them best.
With permission of the interviewees, the interviews were recorded, where after the interviews
started. The interviews were semi-structured, so the conversations handle the fixed concepts, but
interviewees were able to add information if they think it will contribute to the research. A complete
scheme of the semi-structured interviews can be found in Appendix B. Afterwards, the respondents
were thanked for their time.
Measures
In the interviews, the concepts that are measured are directly linked to the research model and the
research questions. In Appendix B, a scheme of the semi-structured interviews is displayed, including
the categorization of the measures. The interview starts with some general, key questions about the
person itself and the organization it is working for.

13

The goal of the research is to give advice to the participants and to CAMINO, it is important that
consensus about the definition of a fieldlab. Therefore, a definition is proposed to check if the
participants agree with the definition.
Thereafter, the aspects of value creation, value capture, communication, trust, and development
over time are being questioned. Starting with the value creation of companies, the goals for
participating in fieldlab CAMINO are asked, the realization and non-realization of these goals,
followed by the value that is created on personal level, organizational level, and societal level. The
aim of the value creation section is to be able to create a list of what value participants are expecting
to create in fieldlabs.
The section about value capture has the same goal, namely to create a list of what value participants
expect to capture. In the questions about value capture, a reference is made to the answers about
value creation. By means of, the created value is already captured and how it is captured. If the
value is going to be captured in the near future. Finally, if the created value is considered to be
captured.
With respect to the communication, the participants were asked what tools they used, whether
these worked satisfactory or not, and with what frequency they were used. In the end, the quality
and satisfaction about the current communication was discussed.
Regarding trust, participants were asked what trust means to them and what criteria are fulfilled to
trust someone. The amount of trust between the parties in the fieldlab is questioned. After these
questions, the interviews became more detailed about specific parties and how trust had been built
in those relationships.
The link between communication and trust is examined when these topics were in conversation. If
the interviewee did not make the link by themselves, the interviewer raised the link more specific
and made it subject of the conversation in that way.
In order to test the changes of communication and trust over time, interviewees were asked to think
back to a specific moment in time and remember the way of communication and the level of trust.
These questions must sketch a time display to see the results of being in a different stage of group
development.
At the end of the interview, the participant was asked about any other relevant issue they wanted to
share.
Analysis
The analysis of the data from the semi-structured interviews has taken several steps, namely
transcribing the interviews, coding of the interviews, and extracting the data from the interviews.
During the interview, the conversation were recorded and notes were made. Afterwards, the
recordings and notes were used to transcribe the interviews. The recordings were played before
transcribing to empathize within the context again, where after the notes and recordings were used
to reconstruct the interviews.
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The transcripts were made to analyze the concepts of communication, trust, value creation and
value capture according the template approach. A template approach is used, because this research
contains existing concepts in which new insights are obtained (Van Aken et al., 2012). The template
approach uses an existing codes list, which corresponds with the questions of the semi-structured
interviews. This list of codes can be found in Appendix C.
For extracting the data, the codes with the corresponding quotes, opinions, or phrases are grouped
as can be seen in Appendix D. The grouped answers from the interviewees enables to determine
how communication and trust influenced the value creation and capture in fieldlab CAMINO to this
point in time and how interviewees considered these practices could be improved.

3.1.3 Solution design
Within the theoretical review and the empirical study, design principles are composed. The design
principles from the two studies are matched based upon matching themes with respect to the key
mechanisms which result in design propositions as demonstrated by Van de Burg et al. (2009). These
design propositions are elaborated in more detail and are the input for the solution design. The
solution design is created according two steps; choosing a solution concept or a combination of
concepts followed by customizing the solution to the business problem for the company (Van Aken
et al., 2012). Starting with choosing the solution concepts derived from the design principles. These
concepts are chosen based on the mechanism of the design proposition and the stage in which they
should be implemented. Subsequently, these concepts are customized to more specific terms as the
concepts are from general nature. Information derived from the problem diagnosis phase and from
stakeholders during the interviews will also determine how these specific recommendations are
composed
The design propositions are the general concepts, which are customized on the case to be able to
answer the design question resulting in recommendations for Hello New Day on the one hand. On
the other hand, the solution design might be useful for other fieldlab managers, or even managers
within an open innovation context, because the general concepts are based on the literature and
practice.

3.2 Quality criteria
In order to be able to manage the quality of the research, some quality criteria are composed. These
criteria are controllability, reliability, and validity as proposed by Van Aken and colleagues (2012).
They aim to reflect upon the consequences of choices for different methods.
The controllability of research determines how the study is revealed, enables others to replicate the
study, and enables readers to judge the study (Van Aken et al., 2012). In this research, the literature
review and the semi-structured interviews are described in detail. However, the process of creating
solutions is not described literally, because it is combined from facts, findings, and creativity in the
context of fieldlab CAMINO.
Second, the reliability of a study is dependent on the independence of the results and their
applicability in other studies (Swanborn, 1996; Yin, 2003). Within the field of reliability, there are
several aspects to take into account with respect to reliability, namely researcher, instruments,
respondents and circumstances (Van Aket et al., 2012). Firstly, the researcher of the study might
influence results, because of personal motives, or more cognitive intuition. Standardizing procedures
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can overcome researcher reliability. Inter-rater reliability, for example, was not possible, because
the study is conducted solely. However, standardization of the interviews is done by using semistructured interviews instead of open interviews. Nevertheless, there is space for interpreting the
answers freely, but it is minimized. Otherwise the data collection was limited and additions from
interviewees were lost. Secondly, the instruments that are used can be less reliable. Combining
multiple sources, also called triangulation (Yin, 2003), tackles this reliability. In this case, semistructured interviews and a literature review is used, which makes the results more reliable. Thirdly,
there is focus on the respondents. As respondents might want to influence the results for their own
purposes. As the sample of respondents is rather small, respondents reliability is covered by
selecting a sample which represents different roles, genders, experience, and age as suggested by
Van Aken and colleagues (2012). Finally, reliability regarding circumstances is discussed. Ideally, all
interviews should take place at the some location at the same time in the same setting. However, in
practice, this is not achievable. In this study circumstance reliability is covered to execute the
interviews on the terms of the interviewee, so they feel comfortable. Besides the trusted
environment, the interviews took place one-to-one, so interviewees were able to speak without any
constraints.
According to Van Aken and colleagues (2012), validity consists of three types of validity; construct
validity, internal validity, and external validity. Construct validity measures the extent to which the
construct is measured is equal to the way it is defined. By using established formats for measuring
communication, for example, construct validity is ensured in this research. Internal validity is about
the correctness and adequacy of the established relationships. Although the relationships are
derived from literature review and confirmed interviews, the causal relationships could be not
empirically tested. Moreover, the research is scoped to communication and trust. Other concepts
might have influence and will be mentioned, but not specifically investigated as the time for the
research is limited. The external validity of the research is about the generalizability of the study.
This is less important in problem solving projects, but as the outcomes may be useful for other
project of Hello New Day, CIMO-logic is used to create external validity.
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4. Literature review
In order to find theoretical answers to the sub questions, a systematic literature review was
conducted. Based on the literature review, theoretical design principles were derived. First of all, a
theoretical background is given from all the introduced concepts and a research model can be
constituted. Subsequently, several triggers were discovered with respect to communication and
trust that influence value creation and value capture. These triggers were translated into design
principles according CIMO-formulation, which were placed in the box in the conclusion section.

4.1 Fieldlabs
Fieldlabs are collaborations in an open innovation environment to test technologies in practical
settings. A more formal definition of a fieldlab is given by Gijsbers et al (2017, p5), namely “a
practical environment where organizations and knowledge institutes experiment with techniques
from the lab and from the field (TRL level 3-6) aiming to further develop, test and implement these
techniques”. Moreover, Gijsbers (2017) argues fieldlabs accommodate several requirements; first,
the triple helix must be represented in the fieldlab. Government, knowledge institutes and,
industrial companies have to participate. Government inclusion provides financing, commitment is
necessary for companies, and knowledge institutes secure the learned skills. Second, the fieldlab
must be industry driven, but not industry owned. A single company cannot be the owner of a fieldlab
in any case. Third, the fieldlab serves radical innovation. Whereas companies can practice
incremental innovations, they are self-sufficient in innovating radically; brand-new and more radical
innovations are found in collaboration with others. Fourth, fieldlabs are finite within five to ten
years. This is not likely for projects, but as a result of radical innovation characteristics the timespan
has been extended.
Admittedly, there is not that much literature specifically about fieldlabs. However, a fieldlab can also
be considered a strategic alliance, which is much more widely researched in the academic literature.
Strategic alliances refer to cooperative efforts in which two or more separate organizations, while
maintaining their own corporate identity, join forces to share reciprocal inputs (Vanhaverbeke et al.,
2002). Knowing this definition, multiple collaborating options exists, for example, joint ventures or
equity investments (Chaharbaghi et al, 2005). Independent from the collaboration-form, strategic
alliances have become more relevant, since the introduction of open innovation (Dittrich & Duysters,
2010). Strategic alliances with innovating partners are – beyond value creation and capture from
business models, dynamic capabilities, and market and technological uncertainties – pillars of the
open innovation model (Chesbrough, 2006).
Motives for participating in strategic alliances are creating pathways for exchange of resources and
know-how, convey social status and recognition creating new technical skills, and spreading costs
and risk for innovation (Mowery, 1996; Stuart, 2000). Especially spreading costs can be a relieve for
companies as technology development costs are rising (Chesbrough, 2007). Further, the lifetime of
innovations has decreased over time, which increases the risk of investing in radical innovations.
Spreading the risk of innovation over multiple parties, will lower the change of failing in financial
perspective. Besides the financial side, from knowledge perspective it is also beneficial to
collaborate as companies can be focused on knowledge depth (much knowledge of one specific
topic) or knowledge breath (knowledge to a lesser extent of multiple topics). However, in both cases
they are lacking market knowledge or specific knowledge for radical innovation, respectively (Zhou &
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Li, 2012). Possessing the knowledge for innovation, strategic alliances – and hence, fieldlabs – are
more likely to achieve preferred performance, which is measured in terms of value that can be
created and captured.

4.2 Value creation and value capture
The activities within a fieldlab are concentrated to create value and capture that value in the end.
According to Dhanasai & Parkhe (2006), value creation is comparable to expanding the pie, whereas
value capture is enlarging ones part of the pie. In other words, but a more formal definition is given
by Bowman and Ambrosini (2000), who distinguish two types of value to explain value creation,
namely use value and exchange value. Use value is the amount of money a customer is willing to pay
for the product or service in their opinion. Hence, it is a subjective measure. On the other hand,
exchange value, is objective and measured by the actual amount of money that is transferred from
the buyer to the producer. Knowing what Bowman and Ambrosini (2000) mean with use and
exchange value, the definitions of value creation and value capture can be derived. Value creation
and capture are “the actions of organizational members, who combine labor to transform the use
values that the organization has acquired” and “realization of exchange value based on the
bargaining power of the firm”, respectively.
Value creation and capture can occur on different levels; form individual level to strategic
management (Lepak, Smith & Taylor, 2007). The value creation process on society level, for example,
is mainly focused on innovation, new firm creation, and laws and regulations. From a strategic
management or organizational perspective, the value creation process concentrates also on
innovation, as well as R&D, training, and selection. On individual level, value creating concerns
knowledge creation, ability, and motivation resulting in value capture processes characterized
nonsubstituatable resources, and tacit knowledge.
In strategic alliances, more specifically, value creation possibly consists of creating new technologies,
reducing costs and risks, accomplish higher market shares, learning, increase speed to the market, or
blocking competitors (Barringer & Harrison, 2000). In order to succeed in value creation and, in the
end, value capture, cooperation between the organizations is key. As creating value is not a bilateral
process of adding value step after step anymore as Porter (1985) has described. It is more about
cooperating to manage the resources and competencies in such a way it creates value
(Vanhaverbeke & Cloodt, 2006). However, cooperating will possibly result in conflicts and
disfunctioning. As companies will have to adjust to the common goals of the alliance, the goal of the
alliance possibly conflict with personal goals and organizational goals. Moreover, collaborating in
strategic alliances demands enduring others norms, values, and routines. It can be concluded that
cooperation is complicated. For improving the collaboration by enhancing the value creation and
capture, relationship capital should be investigated (Sabasivan, 2011). Relational capital refers to the
soft skills that are needed to make strategic alliances successful. Two aspects of relational capital are
elaborated as they may support value creation and capture, namely communication and trust.
Communication and trust are important aspects for value creation and value capture for several
reasons. First, as communication and trust provide resource allocation needed for value creation
(Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Second, trust takes away the risk in collaborations for value creation and
value captue (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1997). Third, relational capital accelerates innovation by lowering
the transactions costs, like R&D costs, policing costs, and decision costs (Maskell, 2001). Fourth, it
creates competitive advantage as relational capital is not substitutable one-to-one for othrs
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(Striukova & Rayna, 2008). For the current research, the focus is on the question how the
communication within fieldlabs can be facilitated to enhance the value creation and capture. Several
aspects will be investigated to answer this question.

4.3 Communication
Sambasivan (2011) found communication as one of these soft skills that can make collaborations in
open innovation environments rewarding. Communication can be defined as “a transactional
process where something is exchanged between the parties involved” (Eisenberg and Goodall, 1993).
Likewise, Ohmae (1992) compares a strategic alliance with marriage, in which open communication
is key to be successful. In an organizational context, Doz (1996) also found a positive relationship
between inter-partner communication and the performance of strategic alliances.
Several aspects are found answering the question why communication is important in fieldlabs. For
example, this positive relationship can be declared by the fact that people are able to see each other
and connect on interpersonal level. Moreover, Agarwal, Croson & Mahoney (2010) found
communication can be of key importance since it can change partner perceptions from competitive
to cooperative as communication can regulate and clarify others’ expectations. Communication
distinguishes several components, like Mohr & Spekman (1994) mentioned communication quality
as indicator for a satisfying partnership. Furthermore, Burkink (2002) investigated the frequency and
bidirectionality of communication and proved them as critical antecedents in exchanging
information. The effectiveness of innovation processes, for example, is higher when there is
frequent communication (Striukova & Rayna, 2008).
The exchange of information can be executed via different ways; from face-to-face communication,
verbally via mobile phones, digitally via email or platforms, and many other ways. All these methods
have their advantages and disadvantages. Focusing on communication regarding value creation, for
knowledge and information exchange, written messages are least favorable as a result of
misunderstanding the core of the message (Dennis et al., 2008). However, sending an email can be
suitable for sending an instantaneous message (Derks & Bakker, 2010). On the other hand, most
favorable are periodical, interactive meetings or communities of practice (CoP) in specific contexts
(Gaghman, 2020), or more generally in strategic alliances (Teng & Das, 2008), because people
become more entangled within the conversation (Adair, 2011), are working and learning together in
an implicit manner (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998), and knowledge can be exchanged easily via CoP’s
(Krishnaveni & Sujatha, 2012). Disadvantageous of organizing face-to-face meetings is the time it
takes to participate even as the travel time to arrive at the location.
Another used tool for communicating is the use of prototypes. Prototyping is found to be the an
important feature for the communication of tacit knowledge (Mascitelli, 2000; Gill, Sanders & Shim,
2008). Tacit knowledge distinguishes itself from explicit knowledge by the complicated way of
communicate it. Explicit knowledge is characterized by being codified and easy transferrable,
whereas tacit knowledge is identified by being abstract (Smith, 2001). Prototyping is able to transfer
the tacit knowledge to something tangible. Moreover, using prototypes has the benefits of being
able to communicate early and being convictive for potential customers (Mascitelli, 2000). On more
technological level prototypes can also be built virtual. Virtual prototypes, therefore, have a larger
reach. This characteristic is used as media for the communication of technical aspects within value
networks (Aromaa et al., 2014).
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For improving the communication, it is questioned which mechanisms trigger the communication
within strategic alliances. Sambasivan (2011) found interdependencies between parties, defined as
the belief that the outcomes of a relationship depend on the personal and joint actions that people
undertake, as a mechanism for communication; if parties are dependent from each other, they tend
to communicate more. Within the concept of interdependency, three constructs can be
distinguished that influence the communication in strategic alliances; task interdependence, goal
interdependence, and reward interdependence (Sambasivan, 2011). Task interdependence refers to
the degree a personal task can be completed properly depending on other tasks. Subsequently,
higher levels of task interdependence make partners communicate more frequently. Goal
interdependence means the dependence of achieving a goal is dependent on others’ goal
achievement. The necessity to collaborate in order to achieve mutual goals enables communication
between the parties. Reward interdependence is the dependency of others of achieving a reward,
who are also achieving rewards. Reward interdependence make collaborating partners work for
earning their reward by oblige them to communicate. On the other side, reward should be organized
in such a way that individual work does not become unnecessary (Johnson & Johnson, 2002),
because in that case people are less likely to work for the reward.
However, interdependence does not enhance communication by definition. The outcomes of
interdependence, on the other hand, as formulated by the social interdependence theory do;
Johnson & Johnson (2002) found positive interdependence – being not able to succeed without
others – in a cooperative setting leads to promotive interaction. Promotive interaction is
characterized by giving and receiving help and assistance on task and personal level, exchange
resources and info, feedback on completed tasks, challenging each other’s conclusions and
reasoning, increased efforts to achieve mutual goals, and processing of group members efficiency.

4.4 Trust
Another aspect of alliance management is trust. Trust can be defined as “the willingness of a party to
be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a
particular action important to the trustor” (Meier et al., 2015). However, the definition makes clear
what the intention of trust is. Therefore, a distinction between credibility and benevolent trust
(Cullen et al., 2000) is made. Credibility trust is the objective side of trust and describes “the level of
confidence that the partner has the intent and ability to meet their obligations and make their
promised contributions to the alliance”. On the other side, benevolent trust has a subjective nature
and is about “the belief a partner’s caring about the relationship”. Knowing the definition, trust can
be classified as a skill on the soft side of the management of strategic alliances. Likewise, it belongs
to relationship capital along with communication and commitment (Sambasivian, 2011).
But why is trust important in strategic alliances? First, trust cannot cover all the uncertainties that
might occur in strategic alliances (Cullen et al., 2000). Since it is not possible to predict all events and
outcomes that are not secured in contracts, trust must overtake these occasions. Second, tacit
knowledge, as needed in value creation processes in strategic alliances, needs trust for improving
mutual relationships are improved (Savolainen, 2008). Third, in strategic alliances trust functions as
risk-lowering mechanism as members are more willing to broaden their perspectives and integrate
new knowledge within the strategic alliance (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009). Fourth, trust is positively
related to the performance of strategic alliances (De Jong & Klein Woolthuis, 2008). As performance,
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in this case, can be expressed in terms of value creation and capture, a higher performance also
means more created value.
The importance of trust in strategic alliances is ineluctable. Practically, it is more interesting to know
what to improve for building trust in strategic alliances. Meier and colleagues (2015) have
constructed a model about trust-building mechanisms. In this model, they distinguish three
categories of how to build trust, namely via institutional-based, characteristic-based, and processbased mechanisms. In the institutional-based category, alliance specific investments and safeguards
are adduced as trust triggers. About alliance specific investments, which are personal investments in
the relationship, evidence is sufficient that they contribute to higher levels of trust (Zaheer & Harris,
2006). However, on safeguards, or formal contracts, this evidence is less convincing. The
ambidexterity between being complements or substitutes of safeguards and trust is ongoing. On the
one hand, formal safeguards develop simultaneously with trust (Popper & Zenger, 2002). On the
other hand, transaction cost theory supports the substitutable argument (Meier et al., 2015).
Second, characteristic-based mechanisms are about the similarity of the corporate cultures of
collaborating companies. Having similar organizational characteristics, like structure, decisionmaking, and goals, creates reciprocal understanding resulting in trust. Being on the same level with
respect to these aspects, a shared vision about the organization is built. Having this shared vision,
gives lower transactions costs, clear expectations, and value creation by partners who possesses
similar characteristics (Sakar et al., 2001). Moreover, the number of conflicts on these attributes can
be reduced (Meier et al., 2015), because counterproductive work is prevented as a result of
compatibility (Sakar et al., 2001).
In their final category, several process-based mechanisms are described. One of these mechanisms is
cooperative history. Having worked together in de past creates familiarity between the companies,
which makes collaborating partners trust each other easier. Especially, positive prior relationships
creates trust between strategic alliance partners. While this mechanism is about the past, another
mechanism lies in the future; the expectation of continuity. If partners know that the collaboration
will be continued in the future, or at least has the intention to continue in the future, than trust is
created in an easier way (Meier et al., 2015).

4.5 Link between communication and trust
As is shown in the previous section, Meier et al., (2015) have demonstrated a link between
communication and trust. In this case, the concept of communication is linked to the concept of
trust, as in multiple studies. However, the connection between communication and trust can also be
the other way around, trust on communication, respectively.

4.5.1 Communication on trust
In the study of Das and Teng (1998), there is found an positive effect of communication on trust.
They have found that open communication is essential within a trusting relationship, because
communication preventively filters the upcoming malfunctions from trusting relationships, because
partners are able to clear their mind about perceived differences. Another reason is given by Leiffer
& Mills (1996), who suggest communication is key in trust relationships, because norms and values
are established by communication. Before these norms and values are established, the person will
estimate if there a fruitful relationship is possible anyway. Finding out if this relationship is viable is
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fulfilled via communication (Creed and Miles, 1996). However, breaking these norms gestures less
social competence, which decreases the level of trust (Thorgen, Wincent & Boter, 2012). Madhok
(1995) takes a more general perspective as communicating with other parties creates shared
interests leading to improved trust. Moreover, a shared vision that results in higher levels of trust is
created by understanding each other’s’ perspectives, which is constituted by effective
communication about motives of others (Robertson, 2007).
In more recent research, it is also proved that communication holds as key driver for trust
(Sambasivan, 2011). In practice this comes down to an application of communication; receivers of
exchanged information must also be willing to be the sender of information. The assumption of
having a non-giver as receiver disrupt the exchange of information (Thorgen & Wincent, 2011).

4.5.2. Trust on communication
At first sight, a person who can be trusted seems a favorable person to communicate with. Dirks
(2001) has studied this phenomenon of increased trust that affects communication and information
sharing. From this study it can be concluded that there is no clear consensus about this link as six
studies have shown a positive relationship, while four studies have shown no significance. The
difference can be found in some minor differences. For example, the trust within groups has a
positive effect on the openness of the communication, while there is no significance on the positive
effect of trust within a group on the information sharing in a group. Additionally, trust has a positive
effect on the accuracy and the amount of information that is sent to the superior, while there is not
found significance on the amount of information that is sent to the superior. However, trust has a
positive effect on the openness of communication in interorganizational relationships and trust has a
positive effect on openness in communication in groups. The presumption about trust and the
openness in communication can be supported by the investigated studies.

4.6 Fieldlab stages
Like in every group or team, the dynamics of this team change over time; people in the team are
getting to know each other better and habituation creates rituals. As one of the characteristics
within a strategic alliance is to cooperate for at least multiple years, the influence of group dynamics
will be significant. During the multiple years of existing, a fieldlab is going through different phases.

4.6.1 Communication over time
When the dynamics of the team are changing, the communication is likely to change too. People feel
more confident to communicate when they know the opposite party for a longer time with all
results included. Other feelings that can be changed are the level of smoothness, the feeling of being
relaxed, the level of openness, and the way people are interested in communication (Hubbert,
1999), which can be considered as the quality of the communication. Hubbert (1999) found the
quality to be become higher over a period of time. The role of personal communication is important
in the development of the quality of communication over time; the more the communication has
become personal and intimate, the better the understanding of the exchanged information and the
perceived quality of the communication. Also the riskiness of the business interactions changes over
time; starting with less risky interactions evolving to more risky business interactions in later stages
(Gulati & Sytch, 2008).
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Another perspective on communication is the frequency of communication. While some
perspectives argues the frequency of communication is growing over time compared with trust over
time (Kenney & McLanahan, 2006), others suggest a more dynamic development. Over the earlier
stages, consensus is reached; the communication frequency needs time to develop. After this stage,
the middle stages of maturity, this consensus evaporates, as the communication frequency is the
highest when the first agreements are made and the collaboration is starting to process smoothly
(Bstieler et al, 2017). As the relationship is aging, the different parties are used to each other and the
understanding of the exchanged information has become efficient. With less communication, the
same level of communication is reached.
Other evidence on the communication-duration relationship states it decreases over time (Anderson
& Weitz, 1989). A reason for this decreasing trend is given by Williamson (1985), who argues that
the experience is developed over time, resulting in less communication needed to achieve the same
results in comparison with the same amount of communication earlier in the relationship duration.
This declining trend is based on the frequency of communication. However, the quality of the
communication, is about the degree in which the communication feels relaxed, smooth, open,
involves understanding and attentiveness, and communication breaks are reduced (Duck, Rutt, Hurst
& Strecj, 1991). Regarding the quality, there is more consensus about the increase of communication
over time (Duck et al., 1991). Concluding, for the communication over time, it also depends on the
specific requirements of communication; the communication frequency decreases over time, while
the communication quality increases over time.

4.6.2 Trust over time
The concept of trust is very sensitive for changes over time; a single action, or omit to fulfill a single
action can change the trust in a collaborating party or person immediately. Trust that is been built
for a very long time, can be demolished within moments. Focusing in how to build trust, many
opinions diverge over this process. Cullen (2000), for example, argues trust is built via the
trust/commitment cycle. In this cycle, two types of trust, credibility trust and benevolent trust, are
creating commitment. Over time, the level of trust is grown and a new cycle can be started.
Another line of reasoning suggests it is hard to start trusting someone, because in earlier stages less
opportunities occur for trust development (Gulati & Sytch, 2008). Resulting in trust as construct for
appreciating value (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009). In this case, a more exponential curve of trust building
is suggested.
In order to understand the motives for trust growth, detention or decrease, several mechanism for
trust growth are uncovered (Vanneste, Puranam & Kretschmer, 2014). First, the initial bias
correction is found as a mechanism for change of trust over time. How partners in progress think
about the future collaboration determines if the level of trust will grow or not. Partners with an
optimistic view on the trustworthiness of the opposite party, have a higher chance of decline in the
level of trust compared to others, who are pessimistic or unbiased in the beginning of the
relationship. Second, the extent to which partners are able to identify with each other influences the
growth or decline of the level of trust over time; the more the people are able to identify themselves
over time, the higher the level of trust. Identification occurs via internalization of preferences
(Lewicki & Bunker, 1995).
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4.7 Conclusion on literature review
The aim of the literature review was to answer several sub-questions from a theoretical perspective.
Starting with the role of the communication in fieldlabs. As the literature on fieldlabs is still
immature, the comparison with strategic alliances is made as fieldlabs may also qualify strategic
alliances. Both are aiming to create value by collaborating and subsequently capturing the value.
Communication is proven to positively influence the outcomes of strategic alliances, which mostly is
similar to profiting from the created value. The same question is asked about the role of trust. Trust
fulfills the role of safeguard if the contractual agreements refuse service, for example in cases of
uncertainty. Moreover, trust functions as a risk-lowering mechanism and is important for the hardto-share tacit knowledge. Also, the link between communication and trust is questioned. From the
literature, the link’s existence is demonstrated in both ways; communication facilitates the way in
which trust is created and trust fosters communication between two parties. Both communication
and trust can be improved. For example, interactive communication is preferred as knowledge
exchange is improved in these settings, prototypes help to innovate, and creating interdependence
also stimulates communication. Examples to improve trust are appealing to corporate cultures,
cooperative history, and expectation continuity. Eventually, the design question is about the
interventions on communication and trust in the different stages within a fieldlab. Two aspects are
distinguished within the communication over time; quality and frequency. Over time, the
communication quality becomes better as a result of better personal relationships. On the other
hand, the frequency of communication decreases as a result of a better personal relationship too;
habituation makes communication more efficient. For trust, a growing continuation within
collaborations is proven to. However, the extent of the growth is still doubtful.
Based on the theoretical findings, eight design principles were composed. These principles are
directly relatable to the corresponding literature.
DP1: Within strategic alliances (C), members should be encouraged to participate in interactive
meetings or communities of practice (I), to involve people more actively within the conversation (M)
for better knowledge exchange (O).
DP2: Within collaborations (C), the use of prototypes (I), will foster communication of tacit
knowledge (M), for creating breakthrough innovations (O).
DP 3: In cooperative groups (C), creating awareness about delivering unique efforts within the team
(I), emphasizes task interdependence (M), which results in promotive interaction (O).
DP 4: In cooperative groups (C), making participants understanding their efforts are required for
achieving the collective goal (I), emphasizes goal interdependence (M), which results in promotive
interaction (O).
DP 5: In strategic alliances (C), creating shared rewards where everybody must contribute equally (I),
reduces free-riding (M), which improves communication and creates trust (O).
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DP 6: In strategic alliances (C), effective communication about others’ motives (I), creates
understanding of perspectives (M) for compatibility between organizations that improves value
creation (O).
DP 7: In strategic alliances (C), involvement of familiar partners (I), emphasizes having a cooperative
history (M), which improves communication and creates trust (O).
DP 8: In strategic alliances (C), making clear continuation agreements for the future (I), presents the
intention to continue the collaboration (M), which increases trust between partners (O).
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5. Empirical Findings
After an analysis of the literature and design principles that are composed based on the literature,
the other side of the spectrum is reviewed in this section. The practical requirements arise from
experiences that the interviewees have. The outcomes of the interviews are summarized in
Appendix D. Based on the insights and findings in this table in Appendix D, a more elaborate analysis
will be provided and practice-based design principles can be derived.

5.1 Fieldlab Characteristics
A fieldlab is defined as “a practical environment where organizations and knowledge institutes
experiment with techniques from the lab and from the field (TRL level 3-6) aiming to further develop,
test and implement these techniques” by Gijsbers et al. (2017, p5). Most of the interviewees agreed
on this definition, however, some had several additions or remarks. One interviewee from a
governmental organization suggested that the terms ‘practical environment’ can create a view of a
physical room or building, but this is not existing for every fieldlab. Another debatable remark came
from the branch organization [C1], who wants to enlarge the goal of fieldlabs: “fieldlabs should not
solely be for developing, testing, and implementing, but also for delivering knowledge products that
can be shared later on”. Continuing on this, an internal expert [E1] posed the scope of TRL-levels,
which should be expanded, because the fieldlab is not finished after TRL level 6.
Moreover, companies not only have these goals from the definition in mind, but according to the
interviewees, they also have other motives to participate in fieldlabs. Three interviewees mention
that companies do not only participate to validate the techniques as described in the definition, but
they also want to learn from business practices of ‘likeminded infrastructure managers’.
Furthermore, an internal expert [E1] poses: “there can be made impact as collective on fieldlab level,
[but via WCM,] also political changes can be made”. Also from the perspectives of governmental
organizations, brand image drives them to participate in the fieldlab hoping for a more innovative
character of the organization.

5.2 Value creation
Which of these goals are achieved and what value is created is asked to the respondents. Various
aspects were mentioned in the answers of the respondents about what value is created by fieldlab
CAMINO or fieldlabs they were involved in. First, the interviewees mentioned that joining the elite of
World Class Maintenance enlarges ones network. Being a member of this network gives permission
to the year event, gives access to news from the sector, or in higher types of membership, access to
the WCM summer school or as initiator of a fieldlab. Another mentioned, additional benefit as
fieldlab member is the label that is obtained; “other companies are more willing to cooperate” [A1].
From WCM purposes, it is also experienced as beneficial, because it increases the visibility of the
fieldlab. Secondly, in the fieldlabs, according the definition, existing technologies are developed,
tested, and validated. Especially, applying the technologies in practice seems helpful for the
stakeholders in finding out what is working and engage in higher TRL-levels. Thirdly, information
about business practices is attempted to exchange. Both positive and negative information should
be transferred; for example, ‘’It is interesting to know how to scale technologies up if things are
going well. Furthermore, and even more important, when things are not going well, help from other
parties is appreciated’’ [E2]. Fourthly, as the goal of multiple stakeholders is to participate because
of higher market shares, it is validated by the branch organization that market share is important as
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created value; ”suppliers, for example, are enlarging their market shares, which is a valid argument
for participating” [C1]. Fifthly, the connections with the other partners of the triple helix are more
viable as a result of the fieldlab according to the internal expert [E1]. It can be explained by an
example from a governmental organization [A1]; “companies are money oriented, we are dealing
with public interests”. Within a fieldlab, such a collaboration is possible, however in other settings it
is questionable.

5.3 Value capture
After value is created, organizations are aiming to capitalize the value. The interviewees are asked if
and how they have been able to capitalize the created value. First, data that has been derived from
the project can be used to create new value or services for other parties. As expressed by [A2],
“contractors are willing to get in touch with me, but I forward them, as they only want the data, just
because cashing starts if they have it”. Second, the perspective of knowledge institutes is taken into
mind. They can use the available knowledge for extending their current curricula or even creating
new curricula. According to the network organization, knowledge institutes are in this way are able
to translate the demand from the market into practical curricula. Third, changing the perspectives to
more industry related companies, value is captured by “unabashedly subsidy profiteers” [C1], or
more nuanced “subsidy is a critical part of their business models” [F1]. Companies use the
regulations of the subsidy providers to build their current business model to a viable, independent,
and profitable business model. Fourth, from the technologies that are developed within the fieldlab,
a company could be viable; “there are also fieldlabs, who drop their fieldlab-label, because they have
become full-fledged companies” [C1]. Fifth, organizations are able to apply the technologies that are
validated for saving money. Money savings comes from “reduced maintenance costs and increased
profits by using the strategy predictive maintenance” [A1].

5.4 Communication
In order to realize the value creation and value capture as listed above, the communication between
the participants can fulfil an important role. As matter of fact, a crucial role according a member
from the steering group; “if there should be no communication, the fieldlab would be very much less
successful”. More specifically, with respect to the value creation, personal communication is used for
validating the technologies. Using the example of data engineers, who have “low-level
communication, via phone calls, e-mail, or even Whats-app” [A2] for daily operations, but “a cloud
platform for data regarding the maintenance experiments” [A2]. Concerning, enlarging the market
share as value creation, “press-releases and newsletters are posted once a while” [A1] to inform
others and create awareness about the presence of the participating members. Another aspect of
value creation, the knowledge exchange, is facilitated by communication in the form of events
where lessons learned can be shared. Favorable choices from the network organization are
community of practice meetings, where industrial companies prefer knowledge sessions.
Drawing some conclusions about the improvement of the communication for value creation and
value capture, three aspects of communication are questioned, namely the communication tools,
the communication frequency, and the communication quality.
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5.4.1. Communication tools
Starting with the communication tools, which is often suitable for a specific set of tasks (Niinimäki,
Piri & Lassenius, 2012) the interviewees are asked which tools they use to communicate with parties
within the fieldlab and within the project. The interviewees, who are participating in a project are
mentioning quite traditional tools, like phone-calls during the car rides and emails to keep each
other updated and regular face to face meetings to discuss the progress of the project more indepth on managerial level. On operational level, engineers communicate accessible via WhatsApp
messages for ordinary issues and technical issues are solved using a cloud platform according to
interviewee A2.
Focusing on the communication tools that are used to communicate between the different projects
in the fieldlab, A1 mentions short video clips in cooperation with the involved companies to
propagate the proceedings in specific project to create awareness. Followed by newsletters and
official press releases for higher levels of awareness and more detailed content. At fieldlab CAMINO,
more detailed content is shared during asset owner meetings, which are aiming to share the lessons
learned. A1, A2, D1, and E1, express this meeting as an interactive session, where posters are used
to exchange positives, negatives, but also new opportunities. Asset owners that were not present at
the poster session were able to adopt the lessons learned and feel the atmosphere by photos posted
on the shared Microsoft Teams platform, where documents can be posted and a chatroom is
facilitated. The overall feelings about this poster sessions were positive, however with some critical
remarks. Regarding knowledge exchange, it is a process of give and take, but during such sessions,
the same participants give and the same participants take, which decreases the value of the
meetings according to A1. Nevertheless, the online platform received less compliments, because this
is not standardized within the organizations and costs additional effort to use. The communication
via the digital platform, therefore, is not contributory for knowledge exchange.
Stakeholders from WCM, interviewees B1 & F1, mention other options they have used or heard of
existence. Interviewee F1 organizes a final conference to close of projects. Participants of this
conference are project partners, but also outsiders. In order to create some variety in the program,
“I prefer to organize an informal drink or open lunch to boost the communication between
attendees”. From the skillslab, interviewee B1 is used to organize community of practice (CoP)
meetings, where via presentations the results of the pilots are presented. In the CoP meetings
project partners, invitees from project partners, and members from WCM are allowed to participate.
Moreover, interviewee B1 heard about the initiative to store the lessons learned as knowledge
products in an online counter. WCM members receive access to the counter and based on their
membership, they are able to provide themselves these knowledge products.
Regarding the tools that are used for communication, it can be concluded that some tools are
preferable over others. For spreading the word to the outside world, formal press releases and
newsletters are used, which is appreciated, because awareness about the innovative characteristics
of the organizations is created. In the communication between projects, traditional methods, like
emailing and calling are preferred over external platforms, because it costs too much effort to
maintain. About the physical meetings, like CoP’s, consultations, and informal drinks, stakeholders
are satisfied, the effectiveness of this meetings on the other hand, is questionable.
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5.4.2. Communication frequency
The second aspect of communication is the frequency in which different tools are used to exchange
information. As frequency seems an important topic in the success (Thissen, Page & Bharati, 2007),
the interviewees is asked how often they communicate with others within and outside the projects
and if there are any agreements upon the frequency of communication. Starting with the
communication frequency within the projects, interviewees A1 and A2 clarify that the face to face
meetings takes place at a fixed period of time. On the other hand, about the press releases there are
no permanent appointments. Interviewee D1 agrees on the fixed frequency of face to face meetings.
However, he wants to notice that “for an industrial organization, the participation in a fieldlab is a
side issue in comparison to the regular activities” and indicates that the meetings must be held to
exchange information and must not for the record. This statement is in line with the thoughts of C1
about communication frequency in general; “it is not about communicating more, but about
communicate more efficiently”.
The communication frequency between different projects is different from the in-project meetings;
these interproject meetings are on less regular basis than the in-project meetings. Despite the fact
that D1 calls for efficient communication, he has advised to scale up the number of meetings with
the fieldlab partners, because lots of lessons learned are exchanged and these meetings are
experienced as absolutely valuable. On the other hand, A2 argues for enforcement of the current
frequency if the content is not changed from sharing positives to hurdles for improvement.
Concluding, the frequency of face-to-face meetings could be increased, however it is important to
ensure these meetings are efficient and useful.

5.4.3 Quality of the communication
The quality of the communication, the smoothness, openness, and relaxedness of the
communication (Duck et al., 1991), is also questioned at the interviewees. Interviewees highlight
several requirements for communication to positively contribute to value creation and capture. First,
communication must be relevant and timely, otherwise people feel irritated or hurried. E1 explains:
“communication must contain useful content, otherwise it is not worth the time investment”. Second,
a physical test setting is experienced as valuable addition by members of the network organization.
Especially when it is combined to the students from knowledge institutes are at location, companies
are likable to join as they are able to share some experiences. Discussions about several aspects of
the investigated technology are initiated resulting in knowledge exchange. Third, more interactive
communication should be developed. During meetings, it is functional when questions are asked and
answered compared to just telling a story. Fourth, in line with interactive communication, having
bidirectional communication preserves delivering information from all participants, because the
intention to deliver information in return is propagated. As A1 expressed “communication becomes
less pleasant, when it is only giving”. Moreover, the process of knowledge exchange is disrupted
when the lessons learned are transferred in only one way.
Concluding, for improvement of the quality of the communication various actions could be
considered. For example, organizing efficient meetings by only useful content to prevent participants
for not investing time in knowledge exchange, creating physical test settings for tacit knowledge
exchange, and active participation during meetings to foster the knowledge transfer.
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5.5 Trust
After the communication, the concept of trust is discussed with the interviewees. Firstly, it is
interesting to know how the respondents understand the concept of trust. They were asked what
trust is about for them, when they trust people, and when their trust can be earned. Starting with
the first question, what trust is about for the interviewees, interviewee A2 argues “Trust is
something between people. You have to invest in relationships between them, because trust is not
achieved via tremendous advertising shows or smooth talk, but via personal contact with people. You
can build collaborations between industries as large as you can imagine, however it is always about
the two representatives, who can get along with each other”. Respondent A1, also from the steering
group, but involved in a different project, adds as definition of trust “the persuasion that shared
information within the group is treated carefully in way that is agreed upon very actively or less
actively. For example, meeting upon made agreements.” She also emphasizes the importance of
trust on personal level with the following example. “I trust the person by which I am in contact with.
If you asked me if I trust the water authority, I say I do not trust them, but I also do not distrust them.
It is the contact person from the water authority that I trust” [A1]. It can be concluded that trust is
mostly experienced on personal level.
Based upon the different perspectives on trust, trust is essential for value creation and value capture
in fieldlabs anyway. As interviewee A2 mentions, knowledge, and more specific, knowledge about
sensitive content as exchanged in fieldlabs, can only be exchanged if a certain level of trust is
existing. Regarding value capture, trust is requested from all stakeholders to achieve the purposes of
the fieldlab thinks C1. She explains: “Within the fieldlab, the frontrunners will always have to make
concessions with respect to IP-discussions compared to followers”. Trusting each other in these
discussion will benefit the collaboration and the success of the fieldlab. Furthermore, the same holds
for data that is achieved within the fieldlab. Besides the agreements that are made about data that
is expected to be produced, trust about ethic acting during value capture is required for a successful
fieldlab.
The interviewees came up with several underlying reasons on how trust will work. First, interviewees
C1 and A1 from the branch organization and the steering group, think the environment of innovation
is an important aspect; within the context of innovation collaborations, the trust between parties
should be unselfish as the collaboration is based on equivalence. As mentioned by interviewee D1,
“organizations participate to deliver a final product in collaboration with others” and “everybody
learns the same lessons in building a fieldlab” according to F1, all the participants needs each other
to create value before capturing it. Overall, reward interdependence is created if participants realize
equivalence in the collaboration is needed.
Secondly, the interviewees jointly mentioned the creation of common goals as means for creating
trust. However, they mention several reasons for having common goals. B1 explains this by claiming
upon the civic duty of people; their conscience makes them participate in the fieldlab. A2 nuances
this principle and argues that “normal engineers are not continuously aware of improving the
Netherlands, they just fulfill their task, while for top-level managers that is the goal”, however, goals
on more specific levels, like improving maintenance are more likely to make impact. Moreover,
interviewee E1 adds another factor on shared goals, namely the difficulty of the goal and mission
and explains: “the riskier the mission and goals that are in sight, the more trust will be created”.
Eventually, on all hierarchical levels goal interdependence can be created by setting specific and
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risky goals, however knowledge exchange between the projects is done by representatives, who are
participating in the fieldlab because of their social duty. Appeal to this duty will create goal
interdependence focused on improving maintenance in the Netherlands.
During an interview, the role of governmental companies is discussed as it is remarked significantly
different from industrial organizations. A1, from a governmental organization, on the difference
between the business models of governmental companies and business companies: “Companies are
money-oriented, trying to make profit or at least stay viable. As organization X, we have to take into
account the public interests”. This sketched situation is confirmed from business perspectives. From
an industrial company is mentioned that keeping the business model alive is more important and
participating in a fieldlab are important side issues from business model perspective. Moreover,
from governmental companies is added: “As governmental company, we are not used to be this open
to industrial companies”. Within this openness there are hiding some risks. If the committed
information is abused by the other parties, it should have led to distasteful consequences.
Governmental companies are, logically, not allowed to favor private companies. However, by
exchanging knowledge, this is happening anyway. Therefore, the governmental companies are
taking risks in creating value and trust the others by not abusing the taken risks. “Unfortunately, this
risk is not always valued appropriately”. E1 posed a solution for overcoming these conflicting
cultures; “the level of trust you feel is influenced by the level of trust you radiate”. From this, it
proves that different incentives of companies are not similar and that according to the interviews
trust is important to overcome these differences. In summary, organizations have the feeling of not
being understand reciprocally as a result of different corporate cultures. Subsequently, they have
the feeling that risks are taken to create value within the fieldlab.

5.6 Link between communication and trust
During the interviews, the link between communication and trust is discussed. Several respondents
created the link by themselves, others were specifically asked about the role of communication in
the trust process and the other way around.

5.6.1 Communication on trust
The interviewees were quite unanimous about the role of communication and trust. People that are
communicating are creating trust. D1, form the industrial organization, gives a more practical
example: “people that are answering their email in time, are creating trust”. Interviewee A1 nuances
the connection slightly: “Someone who is not sharing its lessons learned, is not per definition
untrustworthy. It is also possible that someone has not the communication skills from itself. Or
maybe the larger frame is not clear. But I do not want to mark him as untrustworthy”. The other way
around is also mentioned in the interviews: a lack of communication has a negative influence on the
level of trust.
Communication in the form company visits is able to create trust as participants get to know how
organizations operate. Interviewee F1 explains: “work related visits are organized to show how
organizations use and apply the lessons learned”. Having created this understanding, visiting
participants are able to empathize how information is processed and the organizations work.
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5.6.2 Trust on communication
Interviewees also mention the impact that trust has on communication. Starting, communication
becomes better after persons are known and trust is created. Following the first example, A2 and F1
added, that also the negative experiences are shared if trust is present; “it results in being able to
inform someone without having this information leaked”. In this case, the other way around is also
mentioned in the interviews: a lack of trust results in the unwillingness to communicate.

5.7 Development of concepts
5.7.1 Communication over time
The interviewees were asked to think in time and bring back into mind how the communication
proceeded from the exploring phase to the establishing phase resulting in the realization of benefits.
Starting with the exploring phase, A1 tells she travelled to the east for a physical meeting for
constructing a project. As asset owner, open communication was propagated, but from the
industrial companies the opposite holds; “this meeting did not contribute to succeeding the project
from our perspective”. “As a result of the effort of the project leader, the consortium has become
viable” admits the internal expert [E1], who recognized the inadequate communication in the
starting phases.
The asset owners have a different opinion later on: “since the existence of the consortium, the
communication has been very good”. “The physical meetings at the project object have been hosted
greatly by the asset manager”. As they see it, the communication improved to a sufficient level.
However, some interviewees were not able to plot the progress of the communication over time to
the three different stages of a fieldlab. They have sketched more general time-lapse of the
communication development over time. A representative of an involved industrial organization
mentions “the communication started more formally, but has become more informal over the time”.
Another interviewee adds: “after a few meetings of scanning, the communication becomes better
and reaches a satisfactory level”. Over the communication in later stages: “As a result of habituation,
communication becomes less necessary. However, in the end, when some formal issues have to be
handled, the communication frequency increases”.
Concluding remarks on the communication over time learns that communication was inadequate in
the beginning of the relationship. When the relationships become more mature, the communication
becomes less necessary and more informal as a result of habituation. Later on, when cases have to
be managed formally, the frequency increases again.

5.7.2 Trust over time
As for communication, the same question is asked about trust, namely how the trust was in first
instance, in the exploring stage, after a while when the relationships were established, and when
benefits were realized. The majority of the interviewees agreed upon the fact that trust increases
over time within a well-functioning fieldlab. The aspect of collaborating is mentioned by two
members of the steering group: “trust improves if you work together over time”. They do not
mention a possible decrease of trust as: “independent from the result, because losses also create a
kind of connection”. However, one important nuance is made: “the amount of trust over time
increases, provided that personal agreements are respected”. Subsequently, the other way around is
added “when agreements are not meet, the level of trust decreases”. Therefore, meeting the
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agreement requirements is a necessary aspect for the increase of trust in the opinion of the
interviewees.
About the trust over time, it can be concluded that as long as the collaborations is successful in
terms of meeting agreements, the trust is increasing. Even bad experiences within the fieldlab can
make the trust relation stronger, as long as personal agreements are met.

5.8 Conclusions on empirical findings
The empirical study is also conducted to find answers to the sub-questions. Compared to the
literature review, in the empirical study the first two sub-questions about the value creation and
capture are asked, so expectations about the value creation and capture outcomes of the fieldlab
stakeholders could be classified. The value that is mainly expected to create within a fieldlab is: an
enlarged network, tested technologies in practice, and lessons learned about best practices. From
this created value, fieldlab stakeholders expect to capture value in the following way: reduced
maintenance costs, a new business model, or developed knowledge for knowledge institutes. The
role of communication is discussed and it can be concluded that communication facilitates value
creation and capture. Including the sharing of knowledge via different communication tools, or
enlarging the network via informal meetings. Similarly, the role of trust on value creation and
capture is investigated. Trust undoubtedly regulates in knowledge sharing as people are willing to
share more content. Following, the reciprocal connection between communication and trust is
established as communication fosters trust and the presence of trust enhances the communication.
Finally, the question of communication and trust over time. Communication become over time more
informal and less frequent until formal issues must be arranged. On the other hand, trust, grows
over time as the personal relationship becomes superior.
Based on the empirical findings, seven design principles were composed. These principles are
directly relatable to the corresponding outcomes of the interviews.
DP I: Within fieldlabs (C), stimulating active participation during sessions (I), enhances the
multidirectional communication from the parties (M), which fosters the knowledge sharing of
lessons learned (O).
DP II: Within fieldlabs (C), organizing useful meetings in terms of content and time (I) improves the
efficiency of the meeting (M), so participants are willing to invest time for knowledge exchange (O).
DP III: Within fieldlabs (C), creating a test setting (I) facilitates communication (M) which improves
the knowledge exchange (O).
DP IV: Within fieldlabs (C), appealing to the social duty of organization representatives (I) creates
goal interdependence (M) resulting in higher levels of trust (O).
DP V: Within fieldlabs (C), appealing to the equivalence principle (I), creates reward interdependence
(M), resulting in higher levels of trust (O).
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DP VI: Within fieldlabs (C), organizing company visits (I) creates understanding about organizational
operations (M), which improves trust between parties that reduces the need to take risks in creating
value (O).
DP VII: Within fieldlabs (C), adherence to agreements between participants should be emphasized (I)
for improving mutual, personal connections (M) which makes trust increasing over time (O).
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6. Design propositions
In this chapter, the outcomes of the theoretical and empirical studies are combined. From chapter 4
theoretical design principles are composed and from chapter 5 empirical design principles are
composed. These design principles will be synthesized and translated into design propositions. The
design propositions are the input for answering the design question. The answer of the design
question is formed as recommendation for Hello New Day.

6.1 Theoretical design principles
The theoretical design principles are derived from mechanisms found in the literature review. Other
studies found these mechanisms to trigger the communication and trust in different contexts.
Around these mechanism, the contexts, the proposed interventions, and the outcome of the
intervention on the mechanisms are formulated using the CIMO-principle (Denyer, Tranfield & Van
Aken, 2008). The theoretical design principles are summarized in Table 3.
DP
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Theoretical design principle in CIMO
Within strategic alliances (C), members
should be encouraged to participate in
interactive meetings or communities of
practice (I), to involve people more actively
within the conversation (M) for better
knowledge exchange (O).
Within collaborations (C), the use of
prototypes (I), will foster communication of
tacit knowledge (M),
for creating
breakthrough innovations (O).
In cooperative groups (C), creating
awareness about delivering unique efforts
within the team (I), emphasizes task
interdependence (M), which results in
promotive interaction (O).
In cooperative groups (C), making
participants understanding their efforts are
required for achieving the collective goal
(I), emphasizes goal interdependence (M),
which results in promotive interaction (O).
In strategic alliances (C), creating shared
rewards where everybody must contribute
equally (I), reduces free-riding (M), which
improves communication and creates trust
(O).
In strategic alliances (C), effective
communication about others’ motives (I),
creates understanding of perspectives (M)
for compatibility between organizations
that improves value creation (O).
In strategic alliances (C), involvement of
familiar partners (I), emphasizes having a
cooperative history (M), which improves
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Key mechanism
Involvement in
the conversation

Reference
Gaghman (2020), Adair
(2011)

Converting
knowledge

Mascitelli (2000), Leino et
al. (2013)

Task
interdependence

Sambasivan (2011)

Goal
interdependence

Sambasivan (2011)

Reward
interdependence

Sambasivan (2011),
Johnson & Johnson (2002)

Understanding of
perspectives

Sakar et al. (2001),
Robertson (2007)

Cooperative
history

Meier et al. (2015)

8

communication and creates trust (O).
In strategic alliances (C), making clear Continuation
continuation agreements for the future (I), expectancy
presents the intention to continue the
collaboration (M), which increases trust
between partners (O).

Meier et al. (2015)

Table 3. Theoretical-based design principles

6.2 Practical design principles
The practical design principles are derived from the interviews with stakeholders from the fieldlab.
Besides the questions about the connections of the research model, the interviewees are also asked
about the critical factors influencing communication. The mechanisms derived from the empirical
study are also translated into CIMO formulated design principles. An overview of these principles is
displayed in Table 4.
DP Practical design principle in CIMO
I
Within fieldlabs (C), stimulating active participation
during sessions (I), enhances the multidirectional
communication from the parties (M), which fosters the
knowledge sharing of lessons learned (O).
II
Within fieldlabs (C), organizing useful meetings in terms
of content and time (I) improves the efficiency of the
meeting (M), so participants are willing to invest time for
knowledge exchange (O).
III Within fieldlabs (C), creating a test setting (I) facilitates
face-to-face communication (M) which improves the
knowledge exchange (O).
IV Within fieldlabs (C), appealing to the social duty of
organization
representatives
(I)
creates
goal
interdependence (M) resulting in higher levels of trust
(O).
V
Within fieldlabs (C), appealing to the equivalence
principles (I), creates reward interdependence (M),
resulting in higher levels of trust (O).
VI Within fieldlabs (C), organizing company visits (I) creates
understanding about organizational operations (M),
which improves trust between parties that reduces the
need to take risks in creating value (O).
VII Within fieldlabs (C), adherence to agreements between
participants should be emphasized (I) for improving
mutual, personal connections (M) which makes trust
increasing over time (O).

Key mechanism
Multidirectional communication

Efficiency

Face-to-face communication

Goal interdependence

Reward interdependence

Understanding of perspectives

Personal connections

Table 4. Practice-based design principles

6.3 Design propositions
These derived principles are combined into design propositions as demonstrated by Van Burg et al.
(2008). The theoretical-based and practice-based principles are matched upon their similarities
regarding subjects of interventions, corresponding mechanisms, or outcomes. Most of the
theoretical mechanism found accompany at the practice based mechanisms. However, in two cases,
there was not found a similar principle; the task interdependence from the theoretical side, which
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was not mentioned during the interviewees, and the efficiency with respect to meetings had no
theoretical equivalent. The other principles are displayed in Table 5 and are matched based upon
similar key mechanisms.
Theory key mechanism
DP 1: Involvement in the conversation
DP 2: Converting knowledge through
prototyping
DP 4: Goal interdependence
DP 5: Reward interdependence
DP 6: Understanding of perspectives
DP 7: Cooperative history
DP 8: Continuation expectancy
Table 5. Matched design principles

DP
A
B

Practice key mechanism
DP I: Multidirectional communication
DP III: Face-to-face communication

C
D
E
F

DP IV: Goal interdependence
DP V: Reward interdependence
DP VI: Understanding of perspectives
DP VII: Personal connections

The matched design principles are combined into design propositions. These design propositions can
also be formulated with CIMO. During the synthetization from combined design principles into
design propositions, minor adjustments are made to construct similar contexts, interventions,
mechanisms, and outcomes. The new-formed design propositions can be seen in Table 6.
DP
A

Design propositions
Within fieldlabs (C), stimulating participants to actively join the meetings (I), enhances the
communication in multiple directions (M), which improves the knowledge exchange in both
directions (O).

B

Within fieldlabs (C), constructing a physical location including a test setting (I), promotes
face-to-face communication (M), so tacit knowledge can be communicated more easily (O).

C

Within fieldlabs (C), making participants aware of the contribution of their efforts to the
common goal (I) improves the goal interdependence (M), resulting in promotive interaction
and higher levels of trust (O).

D

Within fieldlabs (C), creating shared rewards by appealing to the equality-principles of the
fieldlab (I), creates reward interdependence (M), which stimulates communication and
creates trust (O).

E

Within fieldlabs (C), effective communication about others’ motives (I), creates mutual
understanding of perspectives (M), which enhance the level of trust, thereby improving the
value creation (O).

F

Within fieldlabs (C), recruiting familiar participants or current participants (I), creates
cooperative history and continuation expectancy (M), which improves the communication
and creates trust (O).

Table 6. Final design propositions
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Design proposition A: Multidirectional communication
During the interviews, it become clear that during meetings not all participants were sharing their
knowledge actively. From the literature Gaghman (2020) found communities of practice or
interactive meetings as tool for active participation. Therefore, using these specific tools should
involve people more within the conversation, so knowledge exchange during the meetings is
stimulated from all present parties. Resulting in a fair distribution of give and take during the
knowledge exchange.
Design proposition B: Face-to-face communication
Previous research is clear about the use of face-to-face meetings; it is the most value form of
communicating for knowledge exchange (Pentland, 2012) and for breakthrough innovations
(Mascitelli, 2000). Even though, tacit knowledge is hard to share, because of its abstractness (Smith,
2001). This problem can be overcome by using prototypes (Mascitelli, 2000). Prototypes show
similar characteristics as the test setting where the interviewees were talking about. Such a testsetting within a physical meeting location could, therefore, be use to share tacit knowledge via an
efficient way.
Design proposition C: Goal interdependence
From the theoretical perspective, goal interdependence is identified as being dependent of others’
goal achievement to achieve one’s own goal. Goal interdependence is found to improve the
communication and trust (Sambasivan, 2011). Focusing more on this mechanism, high levels of task
interdependence will not improve the communication per definition. Therefore, awareness about
dependence of others must be created. Being transparent and showing this, for example sharing
interdependence in meetings, should help to create awareness (Buell, Kim & Tsay, 2017). From
empirical perspective, the social duty of participants is used to create common goals between
fieldlab members on higher management level. Having these shared goals should create goal
interdependence resulting in higher levels of mutual trust.
Design proposition D: Reward interdependence
Besides goal interdependence, reward interdependence is the need for others to claim a reward.
From the empirical study, the equivalence-principles were put forward to make members aware of
the importance of having reward interdependence. Literature is like-minded about reward
interdependence and claims it is complementary to goal interdependence (Johnson & Johnson,
2002) as it reduce free-riding of participants and improves the communication and trust.
Design proposition E: Understanding of perspectives
From both theoretical and empirical study it has been found that trust is created via understanding
of each other’s perspectives. If it is known what organization’s and people’s motives are, it creates a
relationship based on trust. In order to create mutual understanding of the perspectives, effective
communication is relevant. From the literature, having simple conversations about these motives is
recommended as communication tool (Robertson, 2007). From practice, it is advised to organize
company visits to be able to see how others are organizing their work, and how they use and apply
the obtained lessons learned.
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Design proposition F: Cooperative history & continuation expectancy
The final design proposition is funded by two theoretical design principles, cooperative history and
continuation expectancy, respectively (Meier et al., 2015). Both design principles are aiming to
create increasing trust. Cooperative history by having built a personal relationship in the past, while
continuation expectancy uses the future to make members act differently now. The combination is
made with the empirical design principle about personal connections that are created over time by
having fulfilled agreed arrangements.

6.4 Design question
Based upon the design propositions, the design question, formulated as “How can communication
and trust be facilitated, in the various stages of a fieldlab, in order to enhance the value creation and
value capture in fieldlab CAMINO?”, should be answered before the solutions for Hello New Day can
be composed. An important aspect of the design question are the stages in which the fieldlab is
operating at the moment in time. As trust and communication are dynamic concepts over time, the
success rate of a specific intervention might be dependent from the stage in which it will be
executed. In Table 7, the mechanisms from the design propositions are displayed and the stage in
which they will have the significant influence according to the findings from theory and practice.
More concrete, the light orange marked cells display a corresponding combination of a design
proposition and the stage in which the design proposition should be utilized. The white cells display
a combination of design principle and stage in which less time and money should be invested. For
example, design proposition A, with multidirectional communication as mechanism, should be
deployed during the exploration and establishing stage. A more detailed explanation and
justification about the allocation will follow and is structured upon the different stages.
Stage 1:
Exploration

Stage 2:
Establishing

Stage 3:
Benefitting

DP A: Multidirectional
communication
DP B: Face-to-face
communication
DP C: Goal
interdependence
DP D: Reward
interdependence
DP E: Understanding
of perspectives
DP F: Cooperative
history & continuation
expectancy
Table 7. Interventions at different stages

Stage 1: Exploration
In the exploration stage, the communication frequency will be significant. Participants are getting to
know fieldlab CAMINO and their collaborating partners. As the participants are still unfamiliar, a lot
of communication will take place to build relationships and make agreements about clear goals.
Recruiting familiar participants with cooperative history are more likely to already have trust in each
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other, while others are trying to build a relationship and gain trust by understanding others’
perspectives. In order to help these partners, an exploring conversation at a physical location might
be helpful even as active meetings, so relationships can be build. Especially, when a test setting is
available to show what the project is about and what is going to be achieved with the project.
Stage 2: Establishing
When relations are established and the project has started, the partners are getting used to
collaborate with each other. Communication is becoming an important aspect in this stage; a switch
between communication frequency and quality is taking place. The foundation of the relationship is
existing, so participants want to have content-containing meetings to share all the knowledge and
discuss all their findings in high quality meetings. The frequency of communication is decreasing,
because of habituation and time investments. Moreover, creating awareness on goal and reward
interdependence will have their contribution to higher quality communication and also higher levels
of trust. The trust in the mutual relationships is still increasing and understanding others’
perspectives is contributing to that increase as participants know why specific considerations are
weighed.
Stage 3: Benefitting
When the project matures, value starts is created followed by the capturing of value. During this
stage, communication frequency has decreased to low levels as a result of more efficient
communication due to habitation. However, exceptions are made when business is arranged
formally. Also goal and reward interdependence is still important to reduce the risk of free-riding
and chasing personal goals. Having the interdependence will enlarge the level of trust over time. In
the search for new projects regarding predictive maintenance in the infrastructure sector,
continuation expectancy also increases the trust as current partners might be partners in a following
project as well.

6.5 Recommendations for Hello New Day
Finally, the design propositions are the input for answering the design question. The design question
was formulated as: “How can communication and trust be facilitated, in the various stages of a
fieldlab, in order to enhance the value creation and value capture in fieldlab CAMINO?” The answers
of this questions are formed by the research and delivered solution concepts. These concepts are
measured to the different stages of fieldlabs, so the general design propositions have a time
component. These general propositions will be translated into specific recommendations for Hello
New Day based upon ideas from the problem diagnosis, practical experience within the organization,
and the theory.

6.5.1 Recommendation 1: Provide a physical meeting location with test setting
Recommendation one is based upon design proposition A and B. Design proposition A states that
participants must participate actively within meetings to decrease the feelings of one-way traffic.
Additionally, design proposition B states a test setting must be present for participants. Combining
these design propositions instructs to search for a physical meeting location, where a test setting can
be added. This advice is based on four arguments. First, having a physical meeting room enhances
the ease to organize face-to-face meetings. As verbal or face-to-face meetings are most valuable
before teleconferencing (phone-calls or videoconferencing) (Pentland, 2012), this way of
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communication must be used to its maximum. As additional remark, a centrally situated location is
recommended, so the travel time can be reduced, since the time is an important asset.
Second, integrating a test setting or prototype within this location enables tacit knowledge sharing.
Since tacit knowledge is best shared via face-to-face communication (Mascitelli, 2000), a test spot
incorporated in the physical meeting should be a positive investment.
Third, a test location can seduce students to come visit the meeting location. During such a student
session, new knowledge can be exchanged between the students, companies, and governmental
organizations.
Fourth, a physical meeting location enlarges the opportunities for informal moments between
parties. As informal communication becomes more important in effectively collaborating, facilitating
informal meetings can be supportive (Baker, 2007).
Focusing on the different phases of the fieldlab, having a physical locations is supportive within
every phase of the fiedlalb. During the exploration phase, introduction meetings can be arranged for
some exploratory conversations. A test-setting, in this, can have convince people in early phases to
participate in the project (Mascitelli, 2000). Later on, when relationships are established and when
benefits must be realized, the physical meeting location can be used to host meetings, share
knowledge, build a network, and bring triple helix partners together. In other words, a physical
meeting location with test setting helps to create and capture value.
More concrete, this means Hello New Day should take initiative for generating a physical location
with test setting. This location should contain at least one room where meetings can be held. This
room should be able to have place for fifteen to twenty people and should contain the necessary
technologies, like a white board and a beamer. The location should also include a test setting, where
technological information can be exchanged. The place of this physical location should be in the
center of the country. Nevertheless, the roots of fieldlab CAMINO are in the east of the Netherlands,
but more and more participants get engaged, also from the rest of the country, so it should be
located central. As the advantages of such a location are significant, it is recommended to start
searching for a location as soon as possible. However, one nuance should be made, the location
must fulfil the requirements, so a centered location for a favorable price, but without capacity for
meetings or a test setting is less valuable.
When the meetings can be held at the new location, Hello New Day should take even more initiative
in facilitating the meeting. Having multiple employees at the meeting enables the chairman to fully
focus on distributing the knowledge exchange equally. If everybody gets as much as he or she brings
approximately, participants feel more satisfied about the meeting. Having situations in which the
knowledge exchange ratio is skewed, questions should be asked about own experiences and
approaches to obtain the knowledge anyway. Methods to prevent skewness in first instance, should
be focused on equal speaking time and involvement diversified with facile approaches to generate
the right atmosphere for knowledge exchange.
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6.5.2 Recommendation 2: Creating interdependence
The second recommendation is based on the design propositions about interdependence. Design
principle C argues about the level of goal interdependence that awareness about the importance of
their effort for achieving their goal. On the other hand design proposition D is on the level of reward
interdependence and appeals the equality principle to create reward interdependence. Combining
these design propositions will result in creating a goal and reward interdependence system. This
recommendation is based upon two attributes of the goal and reward interdependence. First, goal
interdependence results in promotive interaction, such as mutual help and assistance task related
and/or on personal level, exchange of resources and info, feedback on tasks, and increased efforts.
Achieving goal interdependence, therefore, does positively influence the communication between
parties.
Second, reward interdependence is each other’s need to be able to capture a mutual reward. Having
a reward system where the highest created value holds for the whole group, group members will
drop their effort. However, having a reward system based upon equality principles, each member
have to satisfy the needed effort.
However, interdependence per definition does not improve the communication of trust. Therefore,
some awareness and understanding of the interdependence should be created to make
communication and trust be improved surely. A dashboard which measures the progress with
respect to the goals and complemented rewards, should avoid this problem. Within this dashboard
participants should be able to see their progress towards the goal, even as the progress of other
participants. This visual transparency should create understanding about the mutual
interdependence.
Applying this to fieldlab CAMINO, goal and reward interdependence should be created from the
beginning by using the dashboard, so participants know what to do. The progress tool will work from
the beginning, where goals are set to the end, where rewards are earned. This tool should create
awareness and openness about what the goals and rewards are, so communication and trust will be
improved, resulting in value creation and capture.
More concrete, this dashboard should contain the different parties that are participating in fieldlab
CAMINO and the project they are in. Per project the goals and the corresponding rewards of the
project should be visible. Every party has its own progress bar toward the goal, which is also visible
for everyone. From the dashboard it should become clear that the parties will not reach the goal and
the rewards if they are not progressing. Concluding, per project it is transparent how every party
progresses regarding the goal and reward. The dashboard should create awareness regarding
interdependence. Even multiple side benefits occur, namely crafting the dashboard and setting the
goals and reward will create awareness of interdependence, and others are able to see where
parties might struggle, so they are able to help.
With respect to the mode of the dashboard, it has become clear from the past that external tools
are tried, but without success. Therefore, no external tool should be used. To cover this problem, a
dashboard can be attached to newsletters, agenda’s for meetings, or specific mails can be dedicated
to spread the dashboard. Hello New Day, as orchestrator, is responsible for collecting information
regarding the process and keeping the dashboard up to date.
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6.5.3 Recommendation 3: Organize network stability
The final recommendation is about focusing on building network stability. Design propositions E and
F are the input for this recommendation. Whereas design proposition E poses understanding of
collaborating partners’ perspectives, design proposition F suggests acquaintances must be attracted
or retained for creating more communication and trust. Synthesizing these propositions cause the
advice to stabilize the network with familiar participants. Network stability can be interpret as the
nonnegative growth of the network (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). Two arguments are provided to
support this recommendation. First, when familiar participants are attracted to engage again, the
understanding of each other’s perspective and the reciprocal trust is already demonstrated.
Second, the continuation expectancy of members creates trust. Participants are tending to consider
today’s actions with tomorrow in mind. Having clarity about future collaborations will make people
complete actions today with the future collaboration in mind. In this way, a trusting partner is
ensured in future projects.
Third, the cooperative history of participants should improve the communication and trust. Having
worked together in the past have built some habituation with respect to the communication.
Communication habitation results in more efficient communication, which is less time consuming.
For trust, cooperative history is also beneficial. As trust improves over time, having collaborated in
the past gives a higher level of basic trust provided that the relationship was satisfactory in the past.
The personal relationship that is built in the past could also be expanded by creating links
connections within multiple projects. This multiplexity creates an even more robust network
(Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006).
Plotting this recommendation on the phases of a fieldlab, within the exploring phase, new partners
must be searched from the already existing network. In the second phase, where relationships
should be established, it is of crucial importance that agreed arrangements are met to prevent
disrupting strengthening the relationship for the later phases of the fieldlab. Moreover, partner
retentions should be high on the agenda; actively showing the willingness to collaborate in the
future creates benefits for today’s activities. A nuance on this recommendation must be made.
Preferring already known partners is not directly profitable for some value creation processes like
enlarging the network, but on the other hand, even more best practices can be shared to learn from.
Therefore, a mix of new partners and retained partners should arise. For Hello New Day, it is
important to have a clear view for the future and propagate this future and visions. The more and
the earlier other parties know what they can expect, they are more likely to persist within the
project. Crafting a clear route map about when to propagate new projects or goals might be helpful.
On the other hand, to find new partners, they existing network from the participating partners can
be used. New partners from the existing network already have a connection and might already have
understanding in others’ perspectives. In order to stimulate others, having promotional material
available, like a slide deck, short clips, or posters, reduces the effort to find new partners. Moreover,
rewarding the existing collaboration partners by temporarily free membership at WCM, should even
encourage them to search for new partners more actively.
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7. Conclusion & Discussion
This chapter summarizes the findings of the conducted research by answering the sub-questions,
research question and design question. Furthermore, the theoretical and practical implications are
described, even as the limitations of this research and directions for future research.

7.1 Conclusion
The research questions were composed to answer the research question stepwise. In order to
discover new or effective ways to facilitate the communication and trust in terms, so value creation
and value capture are enhanced, it must be clear how value creation and value capture are
supposed to be delivered in fieldlabs first. Sub question 1, what value do participants of a fieldlab
expect to create and capture, respectively, are asked to measure the expectations of fieldlab
stakeholders. From the interviews, enlarging the personal network, receiving name recognition,
accomplishing higher TRL levels, exchanging the lessons learned, searching for new technologies and
innovations, and connecting triple-helix partners are mentioned as created value. These findings are
in line with Gijsbers (2017), who has also found more ways to create value, like focusing more on
consultancy activities.
After the value is created, organizations will try to enlarge their share of the created value by
capturing this value. According to fieldlab stakeholders, this captured value mainly consists of the
money savings as a result of reduced maintenance costs and an optimized process, growing towards
a successful company, claiming subsidy for an independent business model, using obtained data, and
creating new curriculums for educational institutes.
Next on, sub-question 2, which is formulated as: “What is the role of communication in value
creation and value capturing in an open innovation context?”.
Based on the literature, communication is found as construct of relational capital (Sambasivan,
2011). Relational capital is the opposite of formal governance in collaborations and is also
characterized as the soft side of collaborations. The role of communication within collaborations for
value creation and capturing is facilitating knowledge exchange about technical solutions or best
practices, and making connections between triple-helix partners. Moreover, communication
provided the resource allocation for value creation (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998) and lowers the
organizational costs (Maskell, 2001). From the field, communication facilitates the daily operations
and larger experiments via simple tools as emailing and calling. As well communication enlarges the
market share that is obtained by the participants; communicating the innovative character of the
organization as a result of participating in the fieldlab by sending press-releases and newsletters.
Followed by sub-question 3, stated as: “What is the role of trust in value creation and value
capturing in an open innovation context? ‘’.
The concept of trust is also part of relational capital and belonging to the soft side of collaboration
(Sambasivan, 2011). Within collaborations, trust complements formal agreements if uncertainty
occurs and these agreements are not satisfactory for solving the uncertainty (Meier et al., 2015).
These uncertainties can be about the value that is created, like sharing negative experiences, or
about the value that is captured, revenues from the proven technologies that should be divided over
the participants. Moreover, trust can achieve competitive advantage for the organization by its non44

substitutability (Striukova & Rayna, 2008) as others can copy the formula of the fieldlab, but the
trust that is created cannot be copied.
Combining the concepts of communication and trust, sub-question 4 is: How are communication
and trust related to each other in an open innovation context?
Literature has shown that the link between communication and trust exists in a reciprocal way;
communication is related to trust and trust is related to communication. First, the connection
between communication and trust. Communication is fundamental for trusting relationships as
communication is able to prevent malfunctions of distrust. Moreover, communication facilitates the
conversation about norms and values that constituting trust. Second, the link between trust and
communication. The existence of this link is extensively investigated within the literature and
accepted as proven (Dirks, 2001). From the empirical study, the focus is more about the content that
is communicated; sensitive information is only shared if the receivers of the information are trusted
people. Concluding, communication and trust reinforce each other.
Knowing the answers of the sub-questions, we can now address the main research question,
formulated as: “How is communication and trust between participants in fieldlab CAMINO related to
the realization of value for the participants in terms of value creation and capture?”
Various mechanisms from the literature and from practice are investigated for being appropriate for
enhancing the communication and trust between the participants. These mechanisms are described
in the design propositions and are listed in Table 8:
DP
A

B
C

D

E

F

Design propositions
Within fieldlabs (C), stimulating participants to actively join the meetings (I), enhances the
communication in multiple directions (M), which improves the knowledge exchange in both
directions (O).
Within fieldlabs (C), constructing a physical location including a test setting (I), promotes
face-to-face communication (M), so tacit knowledge can be communicated more easily (O).
Within fieldlabs (C), making participants aware of the contribution of their efforts to the
common goal (I) improves the goal interdependence (M), resulting in promotive interaction
and higher levels of trust (O).
Within fieldlabs (C), creating shared rewards by appealing to the equality-principles of the
fieldlab (I), creates reward interdependence (M), which stimulates communication and
creates trust (O).
Within fieldlabs (C), effective communication about others’ motives (I), creates mutual
understanding of perspectives (M), which enhance the level of trust, thereby improving the
value creation (O).
Within fieldlabs (C), recruiting familiar participants or current participants (I), creates
cooperative history and continuation expectancy (M), which improves the communication
and creates trust (O).

Table 8. Final design propositions
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Reviewing the design principles on their generalizability and the way value is created or captured
directly, or indirectly via communication and trust. Design proposition A is relatively general and
applicable for all the fieldlabs. Multidirectional knowledge exchange stimulates value creation due to
validating technologies, searching for innovation, and sharing best practices. Proposition B is not
useful for all the fieldlabs, in fact, most of the fieldlabs already have physical locations with test
setting or are not able to create a test setting at all. However, the value creation behind this
proposition is working together with triple-helix partners and enlarging the personal network. Such a
setting at a physical location lowers the threshold to come together. Proposition C is also focused on
validating technologies by receiving feedback and working together to reach the final goal.
Proposition D is about equality principles to reach the final reward: capturing value. If it is clear from
the beginning what the reward is, subsidy from the fieldlab or a company that has started from the
fieldlab, participants are willing to cooperate by communicating and trusting each other. Proposition
E is, in comparison to others, quite general. It is built upon the principle of understanding others’
perspectives. Organizations that known each other’s drivers and triggers are more willing to
empathize for decisions that are made resulting in better communication and higher levels of trust.
Proposition F is about recruiting the right partners for the collaboration. All the fieldlabs should
consist of multiple organizations, so all fieldlabs should retain partners. When these partners are
already familiar or when these partners know what is going on, they are more likely to have trust
and communication should have a higher quality.
The design propositions can be translated into more practical recommendations, which answers the
posed design question: ““Which interventions, in the various stages of a fieldlab, can be facilitated to
enhance the value creation and value capture within fieldlab CAMINO?”. Three recommendations
are based upon the design question. The first advice to Hello New Day as orchestrator of fieldlab
CAMINO is creating a physical meeting location with test setting, so that in the early stages of the
fieldlab via face-to-face meetings relations can be discovered and established and knowledge can be
shared later on. Second, creating interdependence by using a dashboard that displays the progress
of the goals with the reward in sight. This dashboard should be constructed in the early phases of
the fieldlab and lasts over the time the goals are not achieved and the fieldlab exists. Third, it is
advised to create network stability. Within the stable center of the network, it should be expanded
by familiar participants and during the existence of the fieldlab active steering on the future should
take place. An overview of the recommendations are shown in Table 9.

Recommendation 1

Recommendation 2

Recommendation 3

Recommendation
Based on
Provide a physical meeting location with Multidirectional communication
test setting
(DP A) and Face-to-face
communication (DP B).
Create interdependence
Goal interdependence (DP C)
and reward interdependence
(DP D).
Organize network stability
Understanding of perspectives
(DP E) and Cooperative history &
continuation expectancy (DP F)

Table 9. Final recommendations
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An important aspect of the design question is the stage in which a fieldlab operates. As
communication and trust are dynamic constructs, which change over time. Interventions should be
placed carefully. The extent to which the decline and growth of communication and trust will
happen depends on the insertion of the interventions. The facilitation of communication and trust
by these interventions will, therefore, a catalysator if they are placed at the right moment in time for
the fieldlab.

7.2 Theoretical and practical contributions
Besides the practical recommendations for Hello New Day, investigating fieldlabs contributes to the
current literature on fieldlabs and the involved relationship capital. Three main contributions to the
literature will be highlighted, where after three managerial implications are posed.
Starting with the contribution to the literature of fieldlabs. The phenomenon of fieldlabs is studied
limited in previous research. Therefore, this study contributes to the relatively new field of fieldlabs
in three ways. First, the value creation and capture for fieldlab participants is investigated among
stakeholders of the fieldlab. These questions resulted in a list of created and captured value within a
fieldlab. This list can be additional to the list of activities that fieldlabs perform to create value as
described by Gijsbers et al. (2017).
Second, the links of the research model are established from both literature and practice. This study
has obtained evidence about the connections between communication and value creation and
capture, between trust and value creation and capture, between communication and trust
reciprocally within the context of fieldlabs. Therefore, these findings confirm the models and
theories of Cullen (2000) and Sambasivan (2011), where relational capital is also important for the
success of the outcomes, like value creation. Moreover, the results also hold for a specific,
researched context: a fieldlab.
Third, the conclusions about the development of communication and trust over time contribute the
literature of team or group development and confirm previous findings (Hubbert, 1999; Kenney &
McLanahan, 2006). It was established that communication frequency decreases over time and the
communication quality increases over time as a result of habituation and rituals. Also about trust,
which increases over time. Even though, the development of communication and trust could not be
plotted directly on the different stages of a fieldlab, however, the findings are interesting for
comparable researches in the field of teams, groups, or other collaboration initiatives (Ritala et al.,
2013)
Besides theoretical contributions, this research poses some managerial implications based on the
recommendations made from the design propositions. The design propositions have included the
mechanisms found in the literature and the interviews. These propositions are formulated in a way
they should be able to hold for fieldlabs, and even for other open innovation initiatives that are
based on collaborations. Furthermore, the recommendations that are made to Hello New Day are
specific for them, but with minor adjustments other fieldlab managers should be able to implement
these recommendations too. Managers of such collaborations are, therefore, able to facilitate
communication and trust in a way that enlarges the network, validates technologies, and increases
market share as in terms of value creation and capture.
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More general, managers of collaborations or orchestrating firms are responsible for the relational
capital in their consortium and the value that will be created and captured. In order to maintain the
relationships and guarantee the value creation and capture within the consortium they should
facilitate the conversation for building relationships. From the moment new participants enter the
consortium, they should feel comfortable and get the possibility to develop relationships. Investing
in interpersonal relationship at early moments, will be beneficial on the long term when trust is
created.
Besides these relationships, managers or orchestrating firms have to constitute a consortium, where
participant feel united. Founding an environment that radiates unity, participants are more willing to
spend effort to reach to the agreed goals resulting in achieving deserved rewards. Moreover, the
feeling of unity reduces the risks of free-riding.
The final managerial implication is to actively encouraging participants to persuade familiar
organizations and persons to join the network. The role of the manager or orchestrating firm in this
is to make available promotional material to get new outsiders convinced. Furthermore, the own
network should be appealed if new opportunities occur. Investing in the network should be started
tomorrow and never ends to create possibilities for collaborations.

7.3 Limitations and future research
This thesis also has several limitations and contain directions for future research. The limitations, for
example, which are the small sample of fieldlab stakeholders, the adjustments during the design
principles synthesis, measurement of different fieldlab stages, and the missing validation of the
recommendations.
Starting with an aspect regarding external validity. Taking in mind that there exists 43 Smart Industry
certified fieldlabs, the sample used for the interviews is quite small to be representative for all the
fieldlabs. Therefore, the conclusions drawn from this research, are not totally generalizable yet. In
order to suppress this limitation, the sample of the fieldlabs was selected based on diversity
(male/female, role, experience in the fieldlab) including several experts from beyond the fieldlab.
With respect to the internal validity, the study is limited by the stages of a fieldlab. Intentionally,
different moments in time should cover the three different stages in time. In practice, it seemed not
possible to extract the data for the specific moments in time from the interviewees. They struggled
with remembering the specific periods. Moreover, the different stages are not ending at a fixed
point; the boundaries are overlapping each other. Second, during the synthetization, multiple
nuances are made to match the theory-based design principles with the practice-based design
principles. These nuances have possibly influenced the integrality of the findings.
During the transformation from design principles to design propositions, some information is lost
within the process. The principles from theory and practice are matched upon their key mechanism.
However, this does not mean the context, founded intervention, or described outcome are similar.
In order to find balance within these considerations, the most generalizable option is chosen for the
design propositions.
Furthermore, some suggestions about future research can be made. First, the recommendations
that are proposed to Hello New Day are not tested. In a future research these interventions can be
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tested at fieldlab CAMINO, or to improve the generalizability of the founded mechanisms, it can be
testes at multiple fieldlabs. After the testing is done in multiple fieldlab, it is interesting to
investigate in another study which contains other open innovation environments. Second, it is
inviting to conduct a longitudinal study about the levels of communication and trust over a longer
period of time in which the boundaries of different time stages are marked clearly, so the influence
of the different stage becomes more specific. Third, in the sequel to this study, taking other concepts
of relational capital into account, commitment or motivation, for example. In this study, a reciprocal
connection between communication and trust is found. Other mutual relationships between
concepts of relational capital seems not excluded. Moreover, the presence of these concepts might
have influence on the concepts of communication and trust, which can create a renewed dynamic of
relational capital in the fieldlabs.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Overview interview participants
Role
Steering
group
Asset
manager
Project
leader of
related
fieldlab
Internal
topic
expert
Operational
Director
Program
manager
Project
manager
Steering
group

Organizational Gender Reference
type
Governmental Female A1
organization

Network
organization

Male

B1

Governmental
organiation

Male

E1

Network
organization
Branch
organization
Industrial
organization
Governmental
organization

Male

F1

Female

C1

Male

D1

Male

A2
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Appendix B: Interview scheme
Subject
Context

Question
For which organization are you working?
Which role do you fulfill within this organization?
How many experience do you have within this organization?
How did you get involved with fieldlab CAMINO?
What is your role with respect to fieldlab CAMINO?
Fieldlab
Do you agree with the following definition of a fieldlab: “a practical environment
definition
in which companies and knowledge institutions experimenting existing techniques
from the lab or from the field (TRL 3-6) in order to develop them, test them, and
implement them” (Gijsbers et al., 2017)? Or do you have any additional remarks?
Value creation
What is your goal for participating in fieldlab CAMINO?
Are there already goals realized? Or which goals were not realized yet, and why
are they not realized yet?
Which lessons did you already learn that you did not expect to know already?
What are you still expecting to learn?
What do you think that fieldlab CAMINO delivers to you on personal level?
What do you think that fieldlab CAMINO delivers to your organization?
Does fieldlab CAMINO any societal value? What kind of value is delivered to the
society?
Value capture
Were you already able to capitalize some of the created value?
How were the other parties involved in the value capturing process?
Communication How is the communication with other parties within your project processing? The
communication with other parties within fieldlab CAMINO?
Which tools do you use to communicate?
Are there clear agreements on the moment of communication? Are there fixed
moment of sharing information?
Do you have the feeling of being understand by the other parties within fieldlab
CAMINO?
Why do you think there is less communication between the parties of fieldlab
CAMINO?
Trust
What is needed for you to trust someone? What does you make sharing
knowledge or resources?
Do you have the confidence that others are sharing their created value with you?
Do you have the confidence that others are fulfilling their societal duty?
Do you expect the communication to improve if the created value is shared?
Development
Thinking back to the starting phase of fieldlab CAMINO. How was the
over time
communication at that time? Which tools were used? How was the trust in
fieldlab CAMINO and the participants of fieldlab CAMINO? What was it caused
by?
Thinking back to one year after the constitution of fieldlab CAMINO. How was the
communication at that time? Which tools were used? How was the trust in
fieldlab CAMINO and the participants of fieldlab CAMINO? What was it caused
by?
Open question Are there any issues regarding value creation, capture, communication, trust, or
development over time that we have not discussed yet, but you wanted to
share? Or maybe any issues regarding fieldlab CAMINO in general?
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Appendix C: Code list
Concept
Personal
Information

Code
Organization
Function

Fieldlab

Definition
Involvement
Role
Goal

Value drivers

Lessons
learned
Value creation
Value capture
Communication Communication
tools
Frequency
Communication
satisfaction
Trust
Definition of
trust
Amount of
trust
Changes over
Communication
time
over time
Trust over time

Description
The organization the interviewee is working for
The function within the organization that is fulfilled by the
interviewee
The definition of a fieldlab according to the interviewee
How did the interviewee get in contact with fieldlab CAMINO
What is the role of the interviewee in the fieldlab
The goal of the interviewee of the interviewee’s organization
to participate in a fieldlab
What are the lessons learned for the interviewee
What or how is value created in the fieldlab
What or how is value captured in the fieldlab
What tools are used to communicate knowledge to other
parties
How often is knowledge communicated
How does the interviewee feel by the communication
What does trust mean for the interviewee
To what extent does the interviewee feels trust
How does the interviewee experiences the communication
over time
How does the interviewee experiences the trust over time
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Appendix D: Summary of empirical findings
Subject

Findings

Interviewee

The definition of a fieldlab is described by: “a

A1, D1, F1, B1

Fieldlab
Definition

practical environment where organizations and
knowledge institutes experiment with techniques
from the lab and from the field (TRL level 3-6)
aiming to further develop, test and implement
these techniques”
There is no physical environment, like we are

A2

going to the CAMINO room.
The goal of a fieldlab is to deliver knowledge

C1

products, which can be shared later on.
Organizations can be differentiated in knowledge

E1

institutes and companies to emphasize the power
of the triple helix system.
TRL level 3-6 does not include all the activities

E1

that are practiced in the fieldlab; it is not over
after TRL level 6.
Involvement

The first contact with fieldlab CAMINO has been

A1, A2

made via personal network.
Via World Class Maintenance the link to fieldlab

A2, D1

CAMINO is made.
The aim of the company to learn over a broader

E1

span have led to CAMINO
Role

Part of the steering group of CAMINO

A1, A2, F1

Participate in one of the projects of CAMINO

A1, D1, A2

Operational director at World Class Maintenance

F1

Part of the skillslab and Young WCM from World

B1

Class Maintenance.
Goal

Looking for opportunities to innovate, as within
the company these opportunities will not occur, a
fieldlab lends themselves to take these
innovational opportunities.
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A1, A2, D1

The main goal is to generate knowledge.

C1

However, the fieldlab is not successful when the
created knowledge is not transmissible and as
result not transferred.
Learning from and with likeminded infrastructure

A1, A2, E1

managers, who are in the same position by
making use of the infrastructure context.
Fulfill the societal duty as governmental company

A1

by choosing improvements before money.
By participating in the fieldlab, the image of the

A2

company should have a more innovative
character.
Broadening the horizon to the infrastructure

D1

market and deliver in cooperation with other
companies a final product.
Accelerating innovations with respect to

F1, B1

preventive maintenance in the different sectors.
The impact that can be made in cooperation with

E1

WCM on political level
Value drivers
Value creation

When you participate in a fieldlab from World

A1, A2, D1, B1

Class Maintenance, you will become part of the
World Class Maintenance family, which enlarge
your network.
Other companies are more willing to do business,

A1, D1, C1, E1

because you are labeled as fieldlab member,
increasing chances for obtaining higher market
shares.
The technologies that are developed and tested

A1, C1, E1

are used in practice (technology demonstration),
contributing to reaching higher TRL levels.
Exchanging information and best practices
creates awareness of possible solution which
have been proven effective in similar contexts.
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A2, D1, B1

Fieldlabs are used to search for new technologies

C1

and other innovations (technology scouting).
Fieldlabs generally are subsidized enabling

C1

technology suppliers developing demand in case
of immature markets.
Best practices attract other parties to participate

F1

in the fieldlab. Thereby increasing available
knowledge.
The experience of creating a fieldlab from sketch

F1

and overcome all the involved problems creates
knowledge
Fieldlabs make the links between the triple helix

E1

parties viable.
Value capture

The technologies that are validated in the fieldlab

A1, A2, C1, F1

could be applied and resulting in money savings,
because the maintenance costs could be reduced
and the process is optimized.
Fieldlabs can use their fieldlab-label in growing

C1

towards a successful company.
Fieldlabs use the subsidy that they have earned as

C1, F1

business model or are forced to plan towards a
viable, independent, and profitable business
model.
The data that is derived about maintenance can

D1

be used to create value/new services for other
parties.
Knowledge developed within fieldlabs is

F1

translated to curriculums for educational
institutes.
Communication
Communication In order to get publicity, several tools are used;
tools

short clips in cooperation with the companies in
the project; newsletters; and official press
releases.
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A1

Asset owner meetings are organized to share the

A1, D1, E1

lessons learned with other asset owners. This
process is supported by using posters.
We have aimed to use Microsoft Teams as

A1, C1, D1, F1

platform to share updates, however, Microsoft
Outlook is more common in use, so most of the
reciprocal communication is done by mail.
Regular meetings are face to face. All partners are

A1, D1

hosting a meeting when it is their turn.
The communication is very low-level; the

A2

engineers have mail contact, call each other, and
they send texts and WhatsApp messages. For
more technical data exchange, they use a cloudplatform.
Communication is quite traditional, via email,

C1

newsletters and face to face meetings scheduled
by the companies’ secretary, since online
platforms were not able to find the light. Even if
there is put in much effort by editorials, for
example.
Just a simple phone call in the car to keep each

D1, F1

other updated.
Use simple information on a note block on how

F1

much is earned in the different living labs.
A final conference is organized to close off the

F1

current project stage. During this conference, the
lessons learned are shared to the attendees, this
are not solely project partners.
In order to give asset owners a complete view of

F1

how the lessons learned are used and applied,
company visits are organized.
In addition to the physical meeting spot, people
desired a virtual platform to test exciting stuff,
which can be coupled to the physical location.
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F1

Informal drinks or open lunches are organized to

F1

boost communication.
Community of practice meetings where via

B1

presentations the results of the pilots are
presented. In the CoP meetings, project partners,
invitations from project partners, and interested
WCM members are allowed.
Knowledge products that are stored in an online

B1

counter that could be given to members of WCM.
Communication The face to face meetings takes place at fixed
frequency

A1, A2

period of time. For the press releases there are no
permanent appointments.
Multiple year-events and two-monthly regional

C1

events to collect information from over the
country and spread this information.
It is not about communicate more, but about

C1

communicate more efficient. Data about the
communication will help to achieve this.
As industrial organization, the participation in the

D1

fieldlab is a side issue in comparison to the
regular activities.
The meetings with the other involved parties

D1

within CAMINO could be scaled up to twice a
year.
The expectations about the time consumption of

D1

participating in all the meetings is unclear.
The CoP meetings takes place 4 times a year even

B1

as the masterclasses.
Communication Within the project, the communication is more
quality

A1

than sufficient. Across the projects, the
communication is not sufficient.
The communication already existed before the

A2

fieldlab was founded.
Communication on two levels; the engineers
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A2

communicate directly and on management level
the steering meetings facilitate the
communication.
Relevant and timely communication is key.

C1

The communication is experienced as pleasant.

D1

A physical meeting location with test setup is

F1

experienced as valuable addition. Especially,
when students are present, companies are likable
to join.
Communication works best when questions are

B1

asked, not when a story is told.
It is not possible as WCM to reach to everyone, so

B1

the input is delivered, but it can be spread to
whoever you want.
Communication should consist of give and take, it

A1, E1

becomes less pleasant when it is only giving.
Communication must contain useful content. It

E1

must be worth the time investment
Trust
Definition of

Trust is something between people. Trust can be

trust

gained by having real contact instead of hearing

A1, A2, C1, D1, F1

stories of companies.
Trust is the belief that agreements are honored.

A1, D1, F1

Trust between several parties must be unselfish in A1, C1
the context of innovation collaborations.
People are participating, because of moral

B1

principles. They have a good heart.
Trust is achieved by having common goals.

B1, E1

The riskier the mission and goals that are in sight,

E1

the more trust will be created.
The level of trust you feel influenced by the level

E1

of trust you radiate.
Amount of

There is no lack of trust between the partners

A1

trust

From business perspective, some companies are

D1
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keeping their business model alive.
The amount of trust is present.

F1

There is a basic level of trust between the parties

E1

what is not exceeded in negative purposes.
Link between communication and trust
Communication The fact that someone is not communicating the
-> Trust

A1

lessons learned does not mean that the person is
not trustworthy.
People that are answering their emails in time

D1

creates are creating trust.
A lack of communication have a negative

E1

influence on the level of trust.
Trust ->

If there exists trust between two persons, things

A2, F1

Communication that will not go right are willing to be shared.
It is about the content that is communicated;

D1

lessons learned and knowledge will be shared,
but algorithms, for example, will not be shared. It
is in line with the business perspective, but not
with the societal perspective.
Communication becomes better after persons are

F1

known and trust is created.
A lack of trust results in unwillingness to

E1

communicate.
Changes over time
Communication From the moment the consortium existed, the
over time

A1, A2, E1

cooperation and communication is satisfactory.
Communication has become more informal in the

D1

end compared to the more formal in the
beginning.
The communication has become more direct

D1, E1

After a few meetings of scanning, the

F1

communication becomes better and satisfactory
and less necessary as a result of habituation.
However, in the end formal issues have to be
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solved, which makes increase the communication
frequency.
Trust over time

It improves if you work together over time,

A2, F1

independent of the result, since losses also create
a kind of connection.
Trust has increased over time, because the
personal connection is improved if agreements
are met. The other way around, if agreements are
not met, the trust will decrease.
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D1, E1

