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Relational Space:
Creating a Context for Innovation in Collaborative Consortia
ABSTRACT
Corporations are collaborating to meet complex glainallenges heretofore considered beyond
the mandate of business leaders. These multi mafgonal consortia are not philanthropic
efforts but operate within market parameters withited input from Non Governmental
Organizations. In order to examine some dynamfcsuocessful collaborative processes, we
pursue an in-depth multi-method case study of “Buwstainability Consortium,” which has
convened numerous Fortune 50 senior managers 4i988. We uncover the primacy of
“relational space” — a rich context of trust andjuity — within which participants create
innovative projects for doing business in a sustali|e way. Our analysis uncovers the dynamics
among relational space and the action projectsehatie. We also account for the stakeholder
influences and governance that form the architectdrcollaboration. We develop a process

model and propositions for further research. (135).



INTRODUCTION

A new organizational form — voluntary, cross-sectonsortia that convene multiple and diverse
organizations — is emerging, through which “bussnesn be a leading force in eradicating poverty,
enhancing the environment, and advancing peace-ewtiil prospering financially” (BAWB/AOM
Global Forum, 2006). The issues being addressedrgrecedented in scope, requiring innovations of
enormous complexity (Roth & Senge, 1996) that gbh lneyond existing business mandates and market
boundaries (Gray, 1989; Austin, 2000). For examasortia such as the World Business Council for
Sustainable Development (WBCSD) or the UN Globain@act are exploring their role in making
societies more sustainable. Although some paditipompanies may be “greenwashing” or otherwise
buffering their business from external pressurdh gymbolic gestures, these consortia provide wiqu
opportunities to create system-wide change thigatsfdeeply held organizational and personal walue

We use the term “market system collaborations” [MBIG draw attention to how these consortia
convene market-based organizations with represeasadf civil society to address systemic challenge
Unlike corporate philanthropy, MSCs are aimed atddng long-term strategic benefits for their
organizations, while institutionalizing innovatiotigt may have far-reaching social and environnienta
benefit (Lawrence, Hardy & Phillips, 2002). Howevenlike more common examples of inter-
organizational collaborations (Barringer & Harris@900) or even of multi-sector collaborations
designed to solve societal problems (Rondinelliddon, 2003; Rangan, Samii & van Wassenhove,
2006), MSC's face complex, ill-structured problefmswhich articulating a shared problem definition
would be an important accomplishment.

We study in depth one example of an MSC — the Swidity Consortium — a voluntary
association of about a dozen member organizatimtshaive an interest in tackling sustainability.s¥o
members are large corporations including Ford, GiMe, Shell, BP, and Unilever, in addition to other
such as Plug Power (a small fuel-cell company)thedNorld Bank. As an inter-organizational learning
alliance of organization leaders, it has appliedgdples of organizational learning and dialoguer(§e et

al, 1994) to develop and institute new businesstimes that incorporate concern for broader saoidl



environmental issues.

Our particular focus is the special character tdripersonal relationships developed in the
Consortium and how that relational context, whatcak “relational space,” influenced the procesd an
outcomes of collaborations among participants h@ugh research has explored process dynamics within
multi-sector R&D collaborations (Doz, 1996; Arinode la Torre, 1998; Doz, Olk & Ring, 2000), most
of these studies assume that the participatinghizgtions share an industry or product market ([2bz,
al., 2000), or minimally have chosen specific pctgdo work on at the outset (Rondinelli & London,
2003). These studies have a commercial flavooafgy contracts, and results rather than a close
description of the processes and dynamics of wgrtdgether. Doz et al. (2000) found a minority of
R&D consortia that formed without a shared sensatefdependencies and common interests; these
were more successful when convened by a legitithate party and focused initially on exploratory
learning. Such consortia, based around trustfatiomships, develop over time shared goals and
activities, which we call “action space.” Our peigant observation of the Sustainability Consartiand
our interviews with its participants reveal the omance of the micro-dynamics of the relationalcgpa
We propose a model of these processes and drawtamptheoretical and practical implications for
interorganizational collaborations, particularly MSCs addressing complex and undefined issues such
as sustainability.

RELATIONSHIPS AND LEARNING IN MARKET SYSTEM COLLABO RATIONS

Research has recognized the important role thaepsoplays in the success of strategic alliances
(Ring & Van de Ven, 1994; Arino & de la Torre, 1998rocess models of multi-party collaborations
have focused on their formation (Doz, et al., 20@9plution (Doz, 1996), co-evolution (Inkpen &
Currall, 2004), and dissolution (Arino & de la Tey1998). These studies suggest that a formation
process involving negotiation and commitment tarstigoals and objectives generates initial conuaktio
for the collaboration, which then evolves throutgative cycles of execution, re-evaluation,
readjustment, and revision of conditions over t{@eno & de la Torre, 1998). Doz et al (2000)

distinguish between emergent and engineered céastapending on the degree to which potential
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participants have pre-existing relationships orestigoals and interdependency that allow themnplyi
emerge to address shared issues rather than tigdeeréd or nurtured by a third party.

The process by which consortia form and develapfisenced strongly by the initial conditions
during formation. Doz et al. (2000) summarize itheview of initial conditions into three categarie(1)
environmental interdependence or the shared sértbeeat and opportunity from market forces,
regulation, etc., (2) interest similarity from otttmmmonalities or prior successful relationshhpst t
creates trust and willingness to collaborate, @&)dhe actions of “triggering entities” that champithe
formation of the consortium. Inkpen and Currad@2) have shown how initial conditions are affected
by initial levels of interfirm trust and by the ty@nd level of controls that are contracted abtitset of
the collaboration; these initial levels are thefeetd by the changing levels of trust, learningl a
controls that evolve over time within the collabara.

There are also, however, some important differehetween MSCs and the cooperative alliances
described by process models of collaboration.tHiesearch on R&D collaborations has assumed that
business firms enter into collaboration primarily économic benefit (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994;
Rangan, et al, 2006) or the long-term benefit efrtmdustry (Garud, Sanjay & Kumaraswamy, 2002).
These expected benefits and their associatedaiskseflected in the negotiation of initial goatsla
controls that play a crucial role in creating cdiudis for the consortium (Inkpen & Currall, 2004h an
MSC, however, the value of working together mayb®evident initially. Motivations of MSC
participants may include traditional financial asliMas non-economic goals — e.g., for sustainable
development, the construct of the “triple bottoneli (Elkington, 2002) balances concern for profithw
concern for social and environmental impact. Buthsa diverse set of general goals makes it diffiou
negotiate specific objectives and projects up frantaddition, the degree of social innovation ik in
MSCs might lead participants to focus on supportirganizational learning, rather than on control
mechanisms (trust, governance) in the early stafjas MSC (Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Lubatkin, Florin
& Lane, 2001). Doz et al (2000) also propose #mgfineered consortia will have a stronger focus on

creating new relationships and exploratory learning
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The difficulty in specifying projects up front sugggs that the ultimate success of MSCs is likely
to be refracted through perceptions of the sucokany resulting projects. Scholars (Ring & Van de
Ven, 1994; Arino & de la Torre, 1998) have argtieat judgments about success are assessed (re-
evaluated) in terms of the efficiency and equitgtthartners experience. However, given that MS@g m
spend a significant amount of time in understandiggchallenges they face before executing prexddfi
projects (Bouwen & Taillieu, 2004), and given ttizg broader and less clear goals of MSCs may ntake i
difficult to assess progress (Seltzky & Parker,3)0€he process dynamics of MSCs may be as much or
more concentrated on relationship-building tharicmused action, particularly in their formation and
early development. Indeed, Doz et al (2000) prepbat engineered consortia will transition ovardito
exhibit properties of emergent consortia as irgpeshdencies and shared interests are revealed or
developed. For these reasons we focus attentidheoimitial sequence of dynamics in collaboration
process models, namely the interactions precediddemding to the creation and execution of prgjéct
MSCs. As a consequence we bring attention to dmileg efforts of these efforts, in keeping witle th
recognition that collaboration is increasing in tusiness world (Crossan & Guatto, 1996) because it
results in competitive advantage from inter-orgatianal learning (Powell, Koput, & Smith-Doerr,
1996).

Two interrelated types of learning in joint ventaealaborations were summarized by Inkpen and
Currall (2004) as “learning about” and “learningrfi” partners. Learning about a partner “facilitate
relational understanding and can provide the fotioddor trust development” as the parties share
knowledge that can be applied to the exploratooyegot venture (Inkpen & Currall, 2004: 593). In
contrast, learning from generates knowledge thateaapplied by one of the partners to better éixplo
their own operations, thus constituting “the prevhenefits that a firm can earn unilaterally bykpig up
skills from its partner” (ibid; see also Holmqvi&)04). This tension inherent in strategic allesic
learning process is also felt within multi-partydamulti-sector alliances (Lawrence, et al., 2008ndon,
Rondinelli & O’Neill, 2004).

The complexity of social problems being addresseMBCs may require a third kind of learning that
4



Carlisle (2004) described as “transformative leagtii Such learning can engender significant ingahal
innovations that go beyond the knowledge boundafi@dl participants (Roth & Senge, 1996; Waddell,
2005). Lubatkin and colleagues (2001: 1362) refehis as reciprocal learning, a new form of dodieative
relationship “whose primary intent is to co-expegithand leverage each others’ unique, but complemgn
knowledge structures.” This process of “learninthivpartners from multiple industries with someém
conflicting interests may be far more complex thearning in commercial collaborations yet with the
potential to generate outcomes that go beyondxpecatations and knowledge bases of the participants
(Waddell, 2005).

Supportive, respectful, learning-based interactjgayg an important role in producing
uncommon innovations. The term “relationality” (Blary & Lichtenstein, 2000) emphasizes how such
high-quality innovations may be generated in tisisdte between” individuals and organizations. Nanak
and Konno (1998) use the term "ba” to describeifared space that serves as a foundation for kngeled
creation.” This shared space includes qualitiesaog, trust and commitment, interaction and rétec
reconciling mental models, and enacting these tigsiin action with others (Nonaka & Konna, 1998:
46-48). Similar qualities are reflected in the domnst of psychological safety — a “climate charaeed
by interpersonal trust and mutual respect in wipiebple are comfortable being themselves”
(Edmondson, 1999: 354). In organizations, the presef psychological safety has been related teldev
of innovation and performance (Baer & Frese, 2088holars of collaboration have framed this quality
of cooperative interaction in terms of “affectivadt” which is based on individuals’ emotional
connections, reflecting a “genuine care and confmrthe welfare of partners” (McAllister, 1995:)26

Collaboration in the face of complexity is likely increase given the interest in the business
world in responding to complex challenges (E.ge, deeem, [2006] on WalMart). The issues we
discuss are therefore at the forefront of an uiiviglgphenomenon. Our research question on theeinée
of relational context on interorganizational cobbaition and learning in a multisectoral collabarati

concerned with complex social, economic, and emvitental issues is one that relational researchers



have suggested requires deeper qualitative stualye(lJensen, & Kolb, 2002, Fletcher, 1999; Du&on
Dukerich, 2006; Dutton, Worline, Forst & Lilius, @6).

METHODS
Setting

The setting for our study is The Sustainabilityn€artium, founded in 1999 as a part of the
Society for Organizational Learning. The Consortjpunpose statement articulates its goal “to nurture
the desire and capacity ... to build knowledge fdrieming ... sustainability [through] engaging people
committed to leadership and learning to collectijetdirect] commerce, education, and technology”
(Laur & Schley, 2004).

Over time, the Consortium members have establistredtures and routines including a steering
committee, a set of goals, membership fees, amValving set of practices around meetings and
projects. Two of the founders act as paid coordisdfiacilitators, funded by annual fees of partip
companies. Member organizations rotate resportgilbdihost the semi-annual meetings, typically
choosing a site at or near the host company’s catpdeadquarters. Non-member attendees must be
invited by a member organization or by the fadidita, ensuring a balance of experienced and new
participants. Meetings include opportunities toateenew projects, which have grown over time in
numbers and size. Not all organizations particijratd! projects, but the organizers encourage such
participation. One of the distinctive charactecstdf the Consortium is that projects are carrigichy
volunteers from the member organizations rather thastaff hired from member fees, as in most other
consortia.

Sample and Data Collection

A central feature of the Consortium’s work isg&mi annual meeting to which approximately 50
participants come for two or three days, about thire-of whom are new to each meeting. Roughly 200
individuals from the member companies have padieig in meetings between 1999 and 2004, including
executives, line managers, internal consultant$ esmgineers and other individual contributorsis It

important to note that the diversity of companiexkas it difficult for peers from other companies to
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easily assess the relative importance of anothelés e.g., the ‘general manager’ title of one camp
turns out to be the equivalent of a ‘Senior VPamother. Meetings include only those researchers,
representatives from NGOs and consultants whonaited by the member companies.

Four researchers attended Consortium meetingsekbatd999 and 2004. Individual field notes
were discussed post hoc in regular teleconferenCesamunal observational data were double checked
with facilitators and, where appropriate, with papants. Additionally, a total of 42 interviewseve
conducted with a sample of participants on thectopicollaboration. 29 interviewees were from 14
companies; 12 of the interviewees were frequenhdtes of the meetings and 18 were senior managers.
Five of the interviewees were consultants, all bbm were infrequent attendees. Six intervieweas we
from NGOs, four of them frequent attendees. Fjndliere were one researcher and three facilitaatirs
of whom were frequent attendees. All the intengevere transcribed, except in one case where audio
equipment malfunctioned. The mean number of trptson pages for all interviews is 15 (single-
spaced).

We asked each interviewee to describe the chaistate of a successful collaboration they were
involved in through the Consortium, and then arugosssful collaborative event (Motowidlo & Carter,
1992). Our approach is similar to the “criticabets” method utilized by other researchers of liegrn
dynamics in collaboratives (Arino & de la Torre989. The interview questions elicited a high levkl
detail using a combination of semi-structured goestthat allowed the interviewees to emphasize
various aspects of the collaborative events, arettive probes about who was involved, how theyewer
involved, what seemed to work well, and what thittgsparticipant could have done differently.

Coding and Analysis

Our unit of analysis for the interviews was theaobrative event, defined as a series of
interactions between two or more participants foausn a specific task-oriented project, endeawor,
context — similar to Bouwen & Taillieu’s definiticof “relational practices” (2004: 144). Excluding
interviews with the 3 facilitators, the 39 remaminmterviewees reported 102 collaborative everfts, o

which 87 were discussed in enough detail to allomgliantitative coding. The vast majority of these
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collaborative events were enacted in specific ptejthat emerged in the Consortium. A list of thos

projects and a timeline of their emergence is prieskin Table 1.

Our gualitative research process unfolded in fivecessive phases. The first author content
analyzed each interview doing a phrase by phradmgamf important themes and issues (Strauss &
Corbin, 1998). Second, she folded the phrase byseghcoding into four overarching categories thattmo
efficiently grouped all the individual themes. Segiely the second author read a subset of thevietes
and developed an overlapping set of categoriestardes/issues. The two authors then explored the
similarities and differences in their coding schemegether they worked out a parsimonious seBof 1
dimensions or subcategories within the four magegories. These 18 dimensions therefore
summarized all the issues which both authors hewtiiied from the data set (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
Next, in order to heighten coding validity, a reshaassistant who until then had not been conneittd
the project was enlisted to re-code the interviasing the final coding scheme. Those coded idery
were then tested for inter-rater reliability. Oadéthe coders’ averaged 81.8% agreement; the gecon
author and the research assistant then workedhteiget resolve differences, resulting in 100%
agreement. The final corrected coding of all traipse was used in the analysis reported below.lerab
provides definitions of the 4 categories and thelib@nsions, which we describe later in detalil.
Although these dimensions are conceptually distimets, we found that participants often mentiotveal
or more of them within the same sentence; someaypaphs in our transcripts had more than half awloze
codes. Our sense is that participants did not rttakeame conceptual distinctions that we did; in
practice these dimensions are highly interdeperaletiimutually constitutive. Thus, although we prés
them as distinct constructs for the purposes ofamatysis, we recognize that they often arise tuget
This interconnection between dimensions and cocistia described more fully in the discussion and i

Proposition 6, below.



To evaluate the salience of each dimension to paditipant, the second author analyzed the 39
coded interviews using the “coding-mentions” tecjuei originally developed for longitudinal studids o
innovation (Van de Ven & Poole, 1990). In this aygzh, each paragraph of each interview is scanned
for distinct, identifiablenentionsof each of the 18 specific dimensions. These imestcodes) are then
tallied in a spreadsheet, allowing for simple quative and visual analysis (Monge, 1990). Thees\a
total of 2369 mentions, which on average was 2'esger collaborative event report. Since each
interviewee spent different amounts of time talkatgput each collaborative event, we divided the stim
mentions of each dimension by the total number efitions for that collaborative event; this genetate
“ratio” of mentions of each dimension, which indiesits salience to the interviewees (Lichtensgein
Brush, 2001). The averages of these ratios acntsviewees are presented in Table 2.

Finally, we focused on identifying any processed sequences of interactions that were
embedded in the data. Specifically we performetbee broad-based qualitative analysis of the datta s
exploring sequences of interactions to understamdthese sequences varied in response to changing
conditions. We reviewed and integrated data frdrealrces (including observation notes, authoriped
use by participants) to describe the interorgaiunat learning process. We asked ourselves questisn
recommended by Strauss and Corbin (1998) for umsay@rocesses, including: What conditions have
contributed to the context in which the particigaletarn together? What conditions or activitiesnemt
the categories? How do the consequences of omd Behaviors and interactions influence project
implementation? Both analyses revealed a venjairset of primary interactions. These interactiares
at the core of our process model of learning inketasystem collaborations, which is presented gufé
1 below, and drawn out in the discussion section.

RESULTS

Most salient to participants, as reflected in ditaiof mentions captured by our coding, were the
elements collectively calleldelational Spacé38.5% of all mentions) anfiction Projectq35.0% of all
mentions) respectively. The two other categoriesaBtakeholder Influencg43.4% of all mentions)

andGovernancd12.7% of all mentions). Our analysis revealegusatial links between these four
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categories, generating a process model of Reladt#pace Dynamics in this MSC, shown in Figure 1.
As one might expect, the primary interactions weiveen the two most salient categories, Relational
Space and Action Space. The other interactionkigidight reflect ways that Stakeholder Influeneesl

Governance gave rise to and interacted with RelatiSpace and Action Space.

Before discussing these dynamics, we present thi@tiins and data for each of these categoriesthad
18 dimensions associated with them, which are sumathin Table 2.
Creating Relational Space

Interviewees consistently mentioned the rare guafirelationships they experienced inside the
Consortium, using descriptors such as safety, aggnmespect, inspiration, support, proximity, and
friendship. We identified five dimensions of rédaial space in the data: Peer-Trust; Inquiry-based
Learning; Helping; Process over time; and Conngdtace-to-Face.

Peer-TrustBy far the most important element of the Consortaxperience that was mentioned by
interviewees was their sense of connection develtp®ugh trusting, peer-like relationships (12.8f4
all mentions). Participants referred to “strongsp@al connections” and the “interweaving...of peedon
and organizational issues” in these collaborationsist in this context has a personal flavor, ntbes
being based on professional norms: “I think so maicit rests on trust, [which is] so much dependent
a willingness to be candid and frank about expedsrand desires.” Additional quotes for this atieto
dimensions are given in Table 2.

Inquiry-based LearningParticipants spoke often about an openness tonghigieas, respecting the
others’ perspectives, and engaging “dialogically’darefully checking assumptions and building upon
others’ ideas (Isaacs, 1993; Schein, 1992). Assareutive acknowledged, “I didn't understand before
the Sustainability Consortium the real power otiggtin the room with other folks and actually skieg
the truth rather than trying to bullshit each otliie we do at conventional business meetings.”rOpe

inquiry also references a willingness to embragaplex issues: "This is a special group of peopk& wi
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high capacity for telling the truth, thinking abaamplexities without oversimplifying. They can gbe
big picture.”

Helping. The sense of emotional connection in the SustdihaBionsortium was also deeper and
more personal than one might commonly ascribe siniess relationships. One participant said, “I\deri
encouragement and inspiration from people...I gepsupboth psychological [and] practical advice.”
Another described Consortium colleagues as: “Wet+itioned, vulnerable, willing to be vulnerable to
some extent. Willing to sort of let their hearts and be real. And | really do like most of thenmye
much.”

Process over timeParticipants highlighted aspects of the processutitrt which strong relationships
were being built at the Consortium. As one exeeusiaid, “It's the process that really builds thest.”
Another emphasized subtle dynamics, including: “lf-eganizing systems—don’t push them too hard,
you know, listen to the system, see what it's giwou.” More formally, in response to the challenge of
integrating many newcomers into this dialogic moflsteraction, the facilitators designed a pre-timee
workshop aimed at familiarizing newcomers (and heith a shared language to enhance the qudlity o
dialogue and specifically participants’ abilityltalance inquiry with advocacy (Argyris, Putnam, &
Smith, 1985).

Connecting Face-to-Facdnterviewees referred to the importance of spemtime together,
particularly as the same individuals returned t@ntleeir colleagues in subsequent meetings. As one
reflected, “I don't think you can underestimatil gte sort of personal connections that are matdbese
meetings...when you actually meet someone, the cliwntiiat takes place is completely different to wha

happens over the phone, [and] that’s incrediblydrtgmt.”

Table 2 — Four Categories, 18 Dimensions, and theBalience

Creating Action Space
As important as personal relationships are tastleeess of the MSC, of roughly equal salienceds th

creation of innovation projects that enact the godlsustainability in multiple markets. As one extéve
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explained: “We are not just hoping, we are alscagity in concrete projects.” In fact, althoughiact
projects make up a slightly lower ratio of all miens than relational space, 60% of all individual&ed
about action projects more often than they disalssitionships. The most salient action projectse
listed above in Table 2. The six dimensions oioacprojects we found, listed in order of theirisate,
are: Tangible goals; Outcomes; Aligning IntereBisject Structuring; Resources; and Risk.

Tangible goals.Overall, the most important quality in action peifewas a sense of their
concreteness and lack of fuzziness. Tangibilitgrofvas mentioned in terms of creating value fer th
home organization, solving relevant problems, agrnkegating measurable outcomes. As one executive

summarized:

We've got to get value, and one way to do thabiprovide value through developing projects that
address business concerns while evolving someefditial and environmental issues ... On-the-
ground type projects, real things that you canhotmel, show results.

Outcomes.Nearly as important to participants as the tanigybif projects were the outcomes that might be

generated through those projects. Outcomes ramgedléarning and innovation, to new business folmnato

the useful expansion of a company’s social netwd@&.one example:

We were really looking for...basically, we wantedearn...we were really concerned about having a
product at the end of the day. Our product or wathought we were going to take away from that
was the knowledge we gave and the deeper undeirstptindit we gave.

Goal alignmentln a context of high relational quality, where iimguacilitates trust and helping
behaviors, the specificity of goal alignment acdsaatalyst for projects to unfold into actions @ne
participant explained, “I did a lot of trying torme back to, again, what are the goals of the projdtch
in turn bring back to what are the goals of the €&otium.” At the same time, goals become aligred a
projects evolve: “I think you can have fairly fuzajectives to start with, and then as the conviensa
evolves you have to probably make the ultimate cibjes more and more clear.”

Project structuring.Getting down to the details is a crucial elemdrthese projects: “For an

effective collaboration to happen, logistics nezthe very clean, very concise, high quality. Beeaus
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when that doesn’t happen, trust breaks down quitkyt the same time, we saw that senior people
pulled in more junior people from their organizat@s projects began to take off: “Oh well, firstadif
you’ve got to understand that I'm the President #n@dCEO and I’'m not working on a lot of the
operational details. There is someone by the ndme owho has been doing. And she is in a far bette
position to comment on [project X] than | am.”

ResourcesIn some cases, additional resources were requiredter to pursue certain projects, e.g.
“This [project] had been identified as an initiaithat a number of companies had felt was...suffityien
important to justify some additional resource [Wihithey were willing to identify and recruit.” Ghe
other hand, sometimes this created internal chgdign

There’s an issue around how much budget peoplecoammit to these....they profess to be really
interested in the starter projects...but they say ItWeust can't justify that internally and we're
going to have make a choice here...”

Risk. Some saw the Consortium as a risk reduction efidiat it shared risk across companies
seeking to embrace new ideas of how to be sustainghid one, “l see us also as trying to mitighé
risk by trying to pull together a wider coalitioh@mpanies...” Risk was also bound up with resources
“Sustainability [is] extremely important but someathisky because there isn’t a great deal of resour
that we can throw at it in terms of our own time.”

Stakeholder Influences

Although relational space and projects make uplyn&a4 of all comments in the data, participants
did highlight the importance of their personal gmdfessional context in the Market-System
Collaboration. Specifically, the values, goals asdirations of participants and their home orgations
set the stage and shaped much of the activityoit@irred in the Consortium. We identified three
dimensions of Stakeholder Influences: Organizati@uatext, Organizational Goals, and Personal
Aspirations.

Organizational contextParticipant’s perceptions and efforts around th&&@mnability Consortium

were often reflections of values, knowledge andavoéts within their home company. For example, one

13



executive said, “This is a subject that [our comphas] been thinking about—sustainability—for some
time.” Later, referring to one of his biggest catifprs who is also a member of the Consortium he
suggested:

We are very different companies. | think that dfuylook culturally however we also share some

cultural values that | think are important to bathus and that make us more willing [to] be more

open with each other than we might be with a comphat didn’'t share those values.

Organizational Goalsln order to actively participate in the Sustaini#piConsortium, each
company pays $40,000 in annual fees. For this reasd others, participants are keenly aware of how
their work in the Consortium is shaped by the gti@ds their company has for the Consortium. These
include business goals, organizational learningd,@rsuing commitments to corporate sustainability,
among others. Said one participant, “And latatyy] company has in fact invested a lot of resouices
trying to understand this issue [of sustainabilifd so | think it's becoming less a personal ésand
more clearly a business issue.”

Personal Aspiration.Reflected in the last comment is a personal comaritrthat many interviewees
expressed in the context of their participatioor Fany, their long-standing commitment to thesals is
partly responsible for arguing the business casstiainability to their executive colleagues, &rdutting
in the many hours of personal and professional torteelp make things happen within any given
collaborative event. For example, one director a&ixygd:

| have great personal aspirations for this work arsgénse of pride. It really got me when

my son was born and more recently my fears forngdth of my wife (diagnosed with

cancer). | need to help sustain the employmenttthsithuge corporation offers. Frankly,

I think of this as doing God’s work.
Participants also noted the communality of personaimitment within the Consortium: “These people
are committed, | mean really committed, beyond wheduld have believed if | weren’t involved.”
Governance

Finally we present the category of Governancectvhiescribes the routines and governance

mechanisms that have emerged in the SustainaBitibsortium. These are captured in four categories:

Who is in the Room, Internal Control, Meeting Sttwe, and Leadership.
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Who is in the RoomAs mentioned earlier, the Consortium was designesipport executives and
managers, with a limited number of participantsfidGOs. The latter perceived themselves to be less
valued than the corporate members: “I'm a non-pafjanization. I'm sort of there as a guest, aot af
on the fringe...we're not the real members.” In this regard asai¢ that became salient was the number
of consultants who participated in meetings. Sear@or managers expressed displeasure if theahtio
corporate members to consultants became unbalafeeeihg that they would be “sold to.” As one
executive said: “When you get to have as many dtargs as companies, I'm clear that they can'’t all
contribute... And that makes me really uncomfortdble.

Internal Control. In the main, participants recognized the lackoofrfal control mechanisms, in
favor of a kind of personal integrity/professioaatountability:

| think all of us know what is a trade-secret anidatis not. And obviously we won't go
across that line without getting some kind of ajppiaie assurances. But my sense is this is
more of an individual...it's what we’re supposed twtv as opposed to setting out hard, fast
roles.

According to our analysis of the data, the lackaftrols played a noticeable role in the Consortiu

Meeting StructureThe quality of facilitation and flexibility of staiures within each meeting were
identified as factors that enabled relationships iojects. This openness created unique oppodarid
collaborate around emerging topics, as one perated:

And during the [ ] meeting, we were given theantunity to kind of suggest subjects which
we felt were topical and of interest to other membef the consortium. And this [topic was
successful], and then a little working group kiridleveloped around that, during the meeting.
[Note: This topic has grown into one of the progeict Table 1]

Leadership.Since the founder of the Consortium is recognizedfs influence in the field of
organizational learning, we wondered how his presewmould affect the Consortium. We found that
interviewees said relatively little about his rakea leader of the Consortium. Most comments aoun
leadership instead referred to participants takimgadership role in the projects, often with some

difficulty: “But | think people are just so distrit@el and so time poor that they don’t have the tgtidi,

you know, just kind of run with these things with@emeone taking a very obvious leadership role.”
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DISCUSSION

Our interpretation and discussion draws on theviges data and our observations during the years in
which we were participants in the Consortium. \Weus first on the importance and primacy of
Relational Space in the development of the Conguortand then on the conditions (Stakeholder
influences and Governance) that facilitated itsedtggment, with a particular focus on trust. Wenthe
move to the Action Space that emerged only afteresgears of relationship building through
conversation. Finally, we draw these observatarlessons together in a dynamic model of
consortium development and process that we beltelbeoadly applicable, especially to Multi-Sector
Collaborations.
The Primacy of Relational Space

Most of the research literature on inter-organ@ai consortia suggests that the founding
conditions as well as the criteria for ongoing eeéibn depend on identifying initial goals and pigj
outcomes, including contracting for the roles aggburces that members of the alliance will contetia
each project (Doz, 1996; Arino & de la Torre, 19B®&ndinalli & London, 2003). However, in the
Sustainability Consortium, no collaborative progecbr any specific goals were identified up front;
neither were there negotiations regarding rolegyueces, governance, controls, and so on. As Table
shows, it was nearly 2 years before the first mtojeas clearly articulated. During that time alma280
executives and senior managers had met togethiersia three-day meetings. What was happening?

According to interviewees, the focus of attenticasvthe formation of Relational Space: face-to-
face personal interactions through which participgrursued open inquiry and learning, developexhgtr
peer-based relationships, asked for and receivipdamel support, and inspired each other in a wagét
ways. Only after a strong relational space haa loeeeloped did action projects begin to emerge.
Notably, it took 18 months before a self-organigeaup collaboratively articulated how sustainailit
might be operationalized inside companies (the Eraonks document — see Table 1); note the contrast
between this long-term approach and comparablaregs®n for-profit alliances (Arino & de la Torre,

1998; Inkpen & Currell, 2004).
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We believe that the sheer breadth and intricaggsafes being confronted by the Sustainability
Consortium, across multiple levels of organizatimial multiple industries (Brown, 1991), required
attention to how problems could be articulated frached. The initial attention on relationships teeia
the space (literally and figuratively) within whigharticipants could identify projects with the hégi
leverage for making change. These observationstteadr first proposition:

Proposition * MSCs oriented around complex, systemic issuks fustainability) will be more
successful when the creation of a “relational shpoecedes the development of specific
goals and projects.

Conditions for the Emergence of Trust

In a post-hoc analysis of the interviews we fotimat four of the eighteen dimensions were most
important in distinguishing successful vs. lesscessful collaborations within the Sustainability
Consortium, namely: (1) Organizational Context fugaconsensus within member organizations around
sustainability rather than isolated individual paApants struggling for legitimacy; (2) Inquiry-kes
Learning — norms and routines that encourage catigidosure, feedback seeking, and feedback giving;
(3) Internal Controls — governance emerging fro@retl norms and values and light-handed facilitation
rather than rules and hierarchy; and (4) ‘Who ithenRoom’ — practitioners who share the right galu
along with a small number of consultants, NGO repn¢éatives, and researchers who can enrich
discussion and facilitate learning.

Values congruence appears to be a critical factoalf four of the above dimensions, particularly
as it leads to trust. Although most Consortium rinera were not direct competitors, with exceptions
such as Ford-GM and Shell- BP, through shared gdl0eganizational Context) even direct competitors
became “more willing...to be more open with each othan we might be with a company that didn’t
share those values.” Inquiry-based learning, iin,tareated a “strong enough relationship where
someone felt like, '...yeah, I'll do this and you daatrusted.” Likewise, when those values were no
shared — as when too many consultants were invatvadpecific meeting (Who is in the Room),

business executives started “feeling low levelgwdt.” Trust enabled governance through informal
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norms and values (Internal Control) and the lactoohal controls enabled individuals to take more

personal responsibility for generating trust thiouelationships rather than through formal contrakt

mechanisms: “I think that it has really to do withople taking responsibility for the relationshifhis
leads to our second proposition:

Proposition 2 The more that MSC participants’ personal valuesadigned with the values of their
sponsoring organizations, the more invested theyraco-developing an MSC.

We found that controls and governance (“Governaneesually considered critical aspects of a
consortium’s initial conditions (Inkpen & Curre#004), were far less salient to participants than
“Relational Space.” Controls and governance wigtg-handed “enabling” features in the background
while the focus remained on learning through tlee fiow of ideas and interactions rather than egooo
benefits and their distribution among members. ttit end of the day, | think that the reason thist t
group...was more collaborative was that we were paini environment where collaboration could occur
and ...we all really wanted [it] to [happen], and were all willing to contribute.” This strongly spprts
Doz et al.’s contention that “some consortia (tinates) simply are over-engineered” (p. 254) by
organizers who inadvertently inhibit the developingfrelational capabilities and learning outcomes
among the members. Trust, based around sharedinafanal and executive values (Stakeholder
influences), can operate as a surrogate for focowtrols (cf., Inkpen & Currall, 2004). The above
observations lead to our next proposition:

Proposition 3 MSCs based around shared values and trust|ighthhanded governance, will build a
stronger relational space than those built arourahtial contracts and specific project
goals.

Action Projects

In the “Action Space,” Consortium participants feed on tangibility, outcomes, goal alignment,
project structuring, resources and risk. Accordmgur interviewees, each project transcended the
immediate needs of any one Consortium participaativance the broader goal of expanding the

capacity of member organizations to do businesssustainable way. For example, the first concrete
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project (Proteus) explored the feasibility of distited energy generation to socially disadvantageds
of the world. The Materials Pooling project — whiontinues to gather momentum and resources s take
a market-level approach to eliminating toxins freath participant company’s value chain.

Action projects greatly accelerated innovation ke@tning by Consortium members, shaped by
the depth of interaction in the Relational Spaa# supported by Governance and Supportive Context.
The most significant innovations were developedaduheaningful face-to-face conversations with
trusted colleagues within the Consortium, from vahéenerged projects of mutual interest. For example
one participant described the origin of the MaterRooling project, which deals with supplier and
product development issues that can be extremakitsee and often highly confidential:

People were just saying “Gosh, you know, | canyseehave an interest and passion around this.

We're struggling with that, is there anything yoanchelp us with?” We and others shared

information on our manufacturing processes, onmaaiterials and how they were made and what

they were made of. These were product developmsués in a context of sustainability. That
really got us going.

Generating innovations that move a company towasthinable enterprise requires a high degree
of inquiry-oriented learning that leads people testion their operating principles. The effort cpep
heretofore undiscovered areas for investigationorganizational contexts this reflective, intenaet
process has been termed “double-loop learning” yAsgand Schoen, 1996) but its creative, out-of-the
box focus also resembles exploratory learning (Mat®91) and transformational learning (Carlisle,
2004). We articulate our third proposition asdalk:

Proposition 4: In MSCs oriented around complex global issueseitperience of relational space
encourages a higher degree of innovation in agtiojects.
A Dynamic Model of Multi-Sector Consortia

We integrate the above discussion of the majocge®es within the Sustainability Consortium into
a dynamic model of collaborative innovation, shawifrigure 1. As yet, this is a rough framework or
outline rather than a specific theory, but we fitnldelpful in organizing our results and proposiso We

present five sequential links between relationaksp action projects, organizational context, and

governance in successful MSCs.
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(1) Relational Space> Action Projects.The development of Relational Space lays the
groundwork for collaborative Action Projects. Sess was predicated on generating high-quality,
personally meaningful relationships in a contex¢furing commitment to address a complex challenge
Participants described how Relational Space beeaptatform for tangible projects to emerge: “[We]
build on personal relationships, build our guidprincipals through that, and then out of that comes
specific [project] like this, that we could do.”

(2) Stakeholder Influence® Relational SpaceAs Zilber (2002) reminds us, meaning attracts
actors to action. Some forward-looking particigasete the business mandate changing in ways iat al
more closely with their personal values, providiamgortunities to redirect their corporations. Ao
participant explained, “My work is anchored in peral commitment. | need to align my personal values
and express those in work.” Connecting personalesato workplace values expands intrinsic motivatio
through an increasingly recognized mode of “idemalgcurrency” (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003):

This [i.e. sustainability] is something very impaomt to me personally, but it's also, | think, very

important to the company. And lately, the compaay im fact invested a lot of resources in

trying to understand this issue. [Overall this matk] extremely definitely passionate about
going to the meeting.

(3) Governance> Relational SpaceThe quality of facilitation and the intensive ygten
structure of each meeting enabled a stronger expegiof Relational Space and development of tngt a
commitment. Participants described the role oftingestructure:

The first day was fairly regimented...And the nexy s in fact loosely structured around dialogue.
And | think it's because we were so engaged thst fiay with actual [X-company] issues and
successes and failures that the rest of the tws’ dg@gnness allowed us to engage in conversations
that were meaningful.
Likewise, ineffective Governance compromised Retal Space: “And | was floored that there were
more consultants in attendance than there werdijpwaers. All of a sudden, | was feeling very
uncomfortable. And feeling low levels of trust.”

(4) Governance> Action Projects. Governance also help catalyze action projectstidfznts

appreciated the “tone set in place by the faddigt the flexibility gained by not having pre-gghals,
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and the carefully designed meeting structure theluded “Requests and Offers” that facilitated oot

up organizing around shared interests.
| found that the small groups and the lunch mestingre actually the most productive for me,
because it was an opportunity to really interadghva small group of people, really stop and say
‘What is it that you really, really do?’ and ‘Whate some of the challenges that you face withirr you
business?’

Overall, Governance helped create what one paatitipalled “an environment where collaboration

could occur.”

(5) Action Projects? Relational SpaceThe emergence of Action Projects further enhaniced t
quality and strength of Relational Space. Accordmparticipants, Action Projects sustain the
Consortium by providing legitimacy to external sthklders, sustenance to those inside the Consortium
who want to change their business world, and futrning opportunities in overcoming multiple
challenges. Thus these Action Projects become tymtes for further reflection and inquiry, a pess
that is amplified due to the strong emphasis withamnConsortium on collaborative learning. In aiddit
these projects became avenues for inspiration alpg &s one participant described of her projentte
“I really felt like they were committed to helpinghe project team was committed to helping, beyibied
success of their product.” This leads to our memposition:

Proposition 5 MSCs oriented around highly complex social issugisbe more successful when the
presence of action projects supports the continleselopment of relational space.

Placing these elements in a dynamic model allowts sge that there is co-emergence of
relationships and action. In addition, RelatioBphce and Action Projects affect the Stakeholder
Influences and Governance as well, such as whditipants work to bring their company values and
practices more in line with principles of sustaiifigband organizational learning championed by the
Consortium. In short, we can frame a final proposi
Proposition 8 Trust, Learning, Innovation and Governance (reprieskin the Relational Space, Action

Projects, Stakeholder Influences, and Governareenterge and mutually reinforce

each other in successful MSCs.
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Limitations and Extensions

Our study has a number of limitations. The @atabased on interviews that are retrospective,
although Druskat and Wheeler (2003) indicate tladitlity and reliability of retrospective self repoare
stronger when events described have occurred witleipast year, as ours did. We attempted to atéig
the potential problems with qualitative case-bamealysis through the use of multiple coders across
multiple stages of analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1948, 1994), as well as through triangulation loé t
interviews with our longitudinal site-specific fiehotes (Kirk & Miler, 1986) and our quantitative
analysis of the qualitative data (Miles & Huberma884). Our research team meetings were oftelylive
debates and it has taken a long time to procesdaiar

Of course, the Sustainability Consortium is onbkiragle case, albeit based on well-known
corporations observed over a seven year periodieekh the capacity of the participants to work tioge
was considerably expanded by the attention to dzgdanal learning practices (e.g., dialogic
conversation) promoted by the Society for Orgaiizat Learning and reinforced by the facilitatorgil
they became more automatic. However, the dataighdylconsistent with other reports of particular
types of consortia focused on complex and ambigissuges and transformational learning (Ring, Doz &
Olk, 2005). The difficulties in generalizing nothstanding (Numagami, 1998), additional studies are
required before more formal hypotheses may be dpeel

We believe that our understanding of MSCs in gdreard the Sustainability Consortium in
particular would benefit from a closer study of gfie projects and collaborative events in the
Consortium in addition to continued attendancéatsemi-annual meetings. This approach can pravide
unique view on post-formation developmental proesss MSCs, as well as more clarity on how
successful projects are conceived and carriedmaiddition it would be useful to explore to whagdee
similar MSCs share the dynamics we found, includivgprimacy of relational space and the other

gualities that lead to success.
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CONCLUSION

In summary, our findings suggest that the sucotas MSC is due to the creation of “relational
space,” which we define as an emotionally richpingtbased environment in which participants can
safely explore challenging issues. In additiorcsssful MSCs are characterized by a supportive
organizational context, the right mix of participgin the room, and minimal formal controls. These
most common issues in successful market alliafio&pén & Currall, 2004) — trust, control, and leiam
— appear in the dynamic interplay among relatiepalce, action projects, stakeholder influences and
governance. Through their interplay, innovativej@ct-based experiments emerge that provide long-
term learning and value beyond the immediate netday of the MSC participants, thus potentially
being the genesis of social and institutional cleamg a wider scale.

Our findings extend the scholarship of inter-oiigational collaborations and the role of
relational interactions within them. We articul#te micro-dynamics underlying the identificatiamda
enactment of multi-sector projects, providing afulseomplement to previous studies of the founding
(Doz et al., 2000), evolution (Inkpen & Currell,@) and dissolution (Arino & de la Torre, 1998) of
inter-organizational collaborations. Although tieéational context is central to the Sustainability
Consortium and potentially to MSCs more generallg ,believe it may be a useful framework for many
other inter-organizational collaborations in whtble relational dynamics have been overlooked on eve
‘disappeared’ (Fletcher, 1999).

We also reinforce attention to the importance &aive relationships within organizations
(McAllister, 1995; Nonaka & Konno, 1998; Edmonds&899). Our recognition of relational space
expands current explanations of collaborative liegrto include a person’s ability to connect toesthin
ways that foster mutual development and collabegdgarning (Baker, Jensen, & Kolb, 2002he
creativity and innovation within the Sustainabil@pnsortium depended on a context that generated
positive affect and support for experiments withieair of reprisal (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller & Staw
2005).

From a practical standpoint, an increasing numbebpiporations are recognizing that they can
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gain traction in dealing with seemingly intractabjstem-wide problems through innovation-based
collaborations with their business counterpartesemultiple industries (e.g. World Council on Biesis
Sustainable Development). Ours is one of the singtlies of these collaborations aimed at geneyatin
system-wide change through market-based metholsselnovel collaborations, exemplified by the
Sustainability Consortium, have the potential teate a new organizational form; they also represent
exploratory attempts to institutionalize a systdrargge across industries. Corporations that alw f
highly complex, assumption-challenging learning rfiagl new ways to transform competitive
relationships into sustainable partnerships aarodsiple stakeholders. In some measure, simply
allowing for dialogue is itself an interventionygn the fast-paced workflow at the executive lared
among line managers and contributors. Overallstudgly provides one approach that may help
corporations to become leaders of systemic chatagge businesses have power to affect “the minaiset
paradigm out of which the goals, rules, feedbaakcsire arise” — the most high-leverage place to

accelerate change (Meadows, 1997).
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Table 1: Consortium Action Projects most mentionedy Participants.

ar

in

= @

192}

Project Name Brief Description DATE STATUS in 2006
STARTED
Origin of Based on a white paper presented1998, kick Continues to meet, entertains regu
Consortium to the Society of Organizational | off meeting | requests to join
Learning
Semi annual First meeting hosted by a companylanuary, Most recent meeting: May '06,
meetings begin | (Xerox). 1999 hosted by Ford Motors, Dearborn.
Frameworks Conceptual model of how June, 2000 Frameworks document has been
sustainability frameworks can be made public. It is referred to as a
related and operationalized inside common document by participants
companies. the consortium
Proteus Distributed energy generation December, | The group disbanded in 2004, som
using fuel cells to improve 2000 of the ideas continue to percolate it
economic/socially disadvantaged the more discrete efforts of the
areas of the world customer design focus groups.
Cool Fuel Partnership between energy and | December, | Expanded to other companies aftel
carpet company to establish energg2000 initial success. Continues as a
use and to offset that use; carbon vibrant program between companies
reduction certified by third party. and uses a third party certification
process.
Women Leading | Dialogue group for women in the | December, | Meets by teleconference every 6
Sustainability consortium 2000 weeks. Hosted its first international
meeting April 2006 at Nike with 80
participants, 40 from the developing
world.
Customer Companies explore what 2000 & 2002 | Hosted on different issues by 2
Design Focus institutional customers would like separate companies, the customer
Groups in a new product/service by are provided by up to 8 MSC
convening them in exploration companies. Strategy emphasizes
sessions. short-duration projects.
Materials Companies working together on | 2002 Continues to evolve in regular
Pooling eliminating toxins from their value meetings, teleconference and in
chain by addressing their market person. Emphasis is limited to
needs to the chemical suppliers. removal of 3 primary toxins from the
shared materials streams.
Green Companies exploring how to creat003 Group disbanded.
Marketing more customer demand for green

products




TABLE 2: Categories, their Dimensions, and their Skence

Category/ | Salience* Definition and Example
Dimension
RELATION
38.9% QUALITIES OF RELATIONAL INTERACTION IN PARTICIPANT S EXPERIENCE OF THE
AL SPACE
CONSORTIUM
Peer Trus 12.3% An experience of trust, values similarity, and safty that transcends rank and is

experienced as peer-like.

| find the folks are innovative, creative, comgieve. They've tended to support each
other. They've tended not to be judgmental andretly demanding. It really has bee
I would use the term, “collaborative” and that we’all in this together, and there not
client-vendor relationship— which is where mosspénd our lives— it's more we're o
an equal level. We're peers.

[A participant] called me and he said “You knavipelieve in you. We are going to b
successful. I'm going to do my part.” So yeah, fegrl trust and support by your peers
Validated, understood. And | don't think there’sanumore support than that that you
can get.

oD

11

Inquiry-based
Learning

9.5%

A perception that participants are open to ideas tey had not previously considered
developed through a balance of advocacy and inquiry

Particularly for a business like ours it's vargportant for us to be part of interesting
conversations ...because we are learning what oteeple are thinking and what othe
organizations are doing in this area.

We spent time pulling together the learningsfithe Consortium work, at least our
learnings, for [Company X] to consider... And thayne back and said “Okay, well,
we're ready to work through a kind of a working pess, which we can present what y
found back to you after we engage the sales peopléhe management of [Company
in a discussion, to see if in fact there’s anyghive need to learn or change about our
business model and our sales approach.”

r

ve
X]

Helping

8.0%

People offering help, ideas, and a willingness tdare their insights to support each
other.

And | think, my hope is anyway, that the nemetsomeone wants to do a collaborat
effort like we helped [Company Y] to do, that watlain be able to help them craft the
design of their project and help them identify squitialls to watch out for and give the
some advice.

But | think because we have some history at,|@asre not foreign, we’re not
strangers to one another. We get that we are teehelp one another.

Process
over time

4.9%

Processes through which positive relationships afermed and develop.

| guess | was more sensitive to the actual edtkan | was the outcome.. And then
outcome almost becomes immaterial, as long asrbeeps is done in a sort of
straightforward and respectful way.

[We] build on personal relationships, build oguiding principals through that, and
then out of that comes a specific [project]likestithat we could do. Then... there’'s a
multiplier effect [as others] say “Oh, | want to diee same sort of thing.”

Connecting
Face-to-Facs

A

4.2%

The importance of close proximity in creating closeelationships. So when we were
at [one particular meeting]...we virtually had theisted space because we were all in
the same room and over the course of the threedaygot to know one another and
have a beer together and all that kind of soci&tiaction.
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Category/
Dimension

Salience*

Definition and Example

ACTION
PROJECTS

35.5%

TANGIBLE, OUTCOME-ORIENTED ACTION THAT CONTRIBUTES TO CONSORTIUM
WIDE PROJECTS

Tangible
goals

9.6%

Interest in tangible goals, solving problems, andreating measurable value
through projects.
And we see that in that kind of opportunity thaientioned, where there’s a clear
win-win in terms of the business case and an enkiental benefit for the company
| think one of the things that has not beenrasipunced, is...saying “Okay, what
are the goals and the desired outcomes of thisiactind how do we measure
those?” Again, | think that's tended to be more @i@al or qualitative.

Outcomes

8.9%

Any specific results that come from engagement inrpjects, including learning,
innovation, relationships, new business opportuniés, and so on.

So | think it's very important that you can dersivate that there are benefits to
each of the individual participants who are alscanweg their corporate hats
otherwise you’re not going to make any progress.

So it's been a strong... collaboration. As a nratfefact, we’re going to be in (X-
city) in about a month to sit down and debrief idatorked, what hasn’t worked,
what we've learned—all with a goal of trying to pait forward next year either at
the same scale or, potentially, | think ideally,atarger scale.

--See also specific project outcomes in Table 1--

Aligning
Interests

7.4%

The importance and the process of aligning on spédid goal(s) of a project.

We found that people who have not been invalvéte Consortium are just not
aligned, so they hear us talk about wanting to teléee we’re making a product pitc
to them, and don’'t want to let you in the doorv&oreally had to learn how to
navigate, to talk about this language of collaboratlearning that the Consortium is
aligned around and it's different from “We wantdome try to sell you a project.”

| would say not only a lot, but the goals have éaccbmmon goals. | can’t walk intQ
a collaboration and say “Here are the goals of tt@laboration.” It's got to be
common. And you don’t have to have unanimous cgnsenevery person that’s
involved in the collaboration needs to understand aubscribe to and feel a part of
those goals.

Project
structuring

3.3%

Specific organizing efforts to enact a project, awell as the development of
routines and a strategic business model for the pject.

I think we tried hard to structure tasks and teate [momentum]. If | was
frustrated about anything, it's just that in the ymaf the structure it's hard to get
work done between face to face meetings.

Resources

3.1%

Financial and other resources that participants ortheir corporation would have
to invest into these projects.

We need the funding to be able to move ahedddetfining [these projects]. And
the companies themselves, the people in the coepahey don’t have time.
Nothing’s going to happen unless there’s somebidynhe who'’s pushing them
along and scheduling conference calls and moviimggthahead. But there needs to
be funding to support that time for me.

Risk

2.7%

Participants perceptions of risk for their businessin undertaking a project or a
collaborative event.

[X-company] - at the end of the day many oftttiegs that they would need to do
make more sustainable [products] would actually ihetir whole franchise at risk.

=)

So, for them it was a matter of dealing with fabtsy do | deal with sustainability
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but not destroy my business.

We this as we’re trying to mitigate risk by tryiteypull together a wider coalition
of companies who will share the risk—so it woulginst be [Company A] or
[Company B] speaking out on global climate charnige/ould be all of us.

Category/
Dimension

Salience*

Definition and Example

STAKE-
HOLDER
INFLUENCES

13.4%

PRE-EXISTING ASPECTS OF PARTICIPANTSHOME COMPANY AND THEIR
OWN PERSONAL ASPIRATIONSWHICH AFFECT BEHAVIOR WITHIN THE
CONSORTIUM.

Organizationa
Context

6.0%

Issues that are specific to the home organizatiomcluding the
corporation’s values, mentions of previously exitig network
connections, utilization of pre-existing knowledgeabsorptive capacity,
and so on.

| think that if you look culturally, [Z-Compargid [our company] were
probably the biggest competitors in the room. Alidough we are very
different companies...we also share some culturalesathat | think are
important to both of us and that make us more nglli.to be more open
with each other than we might be with a company dién’t share those
values.

If I go to the meeting and | feel like...the compdoesn’t support this,
that really does influence sort of the quality lné tollaboration.

Organizational
Goals

3.7%

The goals of the home organization, including lealing, innovation,
corporate citizenship, building networks, enactinga commitment to
sustainability, and so on.

In the context of [the] consortium...the concelre are raised are the
concerns | have for [my company]... Me saying "tBisomething very
important to...the company.” And lately, the comphay in fact invested 3
lot of resources in trying to understand the [susahility] issue. And so |
think it's becoming less a personal issue and notgarly a business issue.

Frankly our goals are pretty modest comparechtuse of some other
companies and so our goals were very much acconmtenbdathin the
overall curve of the project as it got defined.

Persona
Aspirations

3.7%

Individuals’ personal drive, ambitions, aspirations and
reasons/passion for caring about sustainability isges and social
change.

My work is anchored in personal commitment.dcho align my
personal values and express those in work.

[Attending a special workshop on sustainalilitias just something tha
| was going to do regardless of whether or not poynpany] was going to
pay for it.
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Category/
Dimension

Salience*

Definition and Example

GOVERN-
ANCE

12.7%

CONTROL MECHANISMS AND STRUCTURES WITHIN THECONSORTIUM,
INCLUDING MEETINGS, MEMBERSHIP, AND THE MIX OF PARTICIPANTS
AT ANY GIVEN MEETING

Who is in the

Room

5.7%

The mix of consultants, NGOs and business people atmeeting;
potential conflicts with member-competitors; the oerall structure of
membership.

There were times during the meeting where lifadt...a paid
commercial for consulting services. Because it avasry heavy mix, it felt
like, of consultants that were in the room [who]r&valmost dominating
the conversation. And the meeting, you know, myedess to hear more
from the businesses, not to hear from the constsltmmd the market
research that they’d done.

And | was floored that there were more consultamtsttendance than
there were practitioners. All of a sudden, | waalifeg very uncomfortable.
And feeling low levels of trust.

Internal
Control

2.7%

Culture of informality; lack of formal (contractual ) governance rules.

It's hard to understand where you fit in the ess. It's ambiguous and
somewhat confusing. ... [and] at the moment [I] feal that's somewhat
the nature of the Consortium, the nature of theshend you just learn tg
live with it and you learn how to work within thentext of that kind of an
organization.

Meeting
Structure

2.4%

The schedule, space, and specific practices usedlie meetings.

Well, there aren’t a lot of environments wheesple truly collaborate.
...But at the end of the day, | think that the rea$an this group...was
more collaborative was that we were put in an emwvinent where
collaboration could occur and there weren't a |dtagendas going on and
because we all really wanted to and we were alinglto contribute.

| found that the small groups and the lunch ingstwere actually the
most productive for me, because it was an oppdstuaireally interact
with a small group of people, really stop and s&yHat is it that you
really, really do?” and “What are some of the chalges that you face
within your business?”

Leadership

2.0%

Importance of specific people who take leadershipate in projects,

and mentions of the founder of SoL as a perceiveddder.

[The SoL Founder] was involved as a project desigach and he helped
with a couple of the key interventions.

Well, you have, at [C-company], you have [ __ hjvis a key player. He
has very enthusiastically picked this up.... Andrikli ] has a similar
amount of enthusiasm. So you have a senior marjagé} a junior
manager at [C-company], that are really very respioe...and the
impression that | got is that the [project] has beeterrific.”

*Salience = ratio of mentions across total N=2369
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