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ABSTRACT 

UNFOLDING THE PROCESS OF WORKING WITH A NEW GROUP OF 

STAKEHOLDERS: A CASE OF PUBLIC PROCUREMENT OF INNOVATION IN THE 

CITY OF GUELPH 

Alireza Talebi Advisor: 

University of Guelph, 2020 Dr. Davar Rezania 

 

In 2016, the City of Guelph launched a program (CAP) for public procurement of innovation 

(PPI), containing three projects to engage a new group of stakeholders (start-ups) to address 

complex procurement issues. By composing three papers related to this program the objective 

here is to explore and explain the process of working and engaging with start-ups in the context 

of PPI projects. 

In the first paper, Collaborative Value Creation framework is used as a theoretical 

foundation to examine value creation in the context of temporary collaborative projects for PPI. 

The results indicate the evolution of collaboration in program phases. The case demonstrates that 

the values are interrelated and built upon each other as the program progresses. 

In order to better describe the process of working with a new group of stakeholders, in 

the second paper, I describe how governance evolves during the four phases of the CAP projects. 

The results demonstrate that a multi-level perspective is a more appropriate framework to study 

the governance of projects in PPI, since several aspects of governance interact at different levels 

and that agents and opportunities change at each stage. The results support the notion of a 



multilevel perspective on socio-technical transitions and provide evidence that, even in the 

instance of temporary PPI projects, governance is layered.  

In the first paper, it is noted that including start-ups as a new group of stakeholders in 

projects is a challenging task, requiring capabilities to be developed. Therefore, in the third 

paper, the goal is to identify and explain the mechanisms in developing capabilities to work with 

a new group of stakeholders given the context of the PPI projects. Developing capabilities for 

engaging start-ups in the PPI process is an instance of engaging external stakeholders in projects. 

I use a theoretical framework suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) embracing four capabilities to 

incorporate stakeholders in projects. The data analysis demonstrates three capabilities – namely, 

networking, competence mapping, and relational. The data also showed the extension of the 

competence mapping and relational capabilities. Lastly, CMO (context-mechanism-outcome) 

configuration is used to explain capabilities generated by the interaction of context and 

mechanisms in three stages of the projects. 
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1 

1. Chapter One: Introduction 

This study was initiated by an incident where the City of Guelph in Ontario, Canada, launched a 

program called the Civic Accelerator Program (CAP) as a collection of projects to engage in 

open innovation with various stakeholders – especially start-ups and entrepreneurs – to source 

solutions for complex municipal problems. CAP introduced public procurement of innovation 

(PPI) to the City of Guelph and contained three projects. These projects included: 1) optimizing 

parking space in the downtown area; 2) reducing water consumption and leakage; 3) and 

receiving feedback from citizens for planning decisions. Prior to this program, start-ups had 

never been considered as a group of stakeholders in the procurement process. Nevertheless, to 

address procurement challenges and promote local economic growth, they were considered as a 

group of stakeholders in this program.  

Stakeholders consist of those individuals, groups or organizations that affect, or are 

affected by activities of an organization or a program (Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 2015; 

Freeman, 1984). Stakeholder management involves identifying and analyzing those parties and 

incorporating them in strategic planning (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009; Freeman, 1984; Savage, 

Nix, Whitehead, & Blair, 1991). Stakeholder management (SM) has been used in the context of 

project management for over 30 years. Cleland (1985) introduced the concept of stakeholders to 

the project management literature by demonstrating the importance of recognizing, analyzing, 

prioritizing, and managing stakeholders in projects. Project-based entities deal with various 

individuals and groups who might impact, or be impacted by, the processes, outcomes, and 

objectives associated with specific projects. Organizations need to consider the interests of these 

stakeholders and take into account that project success factors are defined differently by 

particular stakeholders (Davis, 2014). Considering stakeholders, along with their interests and 
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expectations, is a fundamental task in project management (Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 

2015; PMI, 2008). Organizations, including temporary ones such as projects (Lundin & 

Söderholm, 1995), should integrate the interests of these groups in their objectives to advance 

stakeholders’ support so as to create value, and improve the chance of the organization’s survival 

(Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015; Freeman, 1984; Freeman, Phillips, & Sisodia, 2018). 

This represents an instrumental or strategic view in which stakeholders are seen as “instruments 

that may facilitate or impede the firm’s pursuit of its strategic business objectives” (Carroll & 

Buchholtz, 2009, p. 91). In the project management literature, the main approach towards 

stakeholder management has been instrumental, where it is used as a tool to improve the 

performance and output of projects (Eskerod & Huemann, 2013; Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 

2015; Freeman, Näsi, & Savage, 2010; Nguyen, Mohamed, & Panuwatwanich, 2018). 

Nevertheless, examination of working with new groups of stakeholders as an objective is 

overlooked. More precisely, a review of the project stakeholder management literature reveals a 

gap in unfolding the processes of working and engaging with new groups of stakeholders 

(Eskerod & Huemann, 2013; Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015; Eskerod, Huemann, & 

Savage, 2015; Jepsen & Eskerod, 2009).  

1.1. Motivation of the Study 

The initial motivation for this study was to clarify the process of working with a new group of 

stakeholders in a project-based program given the context of PPI. My interest stemmed from 

prior professional experience involving the procurement of required goods and services for a 

petrochemical company. Like many procurement cases, the objective was to obtain a product or 

service with defined specifications to fulfill a need or address an issue (Van Weele, 2010). 

However, in a PPI program, the problem is defined with no specific answer given. Participants 
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are then asked to offer a solution. This has been an innovative process in the pursuit of co-

developing solutions, which is called the public procurement of innovation (Rolfstam, 2013). 

This is a process where a new group of stakeholders (start-ups) and public agencies are 

participants in projects. 

 Despite the centrality of managing stakeholders in projects, the scholarly literature 

contains significant gaps in explaining the process of engaging a new group of stakeholders in 

projects (Cleland, 1985; Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 2015). More specifically, little is known 

about stakeholder engagement as an objective in the context of collaborative programs where 

small businesses and public agencies work together to develop solutions to address social issues. 

Furthermore, this issue has not been investigated with respect to public procurement of 

innovation in small cities. As such, I was encouraged to further examine the process of working 

with a new group of stakeholders, in the context of collaborative projects for public procurement 

of innovation. In this regard, I explored the case of CAP and considered the processes and 

outcomes in its specific context to better understand the case where the public sector works with 

a new group of stakeholders on a temporary basis.  

The second motive for this study is associated with the importance and interconnection of 

public procurement, PPI, and SMEs (small and medium-sized enterprises). As of 2015, 12% of 

GDP in OECD (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development) countries was spent 

on public procurement (Schmauch, 2016). In addition, 16 out of 34 OECD countries have a 

strategy to use procurement to support the delivery of innovative goods or services, while six of 

them regularly monitor and measure the results of those strategies (OECD, 2015). Studies 

associated with PPI indicate the importance of developing partnerships with SMEs (Mulgan, 

Tucker, Ali, & Sanders, 2007). SMEs play a critical role in national economies. For example, 
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almost 95% of enterprises in OECD countries are considered SMEs, accounting for 60% of 

employment in the private sector (OECD, 2015). Although the importance of SMEs in PPI has 

been recognized in the literature, little attention has been paid to PPI in the context of local 

government of small cities (Edler, Georghiou, Blind, & Uyarra, 2012; Georghiou, Edler, Uyarra, 

& Yeow, 2014; Peng & Cai, 2008).     

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the process of working with a new group of stakeholders 

in projects involving public procurement of innovation within the City of Guelph upon their 

implementation of CAP. To this end, a realistic evaluation (RE) approach is used to recognize 

context-mechanism-outcome interaction (Pawson, 1996, 2013; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). I use a 

realistic evaluation approach to organize the observations from a program conducted in a local 

government. RE is an approach for exploring “what works for whom in what circumstances” 

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997, p. 161). Furthermore, RE is a theory-driven approach, enabling me to 

apply appropriate theories to describe and explain the phenomenon (Brousselle & Buregeya, 

2018; Pawson, 1996; Pawson & Tilley, 1997).   

This thesis is divided into three papers. In the first paper, I examine CAP as a program 

that introduced public procurement of innovation in the city of Guelph in Canada. This is an 

exploratory study of the case in which I use template analysis to outline context, mechanisms and 

outcomes of the program. Furthermore, the Collaborative Value Creation (CVC) framework, 

suggested by Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) is used as a theoretical foundation to examine 

value creation in the context of temporary collaborative projects for PPI within the City of 

Guelph following their implementation of CAP (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). In spite of 

the significance of value creation in inter-organizational collaboration, sources and types of 
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value amid the collaboration stages required further investigation (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 

2012b; Le Pennec & Raufflet, 2018). The results from the CMO-based template analysis indicate 

the evolution of collaboration throughout phases of the CAP. The results offer an empirical 

validation of Austin and Seitanidi’s CVC framework by clearly demonstrating how the dynamics 

of value creation change during CAP phases. More precisely, the case demonstrates that the 

value created in one phase becomes part of the context or a mechanism of the next phase. The 

case also demonstrates that values (as outcomes) are interrelated and built upon each other 

during the successive stages of the program. Although the notion of interconnection is asserted 

by Le Pennec & Raufflet (2018), their pyramid is built in the specific order of 1) associational, 2) 

transferred resource, 3) interaction, and 4) synergistic values. Yet the case demonstrates that 

collaboration evolves in a much more complex order, not the same order as suggested in the 

literature (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b; Le Pennec & Raufflet, 2018). Results also reveal 

that mechanisms are interrelated and complementary. To realize a specific outcome, several 

mechanisms should interact, thereby increasing the complexity of collaboration.  

The results of the first paper indicated the need to further explore CAP as a collaborative 

program in the context of PPI in order to better describe the process of working with a new group 

of stakeholders. More precisely, the suggestion was to study the governance of such 

collaboration in projects as the governance of socio-technical change. PPI is characterized by 

novelty in some aspects of procured items, which requires research and development by a 

supplier to deliver the product (Rolfstam, 2013). Furthermore, an effective response to civic 

needs requires technological R&D. Hence, multifaceted social systems need to be adapted to the 

developed technology (Van Den Bergh, Truffer, & Kallis, 2011). To capture the complexity of 

social relations, structures, and political processes involved in the collective pursuit of interests, 
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the notion of governance is employed (Moss, 2009). Therefore, to describe PPI projects in CAP, 

I frame and explore these as the governance of socio-technical change.  

To describe governance, a theoretical foundation needs to be used. Using the model of 

governance of change (Borrás & Edler, 2014), I describe how governance evolves during the 

four phases of CAP projects. The results from the case study analysis demonstrate that a multi-

level perspective towards change is a more appropriate framework to study the governance of 

PPI projects (Geels, 2011). This is owing to the fact that several aspects of governance interact at 

different levels (policy, network, and project) and that agents and opportunities alter at each 

stage. The results support the notion of a multilevel perspective on socio-technical transitions 

(Geels, 2002, 2005, 2010), and provides evidence that, even in the case of temporary PPI 

projects, governance is layered. Though the interaction of the governance components is well 

established in the literature of socio-technical change (Borrás & Edler, 2014; Geels, 2011), the 

interaction across levels in the context of temporary projects is a novel finding. Therefore, 

highlighting the stratification of governance is the contribution of this study to the literature of 

PPI governance. 

In the first paper, it was noted that including start-ups as a new group of stakeholders in 

projects is a challenging task, requiring capabilities to be developed. Therefore, in the third 

paper, the goal is to identify and explain the mechanisms in developing capabilities to work with 

a new group of stakeholders in the context of the CAP projects. According to Carroll and 

Buchholtz (2009), stakeholder management includes recognizing and identifying those 

individuals or groups who have an interest in the firm’s decisions, and then incorporating them in 

the firm’s strategic and operating plans. SM has been considered and applied in the context of 

project management for over 30 years (Cleland, 1985; Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015; 



 
 

7 

Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 2015). A survey of the SM literature indicates that for there to be 

effective stakeholder management, organizations need to develop stakeholder management 

capability (SMC) (Behnam et al., 2018; Freeman, 1984). Although the notion of “project 

stakeholder inclusiveness” is discussed in the literature to the extent all stakeholders are 

embraced by the focal organization (Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015, p. 43), capabilities 

to integrate stakeholders is new to the project management studies. By linking project 

stakeholder inclusiveness and stakeholder management capability, I address the issue of 

developing capabilities to engage a new group of stakeholders (see Figure 1). It should be noted 

that there is no specific study (in the project management literature) concerning the identifying 

and developing of capabilities to include stakeholders.  

FIGURE 1. STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT AND PROJECT STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Engaging start-ups in the PPI process is an instance of engaging external stakeholders in 

projects. I use a theoretical framework suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) embracing four 

capabilities to incorporate stakeholders in projects. These include networking, competence 

mapping, relational, and desorptive capabilities. My third paper aims to answer two questions: 

Stakeholder 
Management

(Freeman, 1984, 2010)

Project Stakeholder 
Management

(Cleland, 1985; Eskerod et al., 2015)

For an effective 
stakeholder management, 

stakeholder 
management 

capabilities should be 
developed (Freeman, 1984, 
2010; Behnam et al, 2018).

Project Stakeholder 
Inclusiveness

(Eskerod et al, 2015; Eskerod & 
Huemann, 2014; Eskerod & 

Vaagaasar, 2014; Eskerod & Jepsen, 
2013) 

How? 
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(1) what are the required capabilities to engage start-ups in the context of PPI? and (2) how are 

these capabilities developed over the life of projects?  

For the first question, I use theory-driven and data-driven analyses to produce the refined 

framework. The resulting analysis demonstrates three capabilities suggested by Behnam et al. 

(2018) – networking, competence mapping, and relational – as well as the extension to the 

competence mapping and relational capabilities. To answer the second question, CMO 

configuration, suggested by Pawson (1996), is used to explain capabilities generated by the 

interaction of context and mechanisms in three stages of the projects. 

Although capabilities to incorporate stakeholders are explored in specific context such as 

sustainability and open innovation, further studies are required for different contexts, including 

project-based collaborative programs (Behnam et al., 2018). My study is in the context of public 

procurement where private and public sectors collaborate in a project-based program. 

1.3. Case Study: City of Guelph 

A case study was conducted to explore a new program which introduced PPI to a small Canadian 

city. In the summer of 2016, the City of Guelph, Ontario, Canada, launched a program (CAP) as 

a pilot project to engage with various stakeholders, including start-ups and entrepreneurs, to co-

create solutions for complex procurement problems. The CAP was launched from the office of 

the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) at the City and was led by a dedicated champion within 

that office. Several partners participated in this program, including the Guelph Chamber of 

Commerce, Innovation Guelph, CBaSE (Centre for Business and Student Enterprise), and 

Guelph Lab. Three projects were defined to address using this program. These were: 1) 

optimizing available parking space in the downtown area; 2) ways of reducing water 
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consumption and preventing leakage; 3) and mechanisms of receiving feedback from citizens on 

planning decisions. 

For these projects, an RFP (Request for Proposal) was released on June 20, 2016 in a 

public launch featuring the mayor of Guelph. By the end of the application period (July 11, 

2016), 13 applications were received, and based on several criteria, appropriate candidates were 

selected. The goal was to co-develop solutions for the afore mentioned challenges with selected 

entrepreneurs. At the end of the program, a solution was developed for the water challenge and a 

contract was signed between the City and the start-up. For the planning challenge, the start-up 

was selected, and parties collaborated to co-develop the solution. However, at the end no 

contract was signed. At the beginning of the program, the parking challenge was dropped as 

well.  

1.4. Methodology 

My methodological approach is mainly informed by realistic evaluation. RE is the proper 

approach to observe and explore a new program within its context (Westhorp et al., 2011). Prior 

to CAP, similar PPI programs were implemented in other cities across the US and Europe. 

Adapting the PPI program at the city of Guelph required investigation of the contextual factors. 

RE is used to explore “what works for whom in what circumstances” (Pawson & Tilley, 1997, p. 

161). Furthermore, since RE is a theory-driven approach, the researcher can choose the 

appropriate theory or framework to describe and explain the phenomenon (Brousselle & 

Buregeya, 2018; Pawson, 1996; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Accordingly, for the first paper, I did 

an exploratory study and used CMO as my template to analyze the relevant data. For the second 

paper, a descriptive approach is utilized to describe the governance of projects. In the last paper, 
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which seeks to explain capabilities of working with start-ups, an explanatory approach is 

adopted.  

Given the exploratory nature of the first paper, I assume a qualitative, case-study 

approach to understand how collaboration evolves in a PPI setting by observing different 

variables and their interactions, as well as contextual conditions that are pertinent to the case 

(Eisenhardt, 1989a; Yin, 1994, 2009). Following the RE approach, the context-mechanism-

outcome (CMO) interaction is recognized (Pawson, 1996; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). I begin with 

the development of CMO definitions for template analysis using three components of context, 

mechanism, and outcome (Brennen, 2017; Kazi, 2011; King, 1998) in each stage of the CAP. 

These codes are either defined in advance or they are modified in the process of exploring and 

analyzing the data (Kazi, 2011).  

I organize the interviews and the data according to the stages of the projects (problem 

identification, partner selection, relationship development, and relationship evaluation). Using 

the CMO codebook, I code the interviews into themes defined by context, mechanisms, and 

outcomes, which could then be assembled into CMO configurations (Jackson & Kolla, 2012; 

Pawson, 2013; Sorinola, 2014). To categorize the outcomes as values, I use Austin and 

Seitanidi’s (2012a, 2012b) types of value observed in a collaborative relationship, as 

associational, transferred resource, interaction, and synergistic values. 

The objective of the second paper is to describe the governance of the program and track 

its governance components over the life of projects. Accordingly, a descriptive case study 

method suggested by Yin (2017) is appropriate. A single descriptive case study approach helps 

me to identify the key actors and explain the interaction of the three pillars of governance based 
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on the selected theoretical framework (Mills, Durepos, & Wiebe, 2010). Data are analyzed in 

two phases. In the first stage, the case history is provided in order to identify major information 

and the phases of the program. The second stage is theory-driven analysis (Pawson & Tilley, 

1997). For each phase identified in the first stage, Borrás & Edler’s (2014) model of governance 

is used as a codebook to decipher information collected, assisting in the process of identifying 

elements of governance (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). In this stage, interviews and associated data 

are reviewed to recognize actors’ motivation and actions, as well as ideas related to the 

governance of projects. The goal is to find themes, describing the three pillars and their 

antecedents, or consequences with respect to the governance of projects in CAP. 

In the last paper, the objective is to identify and explain capabilities required to engage 

start-ups as a new group of stakeholders in projects. In this paper, I first use template analysis 

based on the SMC framework (Behnam et al., 2018) to identify capabilities to engage start-ups. 

According to this framework, capabilities to incorporate external actors include networking, 

competence mapping, relational, and desorptive. I then form the codebook based on this 

framework. This is a top-down approach, starting with codes developed from the SMC 

framework. Next, I conduct a bottom-up analysis of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012). This 

is a data-driven process to identify major themes arising out of the data. The comparison of top-

down and bottom-up coding helps me to refine the original framework which is developed by 

Behnam et al. (2018). To explain the development of capabilities, I use the CMO configuration 

for each capability to identify the interaction between context and mechanisms that has led to 

that capability (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). The data analysis is conducted in three stages of the 

projects to identify appropriate mechanisms in developing capabilities to engage start-ups. These 
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stages are: initiation, execution, and closing. Table 1 summarizes the theoretical frameworks and 

analysis used for the three papers.    

Yin (2009) recommends designing and following a strict case study protocol in order to 

ensure reliability of data and the results. Accordingly, major stakeholders are interviewed to 

collect data regarding the CAP operation, mechanisms, and governance. Validation of the data is 

achieved by triangulating the data in the case study with third party external sources (Stake, 

1995).  

TABLE 1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS AND ANALYSIS 
 

Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 3 

Theoretical 

Framework 

Collaborative Value 

Creation (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). 

Model of governance of 

change (Borrás & Edler, 

2014). 

Stakeholder Management 

Capability Framework  

(Behnam et al., 2018). 

Analysis 

Template analysis using 

Context-Mechanism-

Outcome 

(Crabtree & Miller, 1999; 

Kazi, 2011; King, 1998; 

Pawson & Tilley, 1997).  

Descriptive case analysis  

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997; 

Yin, 2017). 

- Template analysis to 

identify capabilities 

(Crabtree & Miller, 1999; 

Kazi, 2011; King, 1998; 

Pawson & Tilley, 1997). 

- Explanatory analysis to 

explain mechanisms 

(Pawson, 1996, 2013; 

Pawson & Tilley, 1997). 

1.5. Data Collection 

Semi-structured interviews with major stakeholders of the program are used as a major source 

for data collection. The interview procedure is mainly informed by Pawson (1996) and Pawson 

and Tilley (1997), which is known as “theory-driven interviews”. As such, the researcher’s 

theory is the subject of the interview instead of the interviewee’s ‘thoughts and deeds’ (Smith & 

Elger, 2012). I use the interview data to verify, falsify, or even to refine the researcher’s theory 

(Pawson, 1996). In addition, participants’ websites, archival records, and the RFPs are explored 

to find associated information. Table 2 lists major data sources as well as the timeline and the 
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number of interviews. For the third paper, Dataset 3 is used to verify the data collected from 

other sources.  

TABLE 2. DATA COLLECTION  

 Papers 1, 2, 3 Papers 1, 2, 3 Paper 3 

Dataset 1 Dataset 2 Dataset 3 

Major Data 

Sources 

- Interviews by School of 

Environmental Design 

and Rural Development, 

University of Guelph 

- Interviews conducted 

by the researcher 

- Interviews conducted 

by the researcher 

Interview 

Timelines 

June 2017 – September 

2017 

December 2017 – March 

2018 

January 2019 – March 

2019 

Number of 

Interviews 
17 12 4 

Collected data are analyzed phase by phase. Four procurement phases are used to analyze 

the data for the first two papers (Edquist, Vonortas, Zabala-Iturriagagoitia, & Edler, 2015; 

Edquist & Zabala-Iturriagagoitia, 2012; Georghiou et al., 2014). For paper 3, since the focus is 

on projects, I follow a common 3-phase of initiation-execution-closing for projects to analyze the 

data (Ibbs & Kwak, 2000; Pinto & Prescott, 1988) (see Table 3). 

TABLE 3. PROCUREMENT AND PROJECT PHASES 

Phases Papers 1 & 2  

(procurement phases) 

Paper 3  

(project phases) 

1 Identifying a Problem Initiation 

2 Finding a Partner/Start-up Execution 

3 Developing the Relationship Closing 

4 Evaluating the Relationship 
 

1.6. Theoretical Contribution 

CAP as a collection of collaborative projects for public procurement of innovation was launched 

in the city of Guelph in 2016. In this program, a new group of stakeholders was included to being 

engaged in public projects. The purpose of this study was to examine how the process of 



 
 

14 

working with a new group of stakeholders unfolded in a project-based program given the context 

of PPI. This was prompted by the gap in the relevant literature in explaining the process of 

engaging a new group of stakeholders in projects (Cleland, 1985; Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 

2015). More precisely, in the literature of SM, working with all stakeholders to achieve a specific 

purpose is explored (Behnam et al., 2018; Freeman, 1984); however, working with a single 

group of stakeholders to address an objective is not discussed. This study is a case of project-

based collaboration with stakeholders to find innovation-based solutions for procurement needs 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012b, 2012a; Zatepilina-Monacell, 2015). In the first paper, CAP is framed 

and described as a case of collaboration. Furthermore, using an exploratory approach, the 

mechanisms and outcomes in the context are explored to better understand the collaboration that 

occurred on a temporary basis.  

This collaboration demands the projects to be adjusted and governed accordingly. The 

governance of PPI projects is an instance of the governance of socio-technical systems (Van Den 

Bergh et al., 2011). This collaboration might create some changes over the life of projects. Thus, 

social and technical systems should be changed in accordance with this transition. To understand 

this collaboration, we need to know how this socio-technical change is governed. Therefore, in 

the second paper, the governance of this collaboration is described over the life of projects.  

Collaboration with stakeholders require capabilities which should be recognized and 

developed (Behnam et al., 2018; Freeman, 1984). In the third paper, considering the changes in 

socio-technical system, the objective is to explore and explain the capabilities to work with start-

ups as a new group of stakeholders.   

In these three papers, the claim was not to make a “new grand theory paradigm”. Rather 

the goal was to “extend, clarify, or apply received theories in new and interesting ways” in the 
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field of strategic management (Makadok, Burton, & Barney, 2018, p. 1530). A theory can be 

divided into eight components and most theoretical contributions are associated with changing a 

few of them (Makadok et al., 2018). The major contributions in this thesis concern two aspects. 

One of these is theoretical in nature (research question), while the other pertains to the literature 

of public management.  

1. Research question – in the literature of project stakeholder management, all 

stakeholders should be recognized, analyzed, prioritized, and managed (Eskerod, 

Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015; Hargrave, 2015; Jepsen & Eskerod, 2009). In this 

instrumental approach, the interests of stakeholders should be considered since they 

contribute to the project success (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009; Davis, 2014). I change 

the research question by modifying an existing question in the literature (Makadok et 

al., 2018). Instead of using stakeholder management as an instrument to improve 

project success, I raise the issue of working with a new group of stakeholders as an 

objective. Although considering stakeholders to improve project success is essential, 

the issue of required capabilities to work with a new group of stakeholders has not 

been discussed. More precisely, identifying capabilities required for managing project 

stakeholders is a reformulation of the original research question.  

2. Contribution to the public management literature – it is true that the process of public-

private collaboration is discussed in the literature (Ferlie, Lynn, & Pollitt, 2005; 

McLaughlin, Osborne, & Ferlie, 2002; Osborne, 2000; Osborne, Radnor, & 

Strokosch, 2016). Modes of governance for this relationship have also been explored 

(Johnston & Gudergan, 2007; Silva, 2004; Stoker, 1998; Ysa, 2007). Nevertheless, 

most studies in this field are conceptualized based on transaction cost theory (Birner 
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& Wittmer, 2006; Jin & Doloi, 2008; Parker & Hartley, 2003), agency theory 

(Devapriya, 2006; Hurst & Reeves, 2004; R. Mu, 2008; Parker, Dressel, Chevers, & 

Zeppetella, 2018), or network theory (Chowdhury, Chen, & Tiong, 2011; Klijn, 2009; 

Loffler, 2008; Stoker, 1998). In this research, and specifically in the second paper, the 

governance of CAP is framed and described as a socio-technical phenomenon (Van 

Den Bergh et al., 2011).  

1.7. Limitations 

This study was aimed at unfolding the process of working and engaging with a new group of 

stakeholders in a project-based program given the context of public procurement of innovation. 

To address this objective, the first paper examines value creation in the context of temporary 

collaborative projects for PPI within the City of Guelph. Following the outcomes of the first 

paper, two additional papers were designed to describe the governance of the program and 

explain capability development to engage a new group of stakeholders. This is not to suggest that 

the other outcomes of the first paper were trivial. Rather, addressing them all is deemed too 

ambitious for a single case study. Identifying the associated literature gap for these papers first 

inspired me to address the research gap and then secondly to single out specific areas which 

more precise contributions could be made.  

Although I interviewed most of the stakeholders involved in the program, I was not able 

to collect data from all participants. This limited the analysis and interpretation of the data 

collected. Including further participants could have provided additional information and allowed 

me to consider a greater diversity of views to describe and explain the process of working with a 

new group of stakeholders. This provides an opportunity for future research to include those 

start-ups who are not selected for such collaborative programs. The result might be recognizing 
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additional aspects of capabilities to engage start-ups. I also focused mainly on start-ups as a new 

group of stakeholders joining a PPI program. Future studies should consider alternate types of 

stakeholders to explore capabilities required to engage them considering their unique attributes.     
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2. Chapter Two: Paper One 

2.1. Abstract 

Procurement for innovation has been described as an effective way a public agency can 

impact the direction of innovation. In this paper, I examine CAP as a program that 

introduced public procurement of innovation in the city of Guelph in Canada. Mechanisms 

and outcomes of this program are identified, while outlining how those mechanisms and 

outcomes change over the life of the program. I draw upon the literature on collaborative 

value creation and public procurement for innovation. Realistic evaluation approach is 

used to design and frame the data collection and analysis. Results show that as the program 

develops the outcome of one phase of a program becomes an aspect of the context or 

mechanism for the next phase. The findings offer an empirical examination of Austin and 

Seitanidi’s Collaborative Value Creation framework in the context of temporary projects 

and extend the pyramid of value creation suggested by Le Pennec and Raufflet. 

2.2. Introduction 

Among the sustainable development goals established by the UN, goal number nine encourages 

us to “build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialization and foster 

innovation” (UN General Assembly, 2015). This innovation may happen through project-based 

collaborative programs in which small businesses and public agencies play an important role (see 

also sub-goal 9.3). These collaborative projects enable public agencies to combine resources 

from a range of stakeholders in order to address social issues that have no predefined solutions. 

These projects are expected to deliver value. Despite the centrality of value creation in inter-

organizational collaboration, comprehensive reviews of the literature indicate significant gaps 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b; Le Pennec & Raufflet, 2018). For example, further research 
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is needed to understand what sources and types of value are associated with the stages of 

collaboration (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). More precisely, little is known about the sources and 

types of value created through project-based collaborative programs in which small businesses 

and public agencies work together to develop products that can be commercialized to address 

societal issues. 

Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) indicate four types of value that can be created in 

inter-organizational collaborations: 1) associational value, 2) transferred resource value, 3) 

interaction value, and 4) synergistic value.  

The sources of value include resource complementarity, resource nature, resource 

directionality and use, along with linked interests. Resource complementarity, discussed in the 

resource dependency literature, suggests that collaboration is centered on gaining access to 

resources that are different than those one already possessed (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Resource nature refers to how partners can support collaboration through generic resources, 

whether money, a positive reputation, or through valuable organization-specific resources such 

as infrastructure, capabilities, knowledge, and relationships that impact an organization’s success 

(Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). Resource directionality and use describes how resources are 

deployed. Resource flow can be unilateral from one partner, or it can be bilateral and include 

reciprocal exchange (Ensign & Hébert, 2010). Conjoined intermingling of resources can produce 

value that neither partner could have created alone (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a). Linked interests 

designate how cross-sector collaborators have specific objective functions and lack a common 

value assessment. It stresses the importance of understanding how partners view value, reconcile 

differing value creation frames, and perceive fairness in value exchanges (Austin & Seitanidi, 

2012a). 
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To examine Austin and Seitanidi’s model empirically, Le Pennec and Raufflet (2018) 

propose a pyramid of value creation in inter-organizational collaborations. The purpose of this 

current paper is to further examine the framework and the pyramid of value creation in the 

context of temporary collaborative projects for public procurement of innovation. This detailed 

empirical research is based on a 2-year case study of a public procurement of innovation 

program initiated by the City of Guelph in Ontario, Canada. The paper’s contributions provide 

evidence for types of value created in such projects and the dynamic path of value creation in a 

collaborative process, thereby extending Le Pennec and Raufflet’s (2018) model. 

2.3. Literature Review 

It has been recognized that creating value is the central justification for projects (Laursen & 

Svejvig, 2016; Martinsuo & Klakegg, 2019), and that it is essential for collaboration across 

organizations (Austin, 2000). Collaboration may serve multiple purposes, and therefore, it is 

fundamental for project management which requires interdisciplinary expertise and cooperation 

from many different partners. Collaboration can take different forms based on the actors 

involved, the prevailing social norms and values, the interaction’s intensity, the activities 

accepted, as well as the conditions and objectives (Sutherland, Darnhofer, Wilson, & Zagata, 

2014).  

In the public sector, collaborations typically include actors from governmental agencies 

alongside those from business and civil society (Sullivan & Skelcher, 2003). For these public 

sector-led collaborations, value creation emphasizes the realization of benefits in response to 

some policy objectives for the wider community rather than for special interests (Sullivan & 

Skelcher, 2003). These public sector-led collaborations take place in diverse areas of service 
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delivery by local governments (Sullivan & Skelcher, 2003), including the public procurement of 

innovation. 

PPI harnesses public sector demand to stimulate innovation (Edler & Georghiou, 2007). 

In this type of procurement, instead of focusing on a pre-defined product or service to solve a 

problem, the problem itself is pre-defined, and potential bidders are requested to address the 

issue in their own way (Rolfstam, 2013). Procurement for innovation policies exemplifies the 

demand-side approach to innovation in the creation of original solutions (Edler & Georghiou, 

2007). 

Demand-side policies strengthen markets for innovation and are effective instruments for 

encouraging innovation (Uyarra & Flanagan, 2010). When public demand is oriented towards 

procuring innovative solutions and products, better products and services are apt to be developed 

(Rolfstam, 2013). Moreover, potential spillovers generate value and economic growth (Edler & 

Georghiou, 2007). As there are multiple objectives and motivations for utilizing PPI by local 

governments, their evaluation has a particular significance in the wider political environment. 

Citizens and other stakeholders who are the intended beneficiaries of the innovation outcome 

will be concerned with the value created in addition to the process for value creation, such as 

transparency, accountability, and openness. Consequently, the performance of such 

collaborations can be analyzed from several different theoretical perspectives. 

Skelcher and Sullivan (2008) review the literature and identify five different theory-

driven approaches to explain and measure the performance of public-oriented collaborations. 

Their review identifies five performance domains, covering the democratic, integrative, 

transformative, policy, and sustainability dimensions of collaboration in a political environment. 

The domains can be analyzed with a corresponding theory which includes democratic theory, 
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exchange and power-dependency theory, institutional theory, policy network theory, and 

discourse theory (Skelcher & Sullivan, 2008). Each theory explains different attributes of 

collaborative performance. This reflects the multi-dimensional nature of collaboration and the 

different ways that collaborative performance can be examined. 

Austin and Seitanidi (2012a) define collaborative values as the benefits relative to the 

costs incurred by the interaction of collaborators. Their Collaborative Value Creation (CVC) 

framework (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a) which is focused on partnering between not-for-profit 

and businesses, encompasses 4 components: 

1) Value creation spectrum: collaboration arrangement varies on the spectrum by its 

degree, consequence and form. In the CVC framework, the value creation spectrum 

suggests four prospective sources of value and categorizes four modes of 

collaborative value that reveal various systems in which benefits occur;  

2) Collaboration stage: this discloses how value creation differs among various types of 

collaborative relationships. The nature of this relationship and value creation 

spectrum changes depending on its stage regarding the form of interaction and 

intensity; 

3) The partnering process: this explains the value creation dynamics in the creation and 

implementation phases. In the CVC framework, the collaboration continuum (CC) 

includes four relationship stages: philanthropic (a one-sided transfer of resources), 

transactional (reciprocal exchange), integrative (integration and value co-creation), 

and transformational collaborations (beyond the integrative stage to a greater stage of 

convergence). Next, the CVC framework describes the partnering process as a set of 

value creation dynamics in the stages of formation, selection, and implementation. 
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Formation, the initial assessment of the potential for organizational fit, begins as a 

fundamental basis for the realization of value. Selection is the process in choosing a 

partner based on the previous assessment of partner-fit-potential. Selection comprises 

of microprocesses that occur with each partner on the organizational level. 

Implementation is the value creation mechanism that links interests in cross-sector 

interactions which can involve operations, design and partnership institutionalization; 

4) Collaboration outcome: this includes internal and external benefits and costs, along 

with partnership consequences on the micro, meso, and macro levels (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a). 

Since the work of Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b), CVC research has expanded to 

cover a variety of studies including inter-organizational collaboration (Le Pennec & Raufflet, 

2018), collaborations between small businesses and non-profit ones (Zatepilina-Monacell, 2015), 

the impact of cross-sector collaboration on non-profit capacity (Shumate, Fu, & Cooper, 2018), 

and public sector collaboration (Ramadass, Sambasivan, & Xavier, 2018). These studies 

recognize that context is important when examining the dynamics of how collaboration processes 

contribute to value creation. Furthermore, as Austin & Seitanidi (2012a) observe, one of the key 

questions has been how collaboration unfolds during a collaborative project. To the researcher’s 

knowledge, no studies have examined the dynamics of collaboration in the context of PPI in 

small cities. The objective of this paper is to explore a case of PPI in a small city to examine how 

value creation unfolds during the project. 

This paper is structured as follows. I first describe why I chose a realistic evaluation 

approach. I then introduce the conceptual framework based on the three dimensions of realistic 

evaluation – context, mechanisms, and outcomes. This then serves to develop a codebook for a 
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template analysis of the case. Through this process, I identify the mechanisms and outcomes of 

the program, while outlining how those mechanisms and outcomes change over the life of the 

projects. I then discuss those outcomes in the light of Austin and Seitanidi’s (2012a, 2012b) four 

types of value and Le Pennec & Raufflet’s (2018) pyramid of value creation in inter-

organizational collaborations. I conclude the chapter by calling for empirical studies to further 

explore the conceptual claims I make.  

2.4. Methodology 

Given the exploratory nature of this paper, a qualitative, case-study approach has been adopted. 

The objective is to thoroughly understand how collaboration evolves in a PPI setting. This 

understanding was generated by observing different variables and their interactions, as well as 

the contextual conditions that were pertinent to the case (Eisenhardt, 1989b; Yin, 1994, 2009). 

The study was guided by Pawson and Tilley’s (1997) realist approach to program evaluation. 

Realistic Evaluation is a method for evaluating “what works for whom in what circumstances” 

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Rather than focusing on the development of general theories about 

what causes change, the objective is to identify the varieties of outcomes and factors that 

contribute to those outcomes. RE is an appropriate method for this study as I aim to learn more 

about a social program (Westhorp et al., 2011). 

As the aim was to identify the context-mechanism-outcome (CMO) configuration, I 

started with the development of CMO definitions for template analysis (Brennen, 2017; Kazi, 

2011; King, 1998). For the themes, I used three fundamental components referred to in RE: 

contexts, mechanisms, and outcomes. These codes were defined either in advance or they were 

modified in the process of exploring and analyzing the data (Kazi, 2011). The process of 

template analysis can be described as follows (Drisko & Tina, 2016; Kazi, 2011): 
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1. Codes are developed on an a priori basis from theory or from an initial read of the data; 

2. These codes serve as template categories for thematic analysis; 

3. Excerpts from the text that are indicators of those template categories are identified; 

4. Codes assigned to text excerpts are just identification “tags” with no conceptual use;  

5. The template might be changed as the analysis progresses; 

6. Template approaches may yield to descriptions or typologies.  

Based on the definitions in the RE literature, I can specify the C-M-O indicators as 

follows: 

• Contexts: individual characteristics, relational interactions, employment dynamics, 

organizational setting, and institutional environment (Astbury, 2013) or social, economic, 

structural, and organizational features (Pawson & Tilley, 1997) that enable or limit the 

operation of program mechanisms (Astbury, 2013). 

• Mechanisms: fundamental causal forces, which are built on the reasoning of participants 

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Mechanisms indicate the ways that programs change people’s 

decision-making. These decisions are people’s reactions to the resources, offered by the 

programs (Westhorp et al., 2011). Mechanism are aspects of a program that make it work 

(Astbury, 2013).  

• Outcomes: expected and unexpected consequences generated by the interaction of 

mechanisms and context (Astbury, 2013; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). 

To categorize the outcomes as values, I use Austin and Seitanidi’s four types of value 

observed in a collaborative relationship (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 731). 
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a. Associational value is a benefit that is driven by having a collaborative 

relationship with the other organization. Examples include improved visibility and 

reputation; 

b. Transferred resource value refers to the benefit derived from receiving a resource 

from a partner. Examples include learning a new skill, or receiving financial 

support; 

c. Interaction value comprises the intangibles such as trust, relational capital, 

knowledge, that accrue as a result of the collaboration. These are both required 

and produced by the collaboration.  

d. Synergistic value is created when combining partners’ resources enable them to 

accomplish more together than they would have been able to do separately. 

Examples include innovations that happen from combining partners resources. 

2.5. Case Selection 

The objective was to examine how collaboration and the types of value created unfold through 

project-based collaborative programs. This examination was focused in the context of small 

businesses and public agencies working together to develop products that could be 

commercialized to address societal issues. Hence, I chose a program of PPI that took place at the 

city of Guelph. Guelph has a population of approximately 130,000 people (Statistics Canada, 

2019). It has been consistently ranked as one of Canada's best places to live owing to its clean 

environment and high level of income (Statistics Canada, 2019). In the City of Guelph’s 2016-

2018 Corporate Administrative Plan, three goals are set forth to address the expectations of 

residents: service excellence, financial stability, and innovation. Moreover, in terms of 

innovation, three strategic focus areas are identified by the City: 1) building an adaptive 
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environment for government innovation to ensure fiscal and service sustainability; 2) delivering 

public service effectively, and; 3) ensuring accountability, transparency, and engagement. In 

addition, according to the City’s Community Engagement Framework, the City of Guelph aims 

to make decisions in a transparent, accountable, and sustainable way. Ensuring to become a 

sustainable city is also mentioned in the third strategic focus area.  

More precisely, I focused on a program involving the introduction of a civic accelerator 

program (CAP) that was initiated as a project to engage with entrepreneurs and businesses to 

create solutions for complex municipal problems. In this procurement process, various 

stakeholders were expected to collaborate. The goal was to solve procurement problems which 

do not have an explicit specification. The CAP was created to help find solutions for these 

problems by making the City procurement more accessible through an open innovation process, 

while furthering social and economic development by assisting companies to innovate and bring 

new products or services to the market. The CAP was launched from the office of the Chief 

Administrative Officer at the City and was led by a dedicated champion within that office.  

2.6. Data Collection and Analysis 

In addition to publicly available data and documents about the history and progress of the 

program and projects, along with associated reports, I conducted semi-structured interviews with 

the main participants. Table 4 presents the participants in the case and the number of interviews 

with each participant. Each interview was recorded and took 60 to 90 minutes. I also used 17 

interviews with the participants in the program conducted by another researcher from the 

University of Guelph who had studied CAP for the program evaluation. 
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TABLE 4. PARTICIPANTS IN THE CAP 

Key actor Description 
Major data 

sources 

Number of 

Interviews 

(by another 

researcher) 

Number 

of 

Interviews 

(by me) 

City of Guelph 

A city in Ontario, 

Canada with a 

population of 130000. 

Interviews, 

documents, and 

external sources 

1 2 

CBaSE 

University of Guelph’s 

Centre for Business and 

Student Enterprise, 

introduces 

entrepreneurship at the 

University of Guelph 

and provides 

transformational 

learning experiences for 

students. 

Interviews and 

external sources 
- 2 

Innovation Guelph 
An association of 

innovators in Guelph. 

Interviews and 

external sources 
3 1 

Businesses 
Small businesses 

responding to RFPs. 
Interviews  4 2 

City departments 
Various departments at 

the City of Guelph. 

Interviews and 

external sources 
6 1 

Guelph Lab 

A partnership between 

the City of Guelph’s 

Civic Innovation and 

the University of 

Guelph to leverage 

research from the 

University of Guelph 

and apply research to 

real-life problems. 

Interviews  1 1 

Guelph Chamber 

of Commerce 
Chamber of commerce. External sources - - 

Open Data 

Exchange (ODX) 

A public-private 

partnership to enable the 

exchange of data. 

Interviews and 

external sources 
2 1 

Total   17 10 

Data analysis was performed using template analysis. I started the analysis by identifying 

stages in the lifetime of the procurement program. Initially, a problem needs to be defined by the 

relevant department. I call this stage “problem identification” or the “problem discovery phase”. 
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In the second stage, a partner is identified for solution co-development. In the third stage, the 

winner is selected, and a partnership is developed, with the aim of discovering the solution. At 

the final stage, there will be an evaluation. Moreover, there is a possibility of the winner 

commercializing the solution.  

I organized the data along these stages and analyzed it using a template approach 

(Brennen, 2017; Kazi, 2011; King, 1998). I used a top-down approach, with the three main 

themes (higher-order codes) of outcomes, mechanisms, contexts, and with sub-themes (or lower-

order codes) under each. In the methodology section, the indicators for context, mechanism, and 

outcome were identified and explained. I used these indicators in my dataset to identify these 

CMO configurations. The results are provided in Tables 5, 6, and 7.  

The interviews and the data are organized according to the stages of the projects (problem 

identification, partner selection, relationship development, and evaluating the relationship). I 

used the CMO codebook and coded the interviews into themes defined by context, mechanisms, 

and outcomes, which could then be assembled into CMO configurations (Jackson & Kolla, 2012; 

Pawson, 2013; Sorinola, 2014).  

TABLE 5. CONTEXT IDENTIFICATION  

Phase Indicator/Code Context 

1 Social feature - Guelph is a small city. 

1 Institutional environment 
- Existence of participants including CBaSE, Innovation 

Guelph, and ODX. 

1 Institutional environment  - Sustainability is a priority for City. 

1 Institutional environment - Everything should be followed by the rules and regulation. 

1 Institutional environment - Structured and legitimized procedure.  

1 Institutional environment - Procurement guidelines. 

1 Institutional environment - Purchasing bylaw. 

1 Organizational feature - Departments are reluctant to cooperate. 

1 Organizational feature - Departments are actively looking for the solution. 

2 Institutional environment - Highly regulated environment. 
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2 
Institutional / 

Organizational feature 

- City is viewed by start-ups as a complicated, bureaucratic, and 

time-wasting entity. 

2 Organizational feature - Departments are reluctant to cooperate. 

2 Economic feature - The market is risky and ambiguous. 

2 Social feature - Availability of entrepreneurs. 

3 Institutional environment - Collaborative environment. 

3 Organizational feature - Shared knowledge and time. 

4 Relational interaction - Participants know each other well.  

4 Relational interaction - Relationship is developed among the partners. 

 

TABLE 6. MECHANISM IDENTIFICATION  

Phase Indicator/Code Mechanism 

1 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Citizens expectations to resolve civic 

issues. 

1 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Departmental pressure to solve procurement 

issues. 

1 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Coordination amongst participants. 

1 People’s reaction to the program resources - Regular meetings among participants. 

1 
The ways program changes people’s 

decision-making 

- Receiving advice from the cities of 

Amsterdam and San Francisco. 

1 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Analogy of investment. 

1 People’s reaction to the program resources - Opportunity for employee engagement. 

2 
People’s reaction to the program resources - Collaboration between the City and start-

ups initiated. 

2 
Aspects of a program that make it work - Four criteria are introduced to evaluate 

proposals and choose the partner. 

3 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Networking. 

3 Aspects of a program that make it work - Financial and non-financial incentives. 

3 
Aspects of a program that make it work - Marketing and advertising opportunities for 

winners. 

3 Aspects of a program that make it work - Technical support and mentorship. 

4 
Causal forces based on reasoning of 

participants 

- Contract. 
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TABLE 7. OUTCOME IDENTIFICATION  

Phase Indicator/Code Outcome 

1 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Problem identification.  

1 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Problems prioritization. 

2 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 

- The RFP winner is selected to co-create the 

solution. 

2 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Start-up engagement.  

2 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Innovation. 

2 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Economic development.  

2 
Unexpected consequences from the 

interaction of mechanisms and context 

- A tight competition among the bidders and 

a good number of responses from start-ups. 

2 
Unexpected consequences from the 

interaction of mechanisms and context 
- Dropping the parking challenge. 

3 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Solution development. 

3 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Solution co-creation. 

3 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 

- Getting familiar with departmental 

decision-making procedures. 

3 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- City as a client. 

4 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Solution is identified. 

4 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- Solution is commercialized. 

4 
Expected consequences from the interaction 

of mechanisms and context 
- City becomes a customer. 

2.7. Results 

2.7.1. Stage 1 – Identifying a Problem 

In the first stage of PPI a “problem” is identified by a department. The process is a goal directed 

process in which participants (CAP + departments) are actively searching for candidate 

problems. This happens through CAP coordinating amongst participants, setting up regular 
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meetings, searching for information and advice from the cities of Amsterdam and San Francisco, 

in addition to using metaphors such as “investment” to encourage departments and employees to 

engage. Departments were looking to promote their interests in addressing their procurement 

issues. This was mainly because citizens expected the City of Guelph to resolve their issues. The 

CAP’s role was to help the departments identify and prioritize needs. Identifying a problem is an 

instance of interaction value (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012a, 2012b). This value created at the 

conclusion of Stage 1, became a source of value (i.e., linked interest) for the next stage. 

2.7.1.1. Coordination Mechanism 

Coordination among participants in an inter-organizational relationship has been put forward as a 

major and effective mechanism to minimize the associated challenges of participation 

(Greenhalgh et al., 2009; Vlaar, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2007; Xu & Beamon, 2006). A 

coordination mechanism is defined as “a set of methods used to manage interdependence 

between organizations” (J. Wang, Xu, & Li, 2009, p. 4). Formal and informal meetings are 

considered as a type of coordination mechanism. In this program, coordination among 

participants and regular meetings proved to be an effective mechanism to discover and prioritize 

problems.  

The City departments played a key role in this collaboration since they were dealing with 

procurement challenges on a daily basis and were in touch with citizens. Therefore, it was vital 

to engage the departments in the problem discovery process. The heads of departments were 

interested in cooperating since they saw this as a great opportunity for their employees to get 

engaged. Departments were convinced that this program represented an excellent opportunity for 

their employees to get involved in the decision-making process. Employee engagement was 

helping departments improve their efficiency and worker performance. In this stage, a normative 
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logic was used to justify engaging departments in these activities. As mentioned in the scholarly 

literature, engaged employees are “emotionally attached to their organization and highly 

involved in their job with a great enthusiasm for the success of their employer, going extra mile 

beyond the employment contractual agreement” (Kompaso & Sridevi, 2010, p. 89). There are 

many studies supporting the positive impact of employee engagement on job satisfaction and 

performance (Andrew & Sofian, 2012; Kaliannan, 2015; Kompaso & Sridevi, 2010; Shuck & 

Wollard, 2010). Furthermore, this program was an opportunity for departments to find solutions 

for unsolved procurement challenges.  

Departments were normally accustomed to determining solutions for civic issues as well 

as developing RFPs. For CAP, departments needed to move from this process and focus on 

problem specification to leave the proposing of solutions to others. CAP cultivated a culture of 

engaging others to select and prioritize problems. The City of Guelph was developing the 

capability to engage departments in “reading” the external environment and setting goals to find 

a solution for problems that were identified. This stage is identified as a great opportunity for 

employees to get involved in the problem discovery procedure.  

Activities were legitimized by rationales such as “a solution will be found,” “it is an 

investment,” and “it improves employee engagement”. Moreover, the analogy of investment was 

used by participants in the CAP to convince departments to cooperate. As noted by one of the 

participants:  

“This is like an investment for the department. We asked them for an upfront investment in terms 

of time. It's an experiment which means you are not guaranteed results, but if you do get results, 

it's going to fix a pretty tough problem for you”. 
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2.7.1.2. Information Sharing Mechanism 

The City's procurement guidelines directed the application and selection process. More 

specifically, participants were bound by rules and regulations as well as formats for RFPs. This 

has been identified as a major contextual factor (Astbury, 2013; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). CAP 

complied with the City's existing RFP procedure and was subject to the same rules and 

regulations as well as the same purchasing bylaw. This arrangement was primarily made after 

receiving advice from the Cities of Amsterdam and San Francisco, which had conducted similar 

programs. These Cities noticed how challenging it might be to purchase the developed solution 

at the end of the program (embed period). Therefore, the integration of the civic program within 

the RFP process was chosen by the City of Guelph, demonstrating the importance of 

intermunicipal cooperation, especially for small cities (Bel & Mur, 2009). It is noted that 

cooperation among cities might reduce costs and improve the quality of service (Bel & Mur, 

2009). There are several studies which encourage intermunicipal cooperation, especially in 

smaller rural municipalities (Bel & Costas, 2006; Warner & Hefetz, 2003).  

The importance of information sharing in team performance has been identified in many 

studies. For instance, according to the results of a meta-analysis based upon 72 independent 

studies, information sharing contributes significantly to team performance, cohesion, decision 

satisfaction, and knowledge integration. Furthermore, information sharing predicts team 

performance even with different levels of moderators (Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009). 

Two outcomes in this stage were produced due to the interaction between mechanisms and 

the context: problem identification and problems prioritization. Several problems were brought 

forth by departments. However, three challenges were considered as top priorities for which to 

find solutions: the water usage problem, planning issue, and parking challenge. 
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TABLE 8. CONTEXT-MECHANISM-OUTCOME IN STAGE 1 

Outcome: Problem identification & Problems prioritization 

Enabling contextual factors Mechanisms Limiting contextual factors 

- The size of city (small).   

- Departments are eager to 

cooperate. 

- No specific legal structure 

should be followed.  

- Departments are actively 

looking for the solution. 

Coordination 

- Coordination amongst 

participants.  

- Regular meetings among 

participants.  

- Using metaphors and analogies 

such as investment and 

employee engagement to 

encourage departments to 

cooperate.  

- The size of city (big).  

- Departments are reluctant to 

cooperate. 

- Everything should be followed 

by the rules and regulation. 

Structured and legitimized 

procedure is required.   

- Departments are not interested 

to identify and prioritize the 

public procurement issues. 

- Procurement guidelines and 

purchasing bylaw. 

- Existence of similar programs 

in other cities. 

- The size of city (small).  

Information Sharing (with 

other cities) 

- Receiving advice from Cities 

of Amsterdam and San 

Francisco (producing 

information on how other cities 

do it), to make sure the program 

is conducted within the current 

legal framework.  

- Insufficient procurement 

policies. 

- No prior experience regarding 

the accelerator program.  

- The size of city (big). 

2.7.2. Stage 2 – Finding a Partner 

According to the RFP from the City, issued in June 2016, the overall rationale for the project was 

to accelerate the development of innovative solutions to municipal problems through collaboration 

between the City of Guelph and start-ups (companies and entrepreneurs inclusive).   

In this stage, it is not just the “problem” that acts as an opportunity. Even though the 

primary goal of this program was to find solutions for complex civic issues, the engagement of 

start-ups along with economic development become salient at this stage. Activities were focused 

on finding a partner. Normally, procurement processes favor established firms (Rolfstam, 2009). 

CAP needed to find a way to be able to work with start-ups. The idea of helping entrepreneurs 

and start-ups through government is supported by public procurement of innovation, where a 

procurement challenge is considered and the potential bidders (mainly innovators and start-ups) 

are asked to address the challenge in their own way. This approach not only aims to create 
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innovative solutions, but also seeks to create the demand for the innovation (Rolfstam, 2013). 

For CAP, PPI was a specific policy instrument for stimulating innovation, where appropriate 

policies and legal structure needed be developed (Lember, Kattel, & Kalvet, 2014). 

2.7.2.1. Persuasion Mechanism 

Although start-ups promote innovations (Colombo & Piva, 2008; Davila, Foster, & Oyon, 2009; 

Mustar, Wright, & Clarysse, 2008; Spender, Corvello, Grimaldi, & Rippa, 2017) and support job 

creation (Birch, 1987), they are disadvantaged in having access to various forms of resources 

owing to their small size and infancy (Freeman & Reed, 1983). What is more, start-ups are 

vulnerable to failure due to the lack of complementary assets, operating knowledge and technical 

experience, not to mention the financial obstacles they face when it comes to investing in R&D 

(Alvarez & Barney, 2011; Baum, Calabrese, & Silverman, 2000; Heirman & Clarysse, 2007; 

Michelino, Cammarano, Lamberti, & Caputo, 2017). As a result, public agencies have not 

traditionally worked with start-ups. Therefore, there need to be mechanisms to facilitate the 

participation of start-ups in public projects such as CAP.  

City departments were initially not interested to cooperate in this program and participate 

with start-ups. As mentioned by several participants, the City is viewed by start-ups as a 

complicated and bureaucratic organization. This is a key contextual factor that might prevent 

start-ups from engaging in this program. However, the CAP was able to engage an ample 

number of responses from companies, especially start-ups. There were 13 bidders for three 

challenges that made the bidding process quite competitive, as noted by one of the participants.  

First, CAP was able to legitimize working with start-ups and convince the departments to 

participate in this program. Finding solutions for complex civic problems and helping local 
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business development were among the leading rationales used to legitimize the participation of 

the department in working with start-ups.  

Second, the CAP was able to adjust the RFP process within the existing procurement 

requirements so that start-ups could participate in the process. In the RFP, four essential criteria 

were introduced to evaluate proposals and choose the partner. The selection criteria were based 

on the qualifications of the project manager, suitability for the CAP, proposed solution, and 

capability to develop and implement the solution. These criteria were chosen to facilitate start-up 

engagement. At the end of this stage, the appropriate company is selected to co-develop the 

solution during the embed period.   

TABLE 9. CONTEXT-MECHANISM-OUTCOME IN STAGE 2 

Outcome: partner selected (start-up) 

Enabling contextual factor Mechanism Limiting contextual factor 

- There is an accountability 

(social and moral) system in 

place. 

- Departments are actively 

looking for solutions. 

- Start-up are interested to 

participate in government 

projects. 

Persuasion 

- Legitimization of activities (for 

departments). 

- RFP (four criteria are 

introduced to evaluate proposals 

and choose the partner) (for 

start-ups). 

- Participants are not concerned 

with the social and moral 

constructs (they don’t feel they 

are accountable). 

- City departments were 

resistant to cooperate. 

- City is viewed by start-ups as a 

complicated, bureaucratic, and 

time-wasting entity. 

2.7.3. Stage 3 – Developing the Relationship 

At this stage, a new actor was added to the project. The start-ups had the opportunity to 

collaborate with departments to develop the solution. For the start-ups, networking was an 

objective in its own right. The City used it as a mechanism to involve start-ups. Networking 

would enable start-ups to find other clients (like other cities). The opportunity was not just the 

“problem” for which a solution needed to be developed, but a potential for business 

development.  
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2.7.3.1. Information Sharing (with start-ups) Mechanism 

Knowledge sharing has been considered as a significant factor in outsourcing success (Lee, 

2001). Furthermore, it has been identified as a critical factor in supply chain and 

interorganizational relationships. Information asymmetry can hurt the outcome achievement of 

any strategic partnership (Fawcett, Wallin, Allred, Fawcett, & Magnan, 2011). Information 

sharing has become a determining factor in reducing interorganizational costs, making better 

decisions, and achieving competitive advantage (Cheng, 2011).  

There are several lines of evidence that start-ups can enhance their early performance and 

survival by establishing alliances with established firms. Networks provide a significant 

opportunity to acquire information and resources for start-ups and help them to grow and expand 

their market (Battistella, De Toni, & Pessot, 2017). This enables start-ups to collaborate and get 

access to relevant information. This is further noticeable in the context of innovation (Baum et 

al., 2000; Baum & Silverman, 2004). 

CAP was able to connect various participants that had complementary resources. As cited 

by the participants, this program was an opportunity for them to co-create the solution by 

creating a collaborative environment and culture.   

In this stage, the final solution is not known yet, but is rather under development. 

Moreover, there is shared accountability between the winner (start-up) and the City. As 

mentioned by one of the participants: 

“… In this case [partnership development], you’re co-creating a new set of intellectual 

property … what's mine is mine … what's yours is yours, ... But what we create together is 

ours … a part of the contract is about to bring my IP [intellectual property] into that co-

creation.” 
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2.7.3.2. Incentive Mechanism 

Through CAP, start-ups became familiar with departmental decision-making procedures within 

municipalities. Several resources and incentives including funds, technical support, and 

mentorship through partners were provided to start-ups. These resources were used to improve 

the capability of start-ups to work with the government and facilitate the solution finding process 

within the project timeline.  

The CAP provided marketing and advertising opportunities for start-ups to leverage their 

work with the City of Guelph to promote their business with other clients. However, due to 

provisions in the procurement bylaws, there was no guarantee that a contract would be renewed 

by the public sector. As a customer, the City may help start-ups to promote and grow their 

business. 

 “… through the civic accelerator, Guelph becomes the first customer of the business that 

without that support would not have grown a business that actually has something very 

valuable to offer other municipalities or other levels of government. So, that’s the economic 

development argument”.  

Start-ups can also obtain access to other potential clients including other municipalities. 

This opportunity is beneficial for start-ups to test their product with the City. In this phase, the 

relationship amongst participants as well as the solution are both developing. At this juncture, the 

winners are more familiar with the decision-making processes of the City of Guelph. In addition, 

the City of Guelph is now viewed as a potential client.  
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TABLE 10. CONTEXT-MECHANISM-OUTCOME IN STAGE 3 

Outcome: solution created (contract) 

Enabling contextual factor Mechanisms Limiting contextual factor 

- Having a co-creation culture. 

- Shared accountability.   

- Citizens expect departments to 

solve issues. 

Information Sharing (with 

start-ups) 

- Collaboration  

- Information exchange 

- Having a solo-creation culture 

- Individual accountability  

- Departments are accustomed to 

old ways and are hesitant to 

share information 

- Access to City’s partners. 

- Capability and willingness of 

City’s partners to provide 

networking opportunities.  

- Supportive environment 

including availability and 

willingness of partners to share 

knowledge and time. 

Incentive 

- Financial and non-financial 

incentives, including 

networking, marketing, and 

advertising opportunities for 

start-ups. 

- Technical support and 

mentorship. 

- Limited access to sources and 

partners. 

- Procurement bylaws. 

- Lack of skills and capability of 

participants including start-ups. 

2.7.4. Stage 4 – Evaluating the Relationship 

After problem discovery, partner identification, and partnership development, the last stage is the 

program evaluation. At this stage, a solution is identified, and there is an opportunity to 

commercialize it.  

2.7.4.1. Contract Mechanism 

The City supports the commercialization of the solution through a contract. For example, for the 

water usage challenge, the outcome of this partnership was to develop a sensor called “Fitbit for 

your water meter”, which provided real-time data on residential water usage. A contract between 

the City and Alert Labs (the contract winner) was signed and the solution commercialized. The 

product was purchased by the City of Guelph directly and by its citizens. The City committed to 

providing a rebate of $50 to the first 600 purchasers of the water sensor devices. The City also 

purchased ten devices directly from Alert Labs for use in its own facilities. Overall, according to 

the CAP participants (including City and Alert Labs), the solution to the water challenge had 

been successfully developed and addressed the problem. The contract was legitimized as the 

product was “totally fitted for purpose”. 
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In this phase, the participants know each other well and the relationship is developed. The 

contract is the major aspect of the program at this stage, which makes it work. Based on the 

interaction between context and mechanism, the desired outcomes are generated, including 

solution identification and commercialization. As argued by Woolthuis, Hillebrand, and 

Nooteboom (2005), trust and contract are complementary factors that affect the development of 

relationships, and the outcome in the context of inter-organizational relations. The scholarly 

literature testifies to the notion that trust is a significant contextual factor in creating an open and 

constructive atmosphere (Ensign, 2009; Ring & Van De Ven, 1994; Woolthuis et al., 2005). 

TABLE 11. CONTEXT-MECHANISM-OUTCOME IN STAGE 4 

Outcome: solution implemented and commercialized. 

Enabling contextual factor Mechanism Limiting contextual factor 

- Participants know each other 

well. 

- Relationship is developed 

among the partners. 

- Contract - There is no mutual 

understanding among 

participants. 

- There is still mistrust among 

participants. 

2.8. Discussion 

The objective of this paper was to examine how collaboration unfolds and value is created 

through project-based collaborative programs in which small businesses and public agencies 

work together to develop products that can be commercialized to address societal issues. To this 

end, I explored a case of a local government that introduced a civic accelerator program for PPI. 

Austin and Seitanidi (2012a, 2012b) assert that collaboration evolves in phases. Accordingly, I 

examined the case along its four phases. The results of this paper offer an empirical validation of 

Austin and Seitanidi’s CVC framework by clearly demonstrating how the dynamics of value 

creation changes along the phases. Table 12 demonstrates the dual role of structures in this 

evolution of the value creation process. 
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TABLE 12. CONTEXT-MECHANISM-OUTCOME IN FOUR PHASES 

Stage Context Mechanism Outcome 

1. Problem Identification C1 M1 O1 

2. Partner Finding  C1 M2 O2 

3. Relationship Development C2 M3 O3 

4. Relationship Evaluation C2 M4 O4 

The results can be explained by Archer’s (1982, 1995, 2011) morphogenetic model, 

which offers a meta-theoretical conception of social change in three parts. First, Archer 

recognizes a dialectical relation between agency on the one hand and structural and cultural 

circumstances on the other. However, to break into the dialectic and understand human action, it 

is required to begin with the circumstances, namely the context in which actors operate. People 

always act out of structural and cultural circumstances. Therefore, I need to start with explaining 

the context, which conditions, and what agents do. The structure has the power that constrains or 

enables agents. Second, Archer (1995) calls structural elaboration that which arises from people 

acting within their structural circumstances to alter or sustain those circumstances. Analytically, 

we need to understand the agency that will be initiated by various categories of agents who act 

within specific constraints and enablements. Third, the results are the reproduction or 

transformation of the initial context of conditioning.  

This case demonstrates that the outcomes for one stage becomes an enabler for the 

following phase. Value created in one phase becomes part of the context or a mechanism in the 

next phase. For example, the product that was created in Stage 3 enabled signing of a contract in 

Stage 4 to be the mechanisms for that stage (Outcome 3 to Mechanism 4). Another example is 

the mechanism used in Stage 2. During that stage, CAP used mechanisms to engage participants 
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in the process; this became part of the way people understood each other and worked together, 

and became part of the context for Stages 3 (Mechanism 2 to Context 2) and 4. In the early 

stages of the program, the City departments were reluctant to cooperate with start-ups and 

participate in the solution finding process. Once the second half of the procedures was reached, 

departments gradually became more active and collaborative in the solution co-creation process.  

 Jagosh et al. (2015) noticed that the outcome of one phase of a project might become an 

aspect of context for the next phase. They called this the “ripple effect”. This paper also supports 

the ripple effect, while providing additional insight into this effect. Furthermore, not only might 

the interaction between the context and mechanism produce specific outcomes, but the 

mechanisms and produced outcomes might also impact and change the context itself. As the 

relationship develops, a mechanism might become part of an organizational feature defining the 

context.  

This case demonstrates that during the four stages of the program, the outcomes were 

interrelated and built on each other. Problem discovery was the main objective in the early stage 

of the program. Subsequently, finding a solution for the identified problem emerged as the 

consequent outcome (from O1 to O2 to O3 to O4). This is in line with Le Pennec & Raufflet’s 

(2018) assertion that values build on one another. There is, however, an important difference. Le 

Pennec & Raufflet’s (2018) pyramid is built in this order: 1) associational value; 2) transferred 

resource value; 3) interaction value; 4) synergistic value. The case demonstrates that 

collaboration evolves in a much more complex order. A morphogenetic model as a meta-

theoretical conception of how values become part of the mechanisms or context would explain 

the dependency among types of values better. First, in this case, parties of the collaboration 

change in each stage. At the first stage, Innovation Guelph, CBaSE, and City departments had a 
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history of working together. Hence, their main motivation was not for associational value that 

they could get from participating in this collaboration. They joined the program because it was 

aligned with their mission and would help them fulfill their own objectives. At the conclusion of 

the first stage, participants were able to identify three problems that could be addressed in the 

consequent stages. This is synergistic value. Furthermore, during the first stage, start-ups were 

not part of the process. They joined CAP at the end of the second stage. To be sure, they were 

motivated by the associational value that would follow if they were successful in developing the 

product at the end of the program. But from the very beginning they benefited from the resources 

and facilities provided (transferred resource value). The case demonstrates that in contexts where 

collaborators have a history of working on projects, and where multiple parties are involved, the 

pyramid may evolve differently as the collaboration unfolds. 

In terms of the sources of value creation, the case demonstrates that the mechanisms are 

interrelated and complementary, implying that one cannot function well without the other. For 

instance, collaboration would not be effective with no mentoring in place. Offering to integrate 

start-ups in the program was not sufficient. Mentoring helped start-ups to develop their business 

and market development skills. Moreover, in Stage 3, several mechanisms were used to support 

start-ups and encourage departments to stay in the program in order to co-create the solution.     

According to the realistic evaluation model, it is the interaction between the context and 

mechanisms, that generates the outcome. I identified the configurations of C-M-O in this 

program. It should be noted that limiting contextual factors do not necessarily negatively impact 

on the realization of the outcome. For instance, rules and regulations might come to light as 

contextual factors limiting the operation of some mechanisms. Yet, they encourage participants 

to find innovative ways to reach goals within specific legitimized procedures. Moreover, 
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purchasing bylaws and procurement guidelines are controlling instruments, helping participants 

to have a framework to follow.  

2.9. Proposal for Future Research 

This exploratory case study demonstrated that the City needed to adjust both its structures and 

social processes in order to implement PPI. For example, the current RFP process (structure) 

needed to be adjusted to accommodate the new way of working. Departments needed to interact 

to identify problems and learn to engage with start-ups (social process). Creating a civic 

accelerator program to govern projects related to PPI was a new way of coordinating activities.  

This observation indicates that implementing PPI is an instance of socio-technical change. This 

will open several venues for research. For example, the case demonstrates that the objectives of 

the program evolved as start-ups joined. CAP needed to legitimize the objectives and the actions. 

The literature on collaboration between public sector and private sector has considered several 

ways the relationship could be governed. However, few studies have considered governance of 

such collaborations as governance of socio-technical change. More research is needed to 

understand how coordination mechanisms evolve and how these collaborative projects are 

governed. 

One of the major outcomes that emerged during this program was associated with 

engaging a new group of stakeholders, namely start-ups. As indicated by one of the participants, 

“the initial goal of CAP was to address procurement needs… [but later other goals such as] start-

up engagement were added”. Start-ups were critical in the innovation processes of the CAP 

(Colombo & Piva, 2008; Davila et al., 2009; Mustar et al., 2008; Spender et al., 2017). As start-

ups reshape the market, improve competition and support job creation (Birch, 1987), their 

success was essential for CAP to reach its objective of social and economic development. This 
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case demonstrates that city departments needed to learn to work with start-ups. Working with 

start-ups and managing the relationship, requires development of capabilities. More research is 

needed to understand how such programs develop capabilities to work with specific groups of 

stakeholders such as start-ups. 
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3. Chapter Three: Paper Two 

2.1. Abstract 

Governance of projects is a dynamic process that involves the interaction of agents, 

opportunities, rules, instruments, and legitimacy. The objective of this paper is to describe the 

dynamic development of these elements over the life of a program for implementing public 

procurement of innovation. I conducted a case study of the governance of exploratory projects in 

public procurement of innovation in a local government and analyzed the governance evolution 

across four stages – problem identification, partner selection, partnership development as well as 

evaluation, and commercialization. The case demonstrates how governance changes in each 

stage and at the three levels of policy, network, and projects. Each level has its own governance 

pillar. The results suggest that a multi-level perspective can be a fruitful framework to examine 

project governance in such contexts. 

2.2. Introduction 

The public sector is an important actor in driving innovation in products and services that fulfil 

societal needs (Haskel & Wallis, 2013; Knutsson & Thomasson, 2014; Martin & Scott, 2000; 

OECD, 2015). The driving of innovation aims to support other public objectives such as job 

creation, income distribution, and economic growth. Borrás & Edquist (2013) divide innovation 

policy instruments into three categories, 1) environmental measures, 2) supply-side measures, 

and 3) demand-side measures. Environmental measures enable businesses to innovate and 

include tax allowances for engaging in R&D, in addition to the enforcement of intellectual 

property rights that protect a firm from opponents. Supply-side measures include the public 

provision of research infrastructure facilities. R&D grants and public innovation labs are two 

significant examples. Public procurement of innovation (PPI), and its associated regulations and 
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processes are key elements of demand-side measures to stimulate public and private demand for 

innovation (Edler & Georghiou, 2007).  

PPI differs from traditional procurement in both context and process (Edquist & Zabala-

Iturriagagoitia, 2012). While traditional procurement provides detailed specifications for the 

needed products or services, PPI only specifies the functional requirements. PPI is characterized 

by novelty in some aspects of procured items. It involves research and development by a supplier 

to deliver the product (Rolfstam, 2013). Furthermore, PPI is a more cooperative process than the 

competitive market-based approach of traditional procurement driven by a common mission for 

all actors (Edquist & Zabala-Iturriagagoitia, 2012). 

 For PPI projects, neither the end-product nor the means to attain them can be defined at 

the beginning. Therefore, the rational logic of project management and public procurement does 

not apply. It is recognized that procuring innovation requires the use of advanced project 

management techniques (Yeow & Edler, 2012) underpinned by policy choices (Georghiou et al., 

2014). PPI falls within the classification of exploratory projects (Lenfle, 2014). In this paper, I 

use results from a case study carried out in the City of Guelph in Ontario, Canada, to examine 

governance of projects in PPI. Project governance can be viewed as a system for steering 

projects in an organization (Müller & Lecoeuvre, 2014). As such, it is a mode of social 

coordination distinct from governing, which is an intentional act of steering (Kooiman, 1993). 

The case focuses on a program to introduce PPI in the City encompassing three projects for the 

procurement of products to solve civic issues related to water consumption, parking, and citizen 

engagement in the planning process. I consider both contextual aspects that impose requirements 

on the procurement process, and procedural aspects concerning how the different actors interact 
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with each other. In particular, I investigate how actors make sense of the projects and how 

governance of those projects evolve over lifetime. 

The paper is organized as follows. First, I discuss the existing PPI and project governance 

literature. Next, I consider the PPI projects as an instance of socio-technical change and analyze 

how projects are defined, executed, and legitimized. This perspective enables me to describe how 

these projects are governed across different levels. I draw conclusions discussing how the 

findings complement existing models, assist in communications regarding the control of 

exploratory projects, and advance the development of essential frameworks for governance of 

such projects. Finally, I discuss limitations and possibilities for future research. 

2.3. Theoretical Background 

In this section, I present a brief overview of important contributions from literatures of both the 

PPI and the governance of projects. 

Procurement is the act of sourcing and buying goods or services from an external source 

(Van Weele, 2010). When governments purchase from a private company, they need to make 

sure that public interests are fulfilled (Thai, 2001). Public procurement involves determining 

specifications of what is to be purchased, conducting an effective purchase in a competitive 

market, and monitoring the contractor’s performance (Kettl, 1993).   

Public procurement of innovation refers to purchasing activities that foster innovation 

(Lember, Kalvet, & Kattel, 2011). This concept of promoting innovation via demand-side 

policies has been pursued by countries for decades, mainly in defense, energy, and transportation 

(OECD, 2015). In many OECD member countries, procurement is used to promote innovation of 

goods or services. In this type of procurement, instead of focusing on pre-defined solutions and 

asking bidders to submit their proposal for those solutions, a problem is specified, and potential 
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bidders are requested to address the issue in their own way (Rolfstam, 2013). This system 

supports the demand-side of innovation while providing incentives for innovative solutions 

(Edler & Georghiou, 2007). Whether by improving existing service delivery or adding new 

services, procurement of innovation can make public services more effective and generate 

product and market development (Edquist & Zabala-Iturriagagoitia, 2012). 

While substantial effort has been directed towards understanding the impact of PPI and 

its associated process, less focus has been given to the project management of PPIs. Uyarra & 

Flanagan (2010) point to the importance of processes used for the implementation of PPI as 

important factors for innovation impact. Similar observations are made by Georghiou et al. 

(2014), in pointing to the importance of needs identification, the creation of framework 

conditions, as well as the encouragement of innovation, and capability development for 

successful implementation of PPI policies. They argue that policy instruments alone are not 

enough. Failure to address the whole cycle of procurement, from identifying and signaling needs 

to initiating projects that develop and implement solutions, would only result in partial outcomes 

of PPI objectives. 

PPI policies are launched as exploratory projects. Lenfle (2014) defines exploratory 

projects as “projects where neither the goals nor the means to attain them can be defined at the 

beginning” (p. 21). They are often launched with a view to develop innovative products or 

services (Lenfle, 2014). Exploration is essential for developing innovation capabilities and 

ensuring long-term growth of organizations (Abernathy & Utterback, 1978). Such projects do not 

follow the rational logic of project management where the objective is the accomplishment of 

pre-defined goals within the triple constraints of time, cost, and scope. Innovation process 

requires flexibility in contractual requirements to achieve the best technical solution (Teece, 
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Peteraf, & Leih, 2016). To understand the whole cycle of procurement for innovation, from 

identifying and signaling needs to initiating projects that develop and implement solutions, I 

need to explore how such exploratory projects are governed within the social network through 

which PPI is launched. 

2.3.1. Governance 

Research in innovation studies recognizes that PPI is characterized by novelty in some aspects of 

the procured items, which in turn requires research and development by a supplier to deliver the 

product (Rolfstam, 2013). It also recognizes that an effective response to civic needs will require 

more than technological R&D. Indeed, multiple social systems need to adopt to the developed 

technology. Innovation research has, therefore, focused increasingly on this process of adapting 

to various social and technical systems (Van Den Bergh et al., 2011). This governance of PPI 

projects is an instance of the governance of socio-technical systems.  

Governance as a concept is used for capturing the complexity of social relations, 

structures, and political processes involved in the collective pursuit of public, common, or 

individual interests (Moss, 2009). The importance of governance for the management of projects 

in project-based organizations has long been acknowledged (Ahola, Ruuska, Artto, & Kujala, 

2014; Müller, 2016; Müller, Pemsel, & Shao, 2014; Turner & Keegan, 1999). While the 

definitions of project governance are wide-ranging (Ahola et al., 2014), a common theme is that 

governance enables oversight of projects and the alignment of  project objectives with those of 

the organization (Zwikael & Smyrk, 2015). Project governance also involves forms of socio-

political coordination between various actors (Gualini, 2017). 

In this paper, it is acknowledged that there is no universally accepted definition of 

governance (Volden & Samset, 2017). Procurement for innovation emphasizes the co-evolution 
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of technological and social systems (Rolfstam, 2013) and project management is a dynamic 

process that requires development of ad-hoc capabilities (Rezania & Ouedraogo, 2013). As such, 

I adopt a working definition of governance that is based on the notion that development and 

diffusion of technological systems are embedded in a broader context that involves not only new 

artefacts, but also new markets, user practices, regulations, infrastructures, and cultural meanings 

(Borrás & Edler, 2014). The governance of projects is a process in which both management of 

project and the organization intentionally interact to regulate issues of project concern. They also 

define the process and direction of how project deliverables are produced, introduced, absorbed, 

and used (Müller et al., 2014).  

The Borrás and Edler’s (2014) model of governance of change in socio-technical systems 

are based on three pillars: 1) who and what, 2) how things are done, and 3) legitimacy. The first 

pillar is based on the enduring institution-agency interaction within a system that recognizes the 

bounded rationality of agents and the constraints imposed on them by institutions. A project is 

driven by the interplay between the opportunity structures that emerge from developments in the 

institutional environment and the actions and reactions of different change agents (Rice, Kelley, 

Peters, & Colarelli O’Connor, 2001). Opportunity structures are created because of a need or 

vision for a creative outcome (Turner & Keegan, 1999), that generates opportunities for agents to 

potentially exploit. Different combinations of new technologies and knowledge in institutional 

settings, combined with the diverse capabilities of actors, create a different level of uncertainty 

and offer a different context for project governance. This pillar of project governance is 

essentially the power of institutional frameworks, which define the opportunity structures for 

agents and the subsequent transformation of their behavior. 
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The second pillar is concerned with the instruments by which projects are introduced and 

given direction. The word instrument is an umbrella term for the broad range of mechanisms for 

guiding projects. Projects are unique and essentially uncertain. Organizational belief and 

boundary systems are codified in the corporate mission, vision, values, and codes of conduct, 

which are used to guide the behavior of agents (Rezania, Baker, & Burga, 2016; Simons, 2008). 

Other instruments include market-based or hierarchical structures, forms of voluntary or formal 

reporting mechanisms, along with professional approaches to project management that harness 

organizational or peer pressure to guide the behavior of project participants. Governance of 

projects is based on a mix of various instruments that are designed to steer the direction of 

projects. The design and implementation of a combination of governance instruments are 

essential for governing projects. 

The third pillar is concerned with the concept of legitimacy – that is whether projects are 

(or are not) accepted and why the process of governing projects is (or is not) accepted by project 

stakeholders. Suchman (1995) defines legitimacy as "a generalized perception or assumption that 

the actions of any entity are desirable, proper or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions" (p. 574). Projects are inherently risky, and thus 

project-based organizations need to deal with uncertainty and ambiguity. The way a project is 

implemented, or its outcome, can challenge the existing rules and routines in the organization. 

Furthermore, projects have stakeholders whose interests and value systems are influenced by the 

project’s process or outcome. Therefore, the arrangement should receive broad acceptance from 

organizational members to be perceived as legitimate. 

Even though the governance of change in socio-technical systems is widely studied, the 

literature is limited in explaining how exploratory projects are governed in the context of public 
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procurement of innovation. This is particularly the case in the context of local governments in 

Canada. In this paper, I consider the following questions in the case of a project in Guelph, 

Ontario: who were the key actors and what were their motivations? How did the three pillars of 

governance interact?   

2.4. Methodology 

Considering the research questions of this paper, a descriptive case study method described by 

Yin (2017) is appropriate. A single descriptive case study is chosen as it would help me identify 

who were the key actors and explain the interaction of the three pillars of governance based on 

the selected theoretical framework (Mills et al., 2010). Yin (2017) recommends designing and 

following a strict case study protocol in order to ensure reliability of the data and results. The 

protocol for this paper consists in providing an overview of the case, detailing the data collection 

procedures, explaining the interview format and questions, and using the data for presenting the 

description of the case (Yin, 2017). Validation of the data will be achieved by triangulating the 

data in the case study with third party external sources (Stake, 1995).  

The case of the Civic Accelerator Program (CAP) in the City of Guelph in Ontario, 

Canada, was selected for this study. CAP was initiated to implement PPI for the City of Guelph. 

This case exemplifies PPI for a small city and provides a good empirical case for describing how 

governance works. The program is used to analyze the actions of actors and interaction of 

governance pillars. A rich body of data on the operation of the program was available through 

the website of the city, along with media reports, consulting reports and case studies, such as the 

one prepared by Brookfield Institute (Cassie, 2017), and media reports. The richness and 

availability of information enables me to meet one of Yin’s (2017) requirements for validity of a 

descriptive case study. 
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One external data source consists of transcripts of 17 interviews with project participants 

conducted by a graduate student independently from me. This student evaluated the CAP for 

quality assurance purposes (personal communication, 2017) and prepared the final report. The 

report describes CAP, its operation, and its outcomes including its impact on the city. A second 

external data source is a case study developed by the Brookfield Institute (Cassie, 2017) which is 

housed within Ryerson University. It reviewed the CAP’s operations from a learning viewpoint, 

detailing how such a civic accelerator could be set up by other cities.   

The protocol of this study included semi-structured interviews with representatives from 

all actively participating organizations in CAP. I conducted 12 semi-structured interviews with 

the program manager and other participants presented in Table 4. This opportunity to obtain rich 

narrative data supported by externally sourced information provides evidence that is germane to 

this descriptive case study (Yin, 2009). Each interview was approximately one hour in duration. 

The interview protocol focused on the procurement process and included questions such as:  

1) Please explain the procedure for procurement. 

2) How are problems identified? 

3) What criteria are used to choose a contractor? 

4) How is the relationship with other party controlled and monitored? 

5) How is the communication with other parties organized?  

During the interviews, I followed the protocol, but drilled down on topical trajectories. 

Interviews were transcribed and then used to write the case history and description. Data were 

analyzed in two phases. In the first stage, the case history was written in order to identify major 

decision points and phases of the program. The second stage entailed a theory-driven analysis 

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). For each phase identified in stage one, Borrás & Edler’s (2014) model 
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of governance acted as a codebook used to decipher information retrieved during the review of 

the case, thereby assisting in the process of identifying elements of governance (Pawson & 

Tilley, 1997). This stage consisted of reading the interviews and associated data, with the aim of 

assessing actors’ motivation and actions, in addition to the ideas, or concepts related to the 

governance of projects. I was searching for themes that would describe the three pillars along 

with their attributes, antecedents, or consequences with respect to the governance of projects in 

CAP.  

2.5. The case: Civic Accelerator Program 

In summer 2016, the City of Guelph in Ontario, Canada, initiated a program called the Civic 

Accelerator Program (CAP). According to the official website, "the Civic Accelerator is a pilot 

project that enables the City of Guelph to engage in open innovation with entrepreneurs, start-

ups, students, and companies to create solutions for complex municipal problems". The program 

introduced an alternative procurement approach, enabling the City to solve specific problems 

that require novel and creative solutions. 

This program introduced procurement for innovation to the City of Guelph. In this 

process, various stakeholders (especially start-ups and entrepreneurs) were encouraged to share 

fresh perspectives on civic issues. Table 4 presents the parties involved. The CAP coordinated 

cooperation between the Guelph Lab, the City of Guelph, Innovation Guelph, the Guelph 

Chamber of Commerce, the Canadian Open Data Exchange and the University of Guelph’s 

Centre for Business and Student Enterprise. The CAP was launched from the office of the Chief 

Administrative Officer at the City and was led by a dedicated champion within that office. 
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The CAP was structured based on the experiences of similar civic innovation projects 

with successful outcomes in San Francisco, Amsterdam, and Montreal. There were six steps for 

the civic program: 

1) Invitation: The City of Guelph invites applicants to offer solutions to the provided 

challenges; 

2) Shortlisting: two or three applicants are chosen and invited by the selection 

committee to answer some clarifying questions; 

3) Selection: one applicant is selected for each challenge;  

4) Partnership (embed): the successful applicant works with the relevant department 

to develop the proposed solutions; 

5) Demonstration: prototypes are demonstrated to City and other stakeholders at a 

public event; and  

6) Final decision: at the end of program, there are three possible outcomes. I) the 

solution is selected, and a contract is signed with the successful applicant; II) The 

solution is not selected, but the partnership continues until the solution is 

developed; III) The partnership is ended.      

The City's procurement guidelines governed the application and selection process. More 

specifically, the CAP complied with the City’s existing RFP procedure and was subject to the 

same rules, regulations, and purchasing bylaws. This compliance was mainly done after 

receiving advice from the cities of Amsterdam and San Francisco. These cities noted the 

challenges in making a purchase at the end of the program (embed period).    
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The City has introduced four major criteria to evaluate proposals and choose its partner: 

1) qualification of project manager; 2) suitability for the CAP; 3) proposed solution; and 4) 

capability to develop and implement the solution.  

Once the partnership with the selected applicant in step four is formed, the City of 

Guelph and its partners offer the following support to the successful applicant:  

• City department teams up with the applicant to provide sufficient support. The 

department manager works as a team leader in this partnership on behalf of City. 

• City and Civic Accelerator partners are committed to providing coaching and mentorship. 

• IT Department of the City will provide technical and strategic support. 

• City and partners will provide workspace for 12 hours per week within the embed period.   

• The applicant will get access to City's facilities and computer network. The applicant will 

have access to the network of contacts possessed by the City to promote and develop the 

business. 

 There are three major responsibilities for the successful applicants: 1) They must work 

with the hosting department for at least two days per week. 2) They commit to develop tangible 

prototypes with customers or users potentially testing these models during the program. 3) 

Applicants are required to participate in meetings with civic program staff. There should not be 

more than one of these meetings per week.  

If an applicant is selected to participate in the civic program, it requires signing a 

"Consulting Service Agreement". If the solution is chosen to be purchased by the City of Guelph, 

the procurement bylaws would be effective, and the purchase process is to be followed 

accordingly.  
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The first phase of the program was launched in June 2016 when three challenges were 

opened for application. These challenges were identified as follows:    

1. The water usage challenge: how can Guelph Water Services enable citizens to detect 

leaks and reduce their water use?  

2. The planning challenge: how can the City make it easier for the public (citizens) to 

provide feedback on planning decisions?  

3. The parking challenge: how can the City maximize the value of parking space in the 

downtown?  

These challenges were initiated by the Water Services Department, Planning Services 

Department, and the Transportation Services Department respectively. These challenges were 

closed on July 11, 2016. Among the three challenges, the first two were finalized, and winners 

selected. 

 For the first challenge, Alert Labs, a hardware company, was selected to embed within 

CAP. Alert Labs developed a sensor called "Fitbit for your water meter". This sensor provides 

real-time data on residential water usage. The City purchased ten devices directly from Alert 

Labs for use in its facilities and offered a rebate of $50 to the first 600 purchasers of the water 

sensor devices. In return, buyers were required to submit their addresses and water usage data.  

 For the planning challenge, a start-up company, Milieu, was selected to embed with the 

City. This company was able to develop an interactive platform to facilitate public discussion 

about urban planning decisions. By using this platform, people can provide real-time feedback 

about developments in their neighborhoods. This system enables Milieu to access real-time data 

and subsequently improve their product based on what they learn. 

 The civic program assisted Milieu to receive appropriate feedback regarding product 

development. This feedback was done mainly through user research sessions, connections to 
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mentors, and departmental meetings. According to the City, by using this program, Milieu has 

been able to develop solutions, which are “general enough to sell elsewhere but specific enough 

to be useful for the City of Guelph”.   

 For the parking challenge, none of the presented companies were able to meet the 

procurement requirements adequately. According to the interviewees, the primary reason for the 

unsuccessful pitch was the lack of focus in problem definition. For this challenge, the provided 

solutions necessitated interventions in infrastructure. This implementation would have led to 

much longer timeframes and greater expenditure of financial resources than the time and money 

planned in the pilot program.  

3.6. Results 

The first step in the analysis was to identify stages in the lifetime of the project. Table 13 

presents the comparison of the conventional phases with the CAP phases. I observe that the City 

did not change the procurement policies. As a local government, the City is bound by regulations 

governing procurement. In conventional public procurement, a problem needs to be defined by a 

department (problem discovery phase). Next, the solution (in the form of product or service) is 

identified (solution identification phase). Then, an RFP is released to the market, and the winner 

is selected (bidding phase). Finally, the contract is signed, and the solution is implemented 

(implementation phase). At the final stage, there will be an evaluation. Equally, in the CAP, 

departments discover a problem, but the solution has not yet been formulated. The focus of RFP 

is to find a partner, and subsequently develop a relationship. Lastly, the outcome is to be 

evaluated.  
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TABLE 13. THE CONVENTIONAL AND THE CAP PHASES 

Phase Conventional procurement Civic Accelerator Program 

1 Problem identification Problem identification 

2 Solution specification and RFP Partner identification 

3 Bidding and Contract Partnership development 

4 Evaluation Evaluation and commercialization 

 The next step in the analysis was to look at the governance in each of these stages. Table 

14 presents the three pillars of governance in each stage of the procurement process. I used a 

theory-driven approach and analyzed the governance in these stages based on the three pillars of 

governance (Borrás & Edler, 2014): opportunities, instruments, and legitimacy. In the following 

sections, I describe the three pillars in each of these stages. 

TABLE 14. DEVELOPMENT OF GOVERNANCE PILLARS 

Phase 
Opportunities 

and actors 
Instruments Legitimacy 

Problem 

Identification 
A problem 

- Problem specification. 

- Joint CAP meetings with 

departments.  

- RFP development. 

- A solution will be found. 

- Investment analogy.  

- Employee engagement.  

Partner 

Identification 

+ Innovation 

+ Start-ups 

- RFP evaluation.  

- Online bidding system. 

- Bidding ranking system. 

- Consulting service 

agreement. 

- Contribution to the local 

business development 

- A solution will be found. 

 

Partnership 

Development 
+ Networking 

- Shared knowledge. 

- Mentorship. 

- Financial and non-

financial incentives.  

- Solution co-creation 

with winners. 

- Shared goal. 

- The final solution is not 

known. 

- A shared frame of 

reference. 

- Accountability is shared. 

Evaluation 
+Solution 

commercialization 

- Contract is signed. - Addressing the problem 

(fit for purpose).  

 

3.6.1. Stage 1 – Identifying a Problem 

In the first stage of a project, the opportunity is a "problem" that is identified by a department. 

This “problem” is intentionally identified. Participants (CAP + departments) are actively 

searching for candidate problems. This happens through unstructured coordination between the 



 
 

62 

CAP and the department. The coordination is unstructured as it is not a routinized activity. 

Neither the actor selection nor the content delivery is structured. Departments were looking to 

advance their interests, which was to address their procurement issues. They were not interested 

in start-up engagement or economic development. The CAP’s role was to help the departments 

to identify the needs and prioritize them. 

 Even though coordination mechanisms were unstructured, participants were bound by 

rules, regulations, and formats for RFPs that were to be created at this stage. I can identify 

several instruments that were used. The major goal was to agree on a problem. When 

departments were asked to bring their procurement issues, several issues were offered. Meetings 

were a vital instrument to identify and prioritize problems. Furthermore, the City's procurement 

guidelines guided the application and selection processes.  

I observed that the City is undergoing two transitions: 1) from solution specification to 

problem identification and selection, 2) cultivating a culture of engaging others to select and 

prioritize problems as well as develop solutions. The City is developing the capability to engage 

its departments in "reading" the external environment and setting goals to find a solution for the 

problems identified.  

Activities are legitimized by rationales such as "a solution will be found," "it is an 

investment," and "it improves employee engagement".  The analogy of investment was used by 

participants in the CAP to convince departments to cooperate: 

“This is like an investment for the department. We asked them for an upfront investment in 

terms of time. It's an experiment which means you are not guaranteed results, but if you do 

get results, it's going to fix a pretty tough problem for you.” 
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Moreover, departments were convinced that this program was an excellent opportunity 

for their employees to get involved. Employee engagement was believed to help departments to 

improve their efficiency and work performance. A normative logic is being used to justify 

engaging departments in these activities.  

3.6.2. Stage 2 – Finding a Partner 

In the second stage, the opportunity is amended with the potential for innovation. According to the 

RFP for the three City challenges, issued in June 2016, the overall rationale for the project was to 

accelerate the development of innovative solutions to municipal problems through collaboration 

between the City of Guelph and start-ups (companies and entrepreneurs inclusive).   

  In Stage 2, it is not just the “problem” that acts as an opportunity. Start-ups engagement, 

and economic development become salient at this stage as well. The primary goal of this 

program was to find solutions for complex civic issues, but then other objectives were added. In 

this stage, activities are focused on finding a partner. Normally, procurement processes favor 

established firms. The CAP was designed in a way to encourage start-ups to get involved.  

The CAP was able to elicit a sizeable number of responses from companies, especially 

start-ups. As noted by one of the participants from the City: 

“… the desired outcome was a tight competition among the bidders and a good number of 

responses from start-ups. We didn’t know that [start-up engagement] until the day the RFP 

closed. We had 13 bidders which was good because our goal was the same. We had three 

challenges, and we wanted to have a really competitive decision on 2 of them. And we got 

that. … it was a tough call. And that was our metric of success. It was not that if there is one 

that is really good and all the others are total garbage, but we wanted it to be a difficult 

decision [and that was].” 
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These activities are undertaken in a highly regulated environment:  

“… the staff running the RFP they want to make sure everything is running by the book and 

everything is defensible and that everything is fair and that we can show how we came to a 

certain decision and why based on certain criteria.” 

The City was also viewed by start-ups as a complicated, bureaucratic, and time-wasting 

entity:   

“These are start-ups which are new [and] typically do not like working with government, 

who are complicated and annoying, and they have a lot of process and things take a lot of 

time...” 

These parameters created a risky environment for start-ups in which to operate. In 

addition, City departments were reluctant to cooperate: “the challenge was convincing departments 

to throw their hats in the ring and participate”.  

The market was also perceived to be very risky and ambiguous. There was no clear data 

in terms of market response to these complex procurement issues. As noted by a participant from 

the City, “we didn’t know that [start-up participation] until the day the RFP closed”. 

In this context, start-ups are further disadvantaged due to three reasons: 1) according to 

the typical procurement procedure, a company is required to have some specific numbers of 

years of experience; 2) companies are required to have experience working with the government, 

but most start-ups do not have such background; 3) start-ups do not have many of the resources 

required to work with the government. These resources may include skilled and knowledgeable 

workers, working experience with the public sector, and required business background. As noted 

by the City, “… we knew that we were being cut off from certain pool of innovators out there in the 

economy”.  
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Several mechanisms were structured to reach the point of engaging start-ups. Some of 

these mechanisms were focused on start-ups, while others involved the City departments. The 

reasoning that was used to legitimize the activities evolved in this stage and included statements 

such as “City aims to bring outsiders inside of the City to find solutions for complex problems” 

and “helping start-ups is a fundamental part of CAP”. It was argued that engaging start-ups 

contribute to local business development. As noted by participants: 

“… helping start-ups finally bring more prosperity to city, more local businesses, and more 

jobs… It [start-up] is going to hire my kids and my cousins and my aunts and uncles so they 

have jobs more and he's going to pay taxes to make that happen”.  

“…procuring innovation from start-ups allows the city to include a previously precluded 

cross-section. In the traditional one, there are many barriers, which result in preclusion of 

start-ups…”. 

3.6.3. Stage 3 – Developing the Relationship 

At this stage, a new actor was added to the project. The start-ups had the opportunity to 

collaborate with departments to develop the solution. For the start-ups, networking was an 

objective on its own. The City used it as an incentive for start-ups to get involved. Networking 

would enable start-ups to find other clients (like other cities). The opportunity was not just the 

"problem" but the potential for business development. Networks provide a significant 

opportunity to acquire information and resources for start-ups and help them to grow and expand 

their market (Battistella et al., 2017).  

Through CAP, start-ups became familiar with the decision-making procedures of 

municipal departments. Resources were provided to start-ups. In addition to technical support 

and mentorship that was provided by Innovation Guelph and other partners, start-ups benefited 

from access to funding opportunities. For instance, Milieu (the start-up that won the planning 
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challenge) received funding grants from Innovation Guelph, IBM, City of Guelph, and GIS 

(Geographic Information System) department. Nonetheless, since the financial resources were 

limited for the CAP, the design of the program and the RFP were affected. Thus, the City "put 

together an equivalent package of incentives that had monetary value that was not given in cash 

for [start-ups] companies". 

Mentorship opportunities through the City’s partners were offered. These partners were 

Innovation Guelph, Canada’s Open Data Exchange, the Chamber of Commerce, and CBaSE on 

campus. For instance, CBaSE was looking to share the experiences of entrepreneurs, and provide 

mentoring support. CBaSE was familiar with the constraints of start-ups and knew their thinking. 

As noted by CBaSE, “the CBaSE goal was mainly to bridge the gap between start-ups and City”. 

Interviews were used to identify the nature of mentorship and coaching offered to the 

start-ups. Three forms of mentorship were planned. Two of them were aimed at start-ups and one 

was for the City departments: 

• Executive mentorship in which start-ups were trained to work with the government. This 

mentorship was expected to be performed by senior staff at the City of Guelph. 

• Business mentorship and coaching by Innovation Guelph and ODX to the successful 

winners. 

• Mentorship for the City departments on how to work with the start-ups. 

The logic for the mentorship was to enhance start-ups’ skills and capacity, enabling them 

to work closely with City officials. Moreover, this would help to develop an innovative solution 

within the project timeline. The CAP provided marketing and advertising opportunities for start-

ups to leverage their work with City to promote their business with other clients. However, due 

to provisions of the procurement bylaws, there was no guarantee that a contract would be 
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renewed by the public sector. As a customer, the City may help start-ups to promote and grow 

their business. As noted by one of the participants: 

 “… through the civic accelerator, Guelph becomes the first customer of the business that 

without that support would not have grown a business that actually has something very 

valuable to offer other municipalities or other levels of government. So, that’s the economic 

development argument”.  

Start-ups could also get access to additional potential clients, including other 

municipalities. This opportunity is great for start-ups to test their product with the City. The 

rationale that becomes salient at this stage is that collaboration is a key factor in the procurement 

of innovation. As noted by another participant, this cooperation will promote innovation and 

competition: 

“… you're procuring a process, procuring a co-creator, procuring a co-founder of a new 

solution… You address the culture in your organization to have a co-creation mindset for 

this particular stream, and then go through a lean, join process to understand, dissect the 

problem, come up with hypotheses, and test hypotheses”. 

In this stage, the final solution is not known yet, and is under development. Moreover, 

there is a shared accountability between the winner (start-up) and the City. As stated by one of 

the participants: 

“… In this case [partnership development], you’re co-creating a new set of intellectual 

property. In your contract, in your RFP, you have to include that, anticipate that. And so the 

lawyer will probably have several paragraphs that will enable this, what's mine is mine and I 

can keep it, what's yours is yours, and you keep it. But what we create together is ours. And 

so there's a governance model around that IP. A part of the contract is about to bring the IP 

into that co-creation.” 
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As stated by a participant, the collaboration is justified by the prospect of a reward: “… 

investors [City and other partners] give the money required to get to commercialization, and then when 

commercialization happens the investor receives the rewards and starts to get a return”. 

3.6.4. Stage 4 – Evaluating the Relationship 

After problem discovery, partner identification, and partnership development, the last stage is 

program evaluation. At this stage, a solution is identified, and an opportunity exists to 

commercialize it. The City will support commercialization through a contract. For example, in 

the water usage challenge, the outcome of this partnership was to develop a sensor called “Fitbit 

for your water meter”, which provided real-time data on residential water usage. A contract 

between the City and Alert Labs (the contract winner) was signed and the solution 

commercialized. The product was purchased by the City of Guelph and by its citizens. The City 

committed to provide a rebate of $50 to the first 600 purchasers of the water sensor devices. The 

City also purchased ten devices directly from Alert Labs for use in its facilities. Overall, 

according to the CAP participants (including City and Alert Labs), the solution to the water 

challenge had been successfully developed and addressed the water usage problem. The contract 

was legitimized as the product was “totally fitted for purpose”.  

3.7. Discussion 

The objective of this paper was to describe a case of implementing PPI in the City of Guelph to 

examine key actors and their motivations, the instruments they used, and how they legitimize 

their actions. I considered the context in which institutional pressures guide national and local 

governments to use their procurement power to engage in processes that lead to innovation and 

commercialization. The innovation here is not pursued to increase the internal capability of a 

principal firm. Instead, it happens through interorganizational collaboration that helps a start-up 
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or small business to develop its internal and commercial capabilities. I explained how the public 

policies, civic issues, business incentives, technological know-how, and actors’ motivations 

needed to converge for projects to succeed.  

Following Borrás & Edler (2014), I described how governance evolved during the four 

phases of the projects. I did not consider changes in the entire sociotechnical system. Instead, I 

focused on experimental procurement practices of a local government, describing how 

organizational practices were adjusted and how a network of firms emerged that enabled the 

implementation of PPI. The case demonstrates that CAP was able to coordinate projects by 

leveraging existing systems and network support, which reconciling the values and competencies 

of the City and the start-ups.  

At the policy level, governance for PPI and its support systems and tools were initiated 

based on the institutional logic and mission of the public sector and local governments. The City 

adopted this because of mimetic pressures. By adopting PPI, the City chose a process orientation 

rather than an output orientation, while maintaining the core rules and routines of procurement. 

This level involved a commitment to certain value-laden assumptions that animate action and 

support the network level. 

 The network emerges with distinct properties, including governance pillars (network 

opportunities and objectives, instruments, and way of legitimizing both opportunities and 

instruments). Network participants collaborate and support the project according to a network 

logic. Organizations participating in the network have their own bundles of practices and 

performance expectations. But in the network, they function towards a shared objective of 

helping start-ups to succeed. Participation in the network enables participants to obtain access to 

new resources, pool complementary skills, acquire external knowledge, and create new markets. 
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Participants emphasize co-creation and its supporting practices (e.g. mentoring) as the core 

instrument for reaching the objectives. Interaction is a core component of the concept of co-

creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The CAP mobilizes functional diversity, obtaining 

access to varied resources, skills, and heterogenous competencies. Governance at the policy level 

enables the CAP to sustain multiple innovations synchronously by leveraging the governance of 

the network. 

Within the project level of the CAP, projects emerge out of the space created by the 

policy and enabled by the network. Start-ups have their own objectives. They join the system as 

a respondent to an RFP (passive) but evolve into active players. Activities are managed as a 

goal-directed exploratory project. 

This observation that each level has its own elements of governance can be explained by 

taking a Multi-Level Perspective (MLP). MLP is used as an inclusive mid-range framework to 

study socio-technical transitions (Geels, 2002). MLP is attracting attention, particularly in the 

context of sustainability (Hörisch, 2015). Geels (2011) highlights that sustainability transitions 

are goal oriented. Also, the goal of sustainability transitions is a collective good that serves the 

wider community. Finally, sustainability transitions are dependent on technological and 

behavioral changes. Sustainability transitions result from interaction processes between three 

different levels: micro-level niches, meso-level regimes and macro-level landscapes (Geels, 

2011; Hörisch, 2018). 

MLP has been used to study socio-technical transitions that are relatively rare and 

manifest long-term macro-changes (Geels, 2011). The case study demonstrates that a multi-level 

perspective on transitions can be a useful framework to study the governance of projects in PPI. 

These projects are the results of long-term goal-oriented policies. Their objective is to address 
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civic issues, and they require changing practices among various participants. I observe that 

established regimes of procurement are used to accommodate the micro-level niches of PPI 

practices. This accommodation provides a safe environment for learning processes and 

innovations (Geels, 2005, 2011). In my case, public-sector policies for encouraging PPI serves as 

the framework that influences interactions between CAP’s PPI processes and the dominant 

procurement processes. In this pathway, public sector objectives exert pressure on established 

procurement practices that inhibit participation with start-ups for niche innovations. Actors in the 

network adopt practices and development paths that accommodate the dominant procurement 

practices (Geels, 2011). When using MLP as a process theory, I can view such PPI projects as 

‘entities’ that participate in ‘events’ (Sorrell, 2018). The outcomes of these events may result in 

subsequent events, like broader commercialization and adoption of the innovation by other cities, 

and socioeconomic transitions. 

3.7.1. Theoretical Contributions 

Dyer and Wilkins (1991) argue that details provided in single case studies offer ‘better stories’ 

which are helpful in describing phenomena. In this paper, I conceptualized the governance of 

projects as governance of socio-technical change and used Borrás & Edler’s model (2014) to 

describe an implementation of PPI. Table 15 presents three levels of governance in my case: 1) 

policy, 2) network, 3) project. The case demonstrates how governance at different levels interact 

as well as how agents and opportunities change at each stage. At the macro-level, the City’s 

objective was to use its procurement power to incentivize innovation and respond to public 

sector institutional pressures. At the micro-level, finding a solution becomes salient at the stages 

of procurement. In the first stage, the City is searching for a solution to a problem. This process 

guides the instruments that are used and the rationale that is used to legitimize the activities. In 
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the following stage, start-up engagement becomes salient, along with a set of instruments and 

logic. In the last stage, commercialization becomes salient. Along the procurement phases, 

governance strategies are adapted, with this adaptation the result of the emergence of the 

network of agents and the projects. At the meso-level, procurement practices are adopted to 

accommodate the alignment of micro and macro levels. I explained this by observing three levels 

of policy, network, and the emergence of projects, each having its own governance pillars.  

TABLE 15. LEVELS OF GOVERNANCE PILLARS 

Level Action and interaction Governance 

Policy and 

problem-based 

procurement 

support system 

- Enduring practices of procurement. 

- Proactive action. 

-Deliberate action.  

- Process orientation rather than 

output orientation. 

Institutional logic legitimizes the 

projects, procurement rules and 

routines, and opportunity for social 

and economic development. 

Network  

- Ad-hoc temporal actions. 

- Formative action evolving to 

deliberate action. 

Business logic legitimizes 

participation in the project, business 

rules, and routines, and business 

development Network logic 

legitimizes collaboration, network 

support, and network opportunities. 

Project 

- Temporal planned action. 

- From passive actor to active player. 

Project objective (the identified 

problem by a department) 

Project management and control 

Research in innovation studies recognizes the so-called multilevel perspective on socio-

technical transitions. It also recognizes how these systems function and how they may undergo 

far-reaching change (Geels, 2002, 2005, 2010). The analysis of the case presented in this paper 

demonstrates that, even for a situation such as temporary PPI projects, governance is layered. 

Not only do the three pillars of governance interact at each layer, but they also communicate 

across layers. For example, the opportunity at the policy level enables the emergence of the 

opportunities at the network and project levels. Even though the interaction of the three pillars of 

governance is well established in the literature on socio-technical change, the interaction across 
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levels in the context of temporary projects is novel. I contribute to the literature on governance of 

such projects by highlighting the stratification of governance. 

The case study also contributes to the literature on project governance by adopting Borrás 

& Edler’s (2014) model of governance and demonstrating its usage in the context of managing 

projects. The model is useful for capturing the complexity of social relations, structures, and 

political processes involved in the creation and management of projects. Understanding how 

governance is enacted enables the oversight of project direction as well as facilitating the 

alignment between the objectives of the project and organizations in which those projects happen 

(Burga & Rezania, 2017; Zwikael & Smyrk, 2015).  

3.7.2. Managerial Implications 

Co-creation of value is currently a topic of interest for public policy reform across the globe 

(Osborne et al., 2016). The case indicates that procurement for innovation requires a degree of 

coordinated change across governmental departments, such as planning, legal affairs, and 

procurement to implement the policy and related support systems. The case demonstrates how 

CAP leverages existing RFP practices and a network to reach its objectives. It is worth noting the 

role of the CAP as a project portfolio management unit. The CAP acted as an opening in this 

transformation process. It showed the ability to work across boundaries between different actor 

groups, enabled greater stakeholder participation and cross-sectoral coordination. The CAP acted 

as a ‘champion’ and introduced the necessary coordination, engaging with a range of external 

actors, while promoting benefits internally and externally. The CAP was concerned with raising 

the stakes with departments, receiving high-level buy-in, controlling for risks, coordinating 

engagement with external parties and start-ups, in addition to guiding contract and technical 

selection. In this sense, the CAP was both a political and a technical champion.  
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The CAP coordinated a portfolio of interorganizational arrangements to develop new 

technologies and products to solve the City's problems. I observe that a portfolio approach to 

interorganizational collaboration with different partners was effective. Each partner has its own 

objective, but they complement one another. A portfolio of different, though complementary, 

interorganizational arrangements enables various instruments and numerous logics to be used. 

3.7.3. Limitations and Proposal for Future Research 

Descriptive case studies are inherently limited as they are not suitable for determining cause and 

effect. Future multiple case studies could focus on how variance in governance pillars impacts a 

program’s outcome. 

It is worth noting that CAP was a temporary organization set up to implement PPI. CAP 

was able to reconcile its capabilities with the stakeholders in the network and engage start-ups in 

the process. Future studies could focus on how capabilities for stakeholder management are 

developed (Burga & Rezania, 2016) or reconciled and what happens to those capabilities when 

the program ends. 

Ramaswamy and Gouillart (2010) state that role conflict makes it challenging for firms to 

manage multiparty interactions. The literature also indicates that although network diversity is 

beneficial for innovation, it poses significant absorptive capacity costs (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). 

As the diversity increases, the need for communication and social exchange increases and the 

participants’ ability to absorb and apply each other’s knowledge declines (W. M. Cohen & 

Levinthal, 1990). It is noted that the number of participants in the network of this case is not very 

large. Other organizations who aim to adopt PPI may need to pay attention to complementarity 

and the number of partners in the network. More studies are needed to better understand how 

multiparty interaction creates value in such programs.  
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4. Chapter Four: Paper Three 

4.1. Abstract 

In this paper, the objective is to explore and explain capabilities to work with a new group of 

stakeholders, namely start-ups, in the context of the CAP as a program for the public 

procurement of innovation. I use a theoretical framework suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) 

embracing four capabilities – networking, competence mapping, relational, and desorptive – to 

incorporate stakeholders in projects. I conduct theory-driven and data-driven analyses to refine 

the framework. Furthermore, using CMO configuration, suggested by Pawson (1996), I explain 

capabilities which are generated by the interaction of context and mechanisms in three stages of 

the projects. The data analysis demonstrates three capabilities – networking, competence 

mapping, and relational – as well as the extension to the competence mapping and relational 

capabilities. The results indicate that capabilities develop over the life of projects, and that the 

presence and importance of capabilities alter as the projects evolve from the initiation to the 

closing stage. In addition, mechanisms to realize each capability are explained.   

4.2. Introduction 

Governments need to be smart buyers. This means knowing what to buy and deciding from 

whom to buy it. To execute this decision, they require specifications determining what is to be 

purchased, and how an effective procurement is to be conducted in a competitive market (Kettl, 

1993). They must also monitor the contractor’s performance (Kettl, 1993). 

In the public sector, the solution to a problem is sought through public procurement. 

When governments decide to contract with third parties, it involves obtaining a product or 

service. Procurement is the act of sourcing and buying goods, or services from an external source 

to fulfil a need or address an issue (Van Weele, 2010). In a specific type of procurement, instead 
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of focusing on a solution and asking bidders to submit their proposal for that specific solution, 

the problem is considered, and the potential bidders are asked to address the problem. This can 

encourage the demand-side of innovation and create novel solutions. This is called public 

procurement of innovation (Rolfstam, 2013).  

Using procurement to address civic needs is not new. Governments and public agencies 

have long used procurement to address social needs. They have also used procurement power to 

incentivize innovation (Rolfstam, 2013). The concept of promoting innovation by using demand-

side policies, such as public procurement, has been already pursued by countries over the past 

several decades, mainly in defense, energy and transportation (OECD, 2015). However, interest 

in using policy to foster innovation has resurrected in recent years (Lember et al., 2014; OECD, 

2015). Sixteen out of 34 OECD countries have a strategy to use procurement to support the 

delivery of innovative goods or services. Among these countries, six (Austria, Belgium, Finland, 

Germany, Portugal, and Sweden) regularly monitor and measure the results of those strategies. 

Mergel (2015) argues that government entities now acknowledge the requirement to consider 

external problem solvers in the innovation creation processes. She discusses two major drivers 

for this change in US government sector: (1) the sense of urgency to enhance the quality of 

service; and (2) the legalization of innovation creation processes through the America Competes 

Act, which instructs public agencies to find ways to promote quality in education and 

technology. In response, public agencies are now using open innovation approaches to address 

public management issues.  

Public procurement as a vehicle to promote innovation is not without challenges. Some 

features related to innovation and technology, include uncertainty and suitability, should be dealt 

with caution, especially when governments are seeking opportunities to engage with the private 
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sector. In this case, some governments might use their war-time experience with military 

procurement since it is an advanced field of technology (Edquist et al., 2015). Furthermore, 

numerous barriers prevent the public sector from acting as an intelligent and informed customer 

to encourage innovation (Uyarra, Edler, Garcia-Estevez, Georghiou, & Yeow, 2014). The main 

barriers are as follows: 

- The lack of interaction between government and procuring organizations;  

- The use of over-specified tenders as opposed to outcome-based specifications;  

- Low competencies of government;  

- Poor risk management during the procurement process.  

It can be concluded that public procurement of innovation requires high interaction 

between the public and private sectors, outcome-based bids instead of detailed tenders, qualified 

people in public sector, and effective risk management. These are the characteristics of an 

effective public procurement of innovation. 

According to the OECD (2015), procurement processes usually are designed in ways that 

favor established firms. These enterprises have greater capacity to respond to government 

tenders. Involving a broader range of enterprises (including start-ups and SMEs) is more 

appropriate for fairness. This also helps the range of ideas to expand. Supporting SMEs in the 

context of public procurement is documented in the OECD Survey (OECD, 2017). This support 

is aimed to encourage participation of SMEs in public procurement to promote innovation. 

According to this survey, SMEs play an enormous role in economies. Almost 95% of enterprises 

in OECD countries are considered SMEs, counting for 60% of employment in the private sector 

(Ayyagari, Demirguc-Kunt, & Maksimovic, 2011). Furthermore, they are considered hubs for 
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innovation due to two reasons: (1) less time to generate and test new ideas because of fewer 

hierarchical levels; and (2) the ability to launch and develop businesses based on a specific idea 

(OECD, 2017).    

Public agencies are required to develop organizational capabilities to implement PPI 

effectively (Edquist et al., 2015; Vonortas, 2015). Public entities usually are identified with 

characteristics such as risk aversion and variant avoidance. However, innovation is characterized 

with variety, risk, and ambiguity. Therefore, the public sector is in need of developing 

capabilities to overcome these limitations which are deterrents to innovation (Edquist et al., 

2015; Uyarra et al., 2014). These capabilities are essential due to the emergence of integration 

issues between the private and public sectors and the move towards more complex supply chain 

structures (Schapper, Malta, & Gilbert, 2009; Vonortas, 2015). Research also has indicated that 

insufficient management and organizational capabilities within the public sector have led to 

major failures in the implementation of PPI (Rolfstam, 2007; Vonortas, 2015). As indicated by 

Valovirta (2015), most studies associated with PPI are conducted with a view to assessing the 

economic impact of PPI policy. Thus, “less attention has been given to managerial issues that 

need to be addressed when a public organization aims to implement PPI and accommodate it as a 

regular organizational practice” (p. 66). As such, I aim to address this gap and explain 

capabilities which are required by (public) organizations to engage start-ups in the context of 

PPI.  

In the following sections, I provide a theoretical background on capabilities for 

incorporating start-ups in the innovation process. To do so, I synthesize the literatures on 

stakeholder management capabilities and sustainable innovation capabilities. These theoretical 

considerations are relevant because developing capabilities for engaging start-ups in the PPI 
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process may be an instance of engaging external stakeholders in the innovation process. 

Stakeholder management theory explains the stakeholder management capabilities that firms 

utilize for managing their stakeholders. The sustainability-oriented innovation literature is built 

on stakeholder management capabilities and it is particularly relevant as the focus is on 

innovations, that are intended to contribute to sustainable development independent from the 

actual sustainability performance of a business. Local government objectives for engaging start-

ups in PPI go beyond addressing short term needs of the community. They focus on creating 

benefits for society, maintaining the welfare of civil systems and creating value for their citizens 

while also developing products and services that have applications to other cities. As I will 

explain in the literature review, the sustainability-oriented innovation literature builds on the 

open innovation capabilities literature. Capabilities for incorporating external actors for 

innovations are comprehensively studied as open innovation capabilities. The literature on the 

development of capabilities for sustainability-oriented innovations will therefore serve me well. 

4.3. Literature Review 

4.3.1. Stakeholder Management 

Freeman (Freeman, 1984) identifies the individuals and groups that are stakeholders of a 

business and provides the recommendation that management should pay attention to the interests 

of all stakeholders. Accordingly, a successful business should create value for 

customers, suppliers, employees, communities, and financiers. He defined a stakeholder as “any 

group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s 

objectives” (Freeman, 1984). Stakeholder management necessitates firms to be able to manage 

their relationship with stakeholders in a dynamic way (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009). Moreover, an 

effective stakeholder management regime can only operate to the extent that the organization has 
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developed its Stakeholder Management Capability (Freeman, 1984). This means that firms need 

to consider stakeholder management capability (SMC) to attain an effective stakeholder 

management.  

FIGURE 2. STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY LEVELS 

 

 

 

 

Organizations might develop SMC in three levels of increasing complexity (Figure 2). 

Freeman (Freeman, 1984) defines three procedural levels which firms use to manage their 

relationships with their stakeholders. The SMC of a firm is defined “in terms of its ability to put 

these three levels of analysis together” (p. 53). In respect to stakeholders, managers should: 

1. Identify stakeholders and their stakes (rational level of analysis). This level is 

descriptive and to some extent analytical since legitimacy, power, and urgency are 

at play. This represents an early level of SMC. According to Freeman (1984), any 

framework which aims to improve the firm’s SMC must begin with this level.  

2. Structure organizational processes to align organizational goals and expectations 

with those of stakeholders (process level of analysis). In this level, organizations 

go one step further, not only identifying stakeholders and their stakes, but also 

developing and implementing processes and policies to monitor the environment 

and collect relevant information about stakeholders. Firms then use this 
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information to make decisions. However, at this level, firms still do not frequently 

communicate and interact with stakeholders.  

3. Negotiate transactions and bargains with stakeholders to balance competing 

interests of stakeholders (transactional level of analysis). This level is the highest 

and most developed level of managerial analysis in SMC in that managers 

actually engage in transactions with stakeholders. In this stage, firms need to 

“engage in intensive communication and dialogue with (all) stakeholders, not just 

those who are friendly.” (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009, p. 109). At this level, the 

firm is said to have high (superior) SMC when it understands its stakeholder map 

and the interests of each group, has processes in place to consider their interests 

regularly, and implements an appropriate strategy to interact effectively with them 

to balance their interests with the firm’s goals (Freeman, 1984). It is argued that 

the success or failure of transactional exchanges will determine the capability of 

stakeholders’ management (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009).  

Attributes for each level of SMC are demonstrated in Table 16. 
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TABLE 16. STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY ATTRIBUTES (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009; 

Elias, Cavana, & Jackson, 2002; Olden, 2003; Wickham & Wong, 2009; Zakhem, 2008) 

Rational Level Process Level Transactional Level 

- Stakeholders are identified. 

- Stakes are defined. 

- Stakeholder map and chart are 

created. 

- Legitimacy, power, and 

urgency of stakeholders are 

identified. 

  

- The relationship between 

management and stakeholders 

are established. 

- The environment is monitored 

and information regarding 

stakeholders are gathered. 

- Stakeholders are considered as 

a part of organizational decision 

making. 

- Organizational and stakeholder 

goals and expectations are 

united. 

- Procedures, policies, and 

processes are established in a 

way that stakeholders and their 

interests are reflected.  

- Managers are involved in 

transactions (relationships) with 

stakeholders. 

- Resources are spent on 

stakeholder transactions. 

- Communication, bargaining, 

dialogue, and exchanging with 

all stakeholders are established. 

- Competing interests of 

stakeholder are balanced.  

- Environment is taken into 

account in decisions in a 

systematic way.  

According to Wickham and Wong (2009), the rational level of analysis requires 

“extensive market research to understand the nature and the source of the interest” (p. 296). At 

the process level of analysis, stakeholders should be included in the firm's actual strategic 

decision-making process and their multiple perspectives should be considered as a resource for 

the organization. At the highest level of analysis, “win-win transactional exchanges with 

stakeholders” should be established and implemented (Zakhem, 2008, p. 395). In the third level 

of SMC, organizations know their stakeholders and interest, integrate these into their procedures 

and policies, and moreover, start to negotiate with stakeholders and even look for voluntary 

agreements to ensure all stakeholders are considered and their interests are balanced (Freeman, 

1984; Olden, 2003).  

Elias et al. (2002) analyzed stakeholders using three levels for R&D projects: rational, 

process, and transactional. Accordingly, they determined the SMC of an R&D project. In their 
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research, they adapted the methodology used in organizations for R&D project management. 

They followed six steps in their study to analyze stakeholders in an R&D project and determined 

the SMC. The first four steps were for the rational level of analysis. These include: developing a 

stakeholder map for a project, preparing a list of specific stakeholders, identifying the interests of 

stakeholders, and preparing a stakeholder grid based on power and interest. Then, they conducted 

the process and transactional levels of stakeholder analysis. In this study, the authors used a 

judgment-based approach to determine the level of SMC in the R&D project.  

Olden (2003) studied stakeholder management capability in the context of hospital and 

community health. In his suggested approach, it is recommended that organizations move from 

stakeholder management towards stakeholder collaboration. This is achieved through balancing 

control between managers and stakeholders, building trust, and considering community goals.  

As argued by Zakhem (2008), “achieving a high level of capability largely depends on 

managerial ability to effectively bargain with stakeholders and establish solidarity vis-a-vis the 

successful negotiation, implementation, and execution of win-win transactional exchanges” (p. 

395). Although it might be difficult to treat all stakeholders’ interests in a balanced way, in many 

cases stakeholders and business organizations share similar values and norms (e.g., economic 

efficiency, return on investment, cost minimization), which are sufficient to resolve disputes 

through traditional and economic means (e.g., transactional bargaining, negotiation, and 

exchange) (Zakhem, 2008). 

An effective SMC, therefore, should go beyond transactional exchanges to be able to 

reduce the power of “dissenting stakeholder groups” and balance the power among various 

groups of interest holders (Wickham & Wong, 2009). SMC can help to conceptualize the 
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strategic management of dissenting stakeholder groups. It recommends that effective 

stakeholders management must happen at all three levels (rational, process and transactional) of 

analysis (Wickham & Wong, 2009). 

4.3.2. Sustainability-oriented Innovation 

Innovation can be used by firms as a means of reaching sustainable development. However, 

since innovation for sustainable development is more complicated than other forms of innovation 

based on market dynamics (Hall & Vredenburg, 2003), adjustments will be needed to implement 

sustainability-oriented innovation (Senge & Carstedt, 2001). This higher level of complexity is 

mainly due to the fact that several stakeholders and their multiple interests are involved (Ayuso, 

Rodríguez, García-Castro, & Ariño, 2011). In this regard, firms must engage with various 

stakeholders to generate ideas for innovation and address the interests of stakeholders. 

Stakeholder engagement can “anticipate, understand, and respond faster and more easily to 

changes in the rapidly changing business environment… [this] also brings opportunities for 

generating new creative solutions, beneficial for both the company and the stakeholders” (Ayuso 

et al., 2011, p. 1400).  

If a firm is able to reach sustainable development through innovation and stakeholder 

engagement, this might become a major capability and a source of competitive advantage (Ayuso 

et al., 2011; Rodriguez, Ricart, & Sanchez, 2002). Therefore, stakeholder engagement is one of 

the pertinent components of “organizational capability that deals with stakeholder-related 

innovation in the context of sustainable development” (Ayuso et al., 2011, p. 1401). In the 

scholarly literature, the positive relationship between stakeholder engagement and sustainable 

innovation orientation is established (Ayuso et al., 2011). Sustainable innovation orientation is 
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defined as an “aspect of a firm’s culture that encourages openness to new ideas” (Ayuso et al., 

2011, p. 1405). 

According to Behnam, Cagliano, and Grijalvo (2018), sustainability-oriented innovation 

is not concerned with the outcomes of sustainability, but rather with the process. Furthermore, 

sustainability-oriented innovation is focused on innovations, “which are intended to contribute to 

sustainable development, independent from the actual sustainability performance of a business 

(as is the case of sustainable/eco/green innovations)” (p. 952). I can therefore define 

sustainability-oriented innovation (SOI) as “the development of new products, processes, and/or 

management systems, where environmental, social, and economic goals are their foundations” 

(Hansen, Grosse-Dunker, & Reichwald, 2009). 

Nevertheless, using innovation to achieve sustainable development is a challenging task 

(Newman, 2005). Several entities and actors with various interests and goals are involved in this 

process. Thus, I need a collaborative model of sustainability where multiple stakeholders are 

engaged to create a proper environment for innovation (Sarkis, Cordeiro, & Brust, 2010). 

Integration of both internal and external actors to achieve sustainability is addressed in many 

studies (Behnam et al., 2018; Gould, 2012). These actors are the stakeholders of a company, 

including individuals, groups, and organizations (Behnam et al., 2018; Freeman, 1984). 

Therefore, I need to consider the interests of these stakeholders when implementing 

sustainability-oriented innovation.  

4.3.3. Framework Conceptualization and Literature Gap 

Integrating stakeholders for sustainability-oriented innovation projects requires capabilities. 

These capabilities have been considered in the literature. Furthermore, firm capabilities for 
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integrating external actors in innovation projects are discussed. Behnam et al. (2018) reviewed 

the literature and identified four capabilities for open innovation, including networking, 

competence mapping, relational, and desorptive capabilities (Table 17). They conclude that these 

capabilities should be considered on a contextual basis.  

TABLE 17. FOUR CAPABILITIES (Behnam et al., 2018) 
Capability Description Conceptualization 

Networking  A firm's ability to attract 

start-ups to be engaged in a 

project (build [recruit 

potential partners] and grow 

an innovation network). 

Communicating consistently about innovation partner 

selection criteria and about the types of collaboration 

partners needed; engaging in networking opportunities 

with start-ups. 

Competence 

Mapping 

A firm's ability to produce an 

explicit overview of the 

competencies of start-ups. 

Regularly conducting explorative meetings with start-

ups; documenting start-ups competency assessments 

explicitly; disseminating start-ups competency 

assessments internally; being able to evaluate types of 

start-ups systematically and to select appropriately when 

complementary resources are integrated. 

Relational  A firm's ability to manage its 

network by managing the 

different relationships (with 

start-ups). 

Investing in the build-up of start-ups relationships; 

engaging in trust-building activities; engaging in goal 

identification exercises; having dedicated team members 

for relationship management issues (i.e., understanding 

the nature of collaboration and compatibility of partners, 

establishing shared visions/goals, and effectively 

distributing information and new insights/perspectives); 

having shared experiences and a history of 

collaboration; facilitating smooth, continuous 

communication. 

Desorptive  The ability to select, engage, 

empower, and align relevant 

internal actors with start-ups 

in a project. 

Systematically and effectively selecting the 

relevant/competent and internal departments/teams for a 

project with start-ups; systematically empowering 

employees for enhanced commitment to collaborate 

with start-ups (e.g., through systematically internally 

sharing information gained from start-ups, hiring expert 

employees for aligning human resources and projects 

with start-ups, assigning boundary people who transfer 

information between organizational groups to align 

groups in terms of their objectives, languages, time 

frames, and norms in cross-functional teams). 
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Even though the literature provides a conceptualization of four capabilities for engaging 

external stakeholders in innovation, little work has been done to explain the mechanisms that 

lead to the development of those capabilities, particularly in working with a new group of 

stakeholders. Developing capabilities for engaging start-ups in the PPI process is an instance of 

engaging a new group of external stakeholders in projects. Accordingly, this paper aims at 

identifying mechanisms that leads to the development of capabilities for engaging start-ups in the 

context of PPI projects at a local government. 

To identify mechanisms contributing to the development of capabilities for engaging 

start-ups in CAP, I need to define capability in the PPI context. Behnam et al. (2018) use the 

definition provided by Eisenhardt & Martin (2000). According to them, capability is described as 

“a set of processes enabling firms to achieve a certain outcome” (p. 952). These capabilities are 

highly dependent on “… businesses’ capacity to deploy resources for a defined purpose” 

(Behnam et al., 2018, p. 952). Helfat and Winter (2011) define capability as the capacity of an 

organization “to perform a particular activity in a reliable and at least minimally satisfactory 

manner” (p. 1244). Hence, resources play a crucial role in determining capability (Barney, 2001; 

Behnam et al., 2018). 

For local governments, this “particular” activity might be engaging start-ups or developing 

local businesses. In this regard, capability has an intended and clear goal, and allows for the 

recurrent and consistent performance of an activity (Helfat & Winter, 2011). From this standpoint, 

three major capabilities are identified in the literature: operational, dynamic, and ad hoc.  

Operational capabilities “enable a firm to make a living in the present… [and] to perform 

an activity on an on-going basis using more or less the same techniques on the same scale to 
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support existing products and services for the same customer population” (Helfat & Winter, 

2011, p. 1244). Operational capabilities are known as “ordinary” or “zero order” capabilities 

aimed to maintain the “status quo” (Helfat & Winter, 2011; Winter, 2003). According to Wang 

and Wang (2017), operational capabilities “enable a firm to perform some activities on a 

consistent (repeatable) basis” (p. 728).  

However, according to Winter (2003), changes in organizations can be generated by a 

dynamic capability. A dynamic capability allows a firm to change the way it earns profit 

(Winter, 2013). This capability aids firms in accommodating a changing environment through a 

dynamic process of identifying opportunities and deploying resources to seize those chances 

(Zollo & Winter, 2002). Using dynamic capabilities requires organizational change and more 

precisely it “deepens the firm’s memory of routines that can be used in response to similar and 

recurrent environmental shifts in the future” (Y. Wang & Wang, 2017, p. 730). A different way 

to change is using an ad hoc problem-solving approach.  

Winter’s (2003) “ad hoc problem solving” approach is for non-routine, contingent, 

opportunistic, and creative searches for satisfactory behaviors. It is a reaction to “novel 

challenges from the environment or other relatively unpredictable events” (p. 993). For some 

companies, ad hoc teams are formed to address specific isolated challenges and problems. These 

companies rely mainly on operational capabilities. However, they switch to ad hoc activities for 

special cases that require one-time resource allocation (Helfat & Winter, 2011). As argued by 

Wang and Wang (2017), an ad hoc problem-solving approach towards change involves non-

routine behavior even though the costs disappear when there is no similar problem to solve. It 

might be then a more favorable option in some settings, such as smaller companies or projects. 
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Therefore, the ad hoc problem-solving approach is more appropriate for CAP projects which 

have been defined based on new challenges from the environment. 

Table 18 compares the ad hoc problem-solving approach to the exercise of operational 

and dynamic capabilities.   

TABLE 18. AD HOC PROBLEM-SOLVING, OPERATIONAL AND DYNAMIC CAPABILITIES (HELFAT & 

WINTER, 2011; JACOBIDES & WINTER, 2012; Y. WANG & WANG, 2017; WINTER, 2003, 2012) 

Capability Operational Dynamic Ad hoc 

Environment/Context 

- Status quo 

- Primarily operational 

purposes 

- Consistent and 

repeatable activities 

- More relevant to 

large companies. 

- Highly dynamic and 

changing. 

- Novel challenges 

from the environment.  

- Relatively 

unpredictable events. 

- Used in response to 

disruptive but largely 

isolated events. 

Costs 

- Operating costs - Reducing and 

disguising, but not 

fully eliminating the 

costs.  

- Long-term 

Investment 

- No cost when there is 

no challenge/problem 

to solve. 

- Short-term 

investment 

Timeline 
- Ongoing  - Ongoing - Temporary 

- High-paced 

Behavior 

- Enable a firm to 

make a living in the 

present. 

- Same techniques 

- Learned and 

patterned  

- Enables a firm to 

alter how it currently 

makes its living. 

- Adapt to changing 

environments. 

- Sensing and seizing 

opportunities. 

- Non-repetitive  

- Not purely reactive 

or passive 

- Not highly patterned 

- Not practiced 

- Not structured  

4.4. Guelph Civic Accelerator Program 

This study is initiated based on a pilot project (Civic Accelerator Program) to engage with 

entrepreneurs and start-ups to create solutions for complex and novel municipal procurement 

problems at Guelph. As noted by participants from the City, approximately 20% of public 

procurement issues require innovative approaches to address them. These challenges are mainly 
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generated by changing environments, requiring a public sector response, and are categorized as 

short-term, temporary, and non-repetitive problems with no specific structure or pattern. These 

characteristics have directed me to classify the Civic Accelerator Program (CAP) as a collection 

of ad hoc projects. 

The corporate strategic plan1 articulates the City’s vision and strategy, establishing the 

foundation for allocating the resources of the City of Guelph. The City Council approved the 

implementation of the City’s Corporate Strategic Plan in June 2012. Following several steps – 

including survey from citizens, and a series of Council workshops – a Corporate Strategic Plan 

framework for the period of 2012-2016 was approved by Council. This framework included 

mission, vision and values, as well as three strategic focus areas, and nine strategic directions. 

Three strategic focus areas were organizational excellence, innovation in local government, and 

city building. For innovation in local government, three sub-areas were listed for strategic 

direction. These were: 

1. Building an adaptive environment for government innovation to ensure fiscal and service 

sustainability; 

2. Delivering public services better;  

3. Ensuring accountability, transparency and engagement. 

For the first sub-area, forming innovation pilot project teams was introduced as a major 

strategic initiative. These teams were meant to work on a range of innovation-focused 

improvements. According to the corporate strategic plan, “Innovation Fund, Business Process 

 
1 2012-2016 Corporate Strategic Plan; accessed on Feb 18, 2019 

https://guelph.ca/plans-and-strategies/corporate-strategic-plan/2012-2016-corporate-strategic-plan/ 

https://guelph.ca/plans-and-strategies/corporate-strategic-plan/2012-2016-corporate-strategic-plan/
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Improvement, and solution-based Round Tables” are examples of these improvements, which are 

targeted “to create efficiencies, improve business processes and deliver services better”. Further 

to the report provided by office of the CAO (Chief Administrative Officer) on April 7, 2016 to 

the City Council regarding the City’s progress in delivering the Corporate Strategic Plan’s 

priority projects and initiatives, Guelph Lab was initiated as an innovation pilot project.  

The Guelph Lab is a collaboration between the University of Guelph, involving the 

College of Social and Applied Human Sciences, and the City of Guelph. There are two directors 

one each from the City and university who are involved in this project. From the City, it is the 

general manager of IT and innovation and from the university, it is the director of the community 

engaged scholarship institute. According to the City,  

“The Guelph Lab mandate is to take tricky problems and help us start them out and find new 

pathways forward. Find new insights into these complicated problems that the city has. One of 

the first big problems that they looked at was called ‘procurement’. How we buy stuff, and what 

the rules are and what the problems are, how it works for everyone. And they uncovered a couple 

of interesting insights. They learned that for a certain type of a decision that is very 

straightforward. So, in those instances where the solution in very obvious, it works great! But, in 

more complex areas, typically involving fast moving technology or emerging sectors of the 

economy it is not reasonable to expect a city staffer to know what it is that they need. And so, that 

was one insight that Guelph Lab research came to, that the city staff have a hard time.”  

 

Also as mentioned by a participant from Guelph Lab, 

“The Guelph lab is responsible to develop and test ideas, really around organizational challenges. 

The need for a new approach to procurement was initiated from the IT department, however, it 

was noted that this issue is not limited only to this department. It was noticed that there are other 

cities, which are dealing with similar procurement challenges and finding similar solutions. Cities 

like San Francisco and Amsterdam are following a similar approach to procurement. It is very 

much a bottom up [citizens], top down pressure [federal government]”. 

 



 
 

92 

Public innovation is the central mandate of Guelph Lab, as it aids to develop solutions for 

the challenges encountered by citizens needing government intervention. One of these challenges 

raised by the City of Guelph’s IT department involved the designing of an alternative 

procurement process, the integration of innovative technology solutions and the provision of 

opportunities to engage citizens and businesses. 

Guelph Lab and the City of Guelph started the planning for this alternative procurement 

in winter 2016. Meanwhile, Innovation Guelph helped the City by providing support and 

consultation. Further to this approach to procurement, departments were not asking for specific 

products or services to purchase. Instead, the innovation team within the Office of the Chief 

Administrative Officer (CAO) asked departments to specify unresolved challenges they were 

facing. 

Accordingly, the first RFP was released on June 20, 2016, in which three challenges were 

identified. Later, one of the challenges (parking) was dropped and the four-month embed period 

extended for the other challenges (water and planning). According to the initial plan, the 

following dates were determined for the sequence of the program.  

• May 25: Internal launch event 

• June 20: Call for applicants released on the City's bids and tenders page 

• June 20: Public launch featuring the Mayor of Guelph  

• July 11: Application window closes 

• July 29: Solution partners are selected 

• September 1: Solution partners begin embedding period within the City departments 

• December 15: Solution demo day 
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The City of Guelph launched the first phase of this project as the civic accelerator 

program (CAP) in June 2016. This program was initiated from the office of the Chief 

Administrative Officer at the City and later other participants joined. CAP was a cooperative 

venture encompassing the Guelph Lab, the City of Guelph, Innovation Guelph, the Guelph 

Chamber of Commerce, the Canadian Open Data Exchange (ODX) and the University of 

Guelph’s Centre for Business and Student Enterprise (CBaSE). Six stages were defined for this 

program to find solutions for complex municipal challenges. In the first stage, the City of Guelph 

invites applicants to offer solutions to the provided challenges. Next, some of the selected 

applicants are invited to provide additional information. In the third stage, the candidates are 

selected based on the qualifications of the project manager, suitability for the program, quality of 

proposed solution and capability to develop and implement the suggested solution. In the next 

step, a partnership between the selected candidate and the relevant City department is to be 

formed. The fifth stage includes demonstration of the developed solution to stakeholders. In the 

last stage, the decision regarding the proposed solution is made by the City. If the solution is 

selected, there will be a purchase agreement established. In this process, the City and other 

participants were hoping to engage a greater number of start-ups and entrepreneurs.  

The first challenge concerned water consumption and included possible ways of reducing 

that and preventing leakage. The second challenge was designed to come up with a mechanism 

of receiving feedback from citizens on planning decisions. The last challenge was aimed at 

optimizing available parking space in the downtown core.  

At the end of the program, a solution was developed for the water challenge and a 

contract was signed between the City and the start-up. For the planning challenge, the start-up 
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was selected, and parties got involved to co-develop the solution. However, no contract was 

signed at the end. The parking challenge was dropped at the beginning of the program.   

According to the participants from the City, CAP was a learning opportunity, an 

experience they used for the next pilot. In 2018, the City formed a partnership with two 

collaborating municipalities, Barrie and London, to launch the Municipal Innovation Exchange 

(MIX). MIX2 is a three-year project which aims to use procurement as a tool for innovation. It 

was to be introduced as a center of excellence to create a preliminary innovation procurement 

framework to support procurement processes for multiple cities. According to MIX, each city 

would run two innovation procurement challenges, and each would share best practices to 

develop the Municipal Innovation Procurement Framework. The City of Guelph had already 

initiated the first MIX challenge and was expected to release that in the form of Request for 

Proposal (RFP) in 2019. The Cities of Barrie and London were expected to launch their 

challenges as well.  

4.5. Methodology 

4.5.1. Realistic Evaluation 

The method of this paper is mainly informed by the realistic evaluation approach. As noted by 

Astbury (2013), the “intellectual lineage of the realist approach to evaluation can be traced back 

directly to the critical realist movement in the philosophy of science” (p. 385). According to 

critical realism (CR), there is a truth out there, which is independent of our own perceptions; 

however, everyone might interpret and understand that truth differently. The former part refers to 

“realist” ontology, and the latter explanation describes the “critical” epistemology of critical 

 
2 Retrieved from https://guelph.ca/city-hall/open-government/municipal-innovation-exchange-mix/; Accessed on 

Feb 16, 2019 

https://guelph.ca/city-hall/open-government/municipal-innovation-exchange-mix/
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realism. As discussed in the literature (Bhaskar, 2008; Bhaskar & Callinicos, 2003; Mingers, 

Mutch, & Willcocks, 2013) , it is required to distinguish amongst real, actual, and empirical 

domains (see Figure 3). The real domain refers to mechanisms, events, and experiences. The 

actual describes events, which may or may not occur, and thus, the empirical order should be 

seen as a part of those events that are observed, experienced, and perceived. Causal mechanism 

is observed as a major part of CR. According to realism, a causal effect (based on perceivability) 

is sufficient to imply existence (Mingers et al., 2013).   

FIGURE 3. REAL, ACTUAL, AND EMPIRICAL DOMAINS 

This argument is also known as “depth realism”, in which the world consists of three 

domains (Archer, 1998; Pawson, 2013). Table 19 contrast these three domains.  

TABLE 19. DEPTH REALISM (ADAPTED FROM PAWSON (2013)) 

 
Empirical  

Domain 

Actual  

Domain 

Real  

Domain 

Experiences, Observations, and Perceptions    

Events and Patterns    

Mechanisms (that create patterns of events)    

According to the realistic evaluation, I need to provide plausible mechanisms explaining 

the relevant capabilities. I need to know which mechanisms helped the CAP to develop those 

Empirical

Actual

Real
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capabilities. As noted by Pawson (1996), mechanisms are associated with reasoning, choices, 

and motivations. They are propositions regarding the interaction between agency and structure 

which generated outcomes. These explanations should consider “for whom and in what 

circumstances” these mechanisms might work (p. 301). Additionally, the functionality of such 

mechanisms is conditional on contextual factors.  

4.5.2. Methodology Steps and Data Sources 

In this paper, the objective is to identify and explain capabilities required to engage start-ups as a 

new group of stakeholders in projects. I use a qualitative, case-study approach to explore 

capabilities and explain them (Tellis, 1997; Zainal, 2007). I first use template analysis based on 

the SMC framework (Behnam et al., 2018) to identify capabilities to engage start-ups. 

Accordingly, I form the codebook based on this framework. These capabilities suggested by 

Behnam et al. (2018) are used as my guideline for data collection and identified as the outcomes. 

For the analysis of data, I use a top-down approach, starting with codes developed from the SMC 

framework. Next, I conduct a bottom-up analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012) to identify major 

themes arising from data. The reconciliation of results from the top-down and bottom-up 

analyses help me refine the original framework, suggested by Behnam et al. (2018). More 

precisely, I compare the conceptualization of capabilities (top-down analysis) with what the 

subject tells me regarding capabilities (bottom-up analysis) to see if the theory is complete or if I 

need to extend the conceptualization of capabilities. In the last step, I apply the CMO for each 

capability to identify the interaction between context and mechanisms which has led to that 

capability (Pawson & Tilley, 1997). In this step, I use the data and coding to identify 

mechanisms. I explain mechanisms by referring to the literature. The data analysis is conducted 

in three stages of the projects to identify appropriate mechanisms in developing capabilities to 
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engage start-ups. These stages are: initiation, execution, and closing. Methodology steps and 

associated data sources are depicted in Figure 4.  

FIGURE 4. METHODOLOGY STEPS AND DATA SOURCES  

 

I use a conceptual framework which is based on organizational capabilities required for 

sustainability-oriented innovation projects (Behnam et al., 2018). These capabilities include 

networking, competence mapping, relational, and desorptive capabilities. I apply this framework 

to identify and analyze capabilities to engage start-ups within the context. I form the codebook 

based on this framework (Table 20).  

 

 

Conceptual 
Framework 

(Theory)

• Literature 
Review -
Behnam et 
al. (2018) 

Codebook
• Literature 

and 
Framework

Theory-driven 
Analysis

(top-down)

• Literature, 
Framework 
and 
Interviews -
Behnam 
(2018)

Data-driven 
Analysis

(bottom-up)

• Interviews 
and 
Researcher

Reconciliation

(comparison)
• Researcher

Refined 
Framework

• Researcher

CMO 
Configuration

• Researcher 
and 
Literature
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TABLE 20. CAPABILITIES CODEBOOK   

Capability/Ability Description Indicator (Code) 

Networking  

A firm's ability to attract 

start-ups to be engaged 

in a project (build 

[recruit potential 

partners] and grow an 

innovation network). 

- Communicating consistently about partner selection 

criteria 

- Communicating consistently about the types of 

collaboration partners needed 

- Engaging in networking opportunities with start-ups 

Competence 

Mapping 

A firm's ability to 

produce an explicit 

overview of the 

competencies of start-

ups. 

- Regularly conducting explorative meetings with start-

ups 

- Disseminating start-ups competency assessments 

internally. 

- Ability to evaluate types of start-ups systematically. 

- Ability to select start-ups appropriately when 

complementary resources are integrated. 

Relational  

A firm's ability to 

manage its network by 

managing the different 

relationships (with start-

ups). 

- Investing in the build-up of start-ups relationships. 

- Engaging in trust-building activities. 

- Engaging in goal identification exercises. 

- Having dedicated team members for relationship 

management issues. 

- Having shared experiences and a history of 

collaboration. 

- Facilitating smooth and continuous communication. 

Desorptive  

The ability to select, 

engage, empower, and 

align relevant internal 

actors with start-ups in a 

project. 

- Selecting relevant internal actors. 

- Engaging relevant internal actors. 

- Empowering relevant internal actors. 

- Aligning relevant internal actors with start-ups. 

Afterwards, I analyze the interviews according to the theory-driven analysis developed by 

Pawson (1996). This is a top-down approach, starting with codes developed from the framework. 

In the next step, I conduct a bottom-up analysis on the data. This is a data-driven process to 

identify major themes arising from data.  
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I need to distinguish between top-down and bottom-up analyses. The former one, also 

known as theoretical thematic analysis, is driven by a specific framework. I used Behnam et al. 

(2018) framework to conduct this analysis. The latter one, which is also known as inductive or 

thematic, is driven mainly by the data itself (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012). For the data-driven 

analysis, I began with some basic codes, and then grouped them together to find the themes. My 

goal here is to find themes and deduce a higher level of meaning from the transcripts and the 

data. In this regard, I mainly follow Braun and Clarke’s (2006) steps as follows:  

1. Familiarizing oneself with the data; 

2. Creating initial codes; 

3. Looking for themes; 

4. Reviewing possible themes; 

5. Specifying and naming themes; 

6. Writing-up. 

In the first step, I listened to the interviews, transcribed them, and made some notes. My 

goal here was to immerse myself in the dataset and understand the parts which were relevant to 

the research question. In the second step, I began to organize my data in a meaningful way to 

generate initial codes. As noted by Braun and Clarke (2006), “codes are the building blocks of 

analysis… [they] identify and provide a label for a feature of the data that is potentially relevant 

to the research question” (p. 61). The codes generated in this stage might be a collection of 

descriptive (semantic) and interpretative (latent) codes. 

The third phase is a transition from codes to themes. A theme “captures something 

important about the data in relation to the research question, and represents some level of 
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patterned response or meaning within the data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 82). In this stage, 

by reviewing the coded data, I identify similar and overlapping areas. The objective is to 

recognize broad topics or themes which are built on the codes. Codes which share unifying 

features and describe a meaningful pattern are grouped into themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  

In stages 4 and 5, I review the themes identified in the third phase to make sure codes and 

themes are structured meaningfully. Then, I attribute a unique and specific name to each theme. 

The last step of data-driven coding is writing the analysis and report. It should be noted that 

“writing and analysis are thoroughly interwoven in qualitative research” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 

p. 69), meaning that the writing begins with the analysis, not afterwards.  

The comparison of top-down and bottom-up coding helps me to refine the original 

framework which was developed by Behnam et al. (2018). After identifying capabilities required 

to engage start-ups, I need to address my second research question – capability development. To 

explain development of capabilities, I use the CMO configuration for each capability to identify 

the interaction between context and mechanisms which has led to that capability (Pawson & 

Tilley, 1997). Mechanisms are driven by resources and the reasoning of participants (Pawson, 

1996). Hence, I explain resources and reasoning for each mechanism.  

4.5.3. Data Collection 

Interviews with participants in this program are used as a major source for data collection. The 

interview procedure was mainly informed by Pawson (1996) and Pawson and Tilley (1997). By 

using a critical realist approach, they developed a framework which is called “theory-driven 

interviews”. According to their approach, a researcher who is looking to find explanations for the 

patterns of a social activity is attempting to “develop an understanding which includes 
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hypotheses about their subjects’ reasons within a wider model of their causes and consequences” 

(Pawson, 1996, p. 302). Therefore, interviews should be theory-driven, meaning that the 

researcher’s theory is the subject of the interview instead of the interviewee’s ‘thoughts and 

deeds’ (Smith & Elger, 2012). I use the interview data to verify or falsify, or even to refine that 

theory (Pawson, 1996). Figure 5 demonstrates the process for theory-driven interviews in this 

paper. According to theory-driven analysis developed by Pawson (1996), the starting point is the 

theory. This helps me to comprehend the participants’ views and knowledge. This framework 

structures and channels the questions and interviews. The interviews are opportunities for 

participants to think about the framework and reflect accordingly. Participants use their own 

reasoning processes which are used to describe explanatory mechanisms. Here is the linkage 

between thoughts and actions. The context also should be considered in this decision-making 

process.    

FIGURE 5. THEORY-DRIVEN INTERVIEWS (ADOPTED FROM PAWSON (1996)) 
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Participants for the interviews included the City of Guelph, CBaSE3, Guelph Lab4, 

ODX5, Innovation Guelph6, and Start-ups. Interviews lasted between 60 and 120 minutes and 

conducted in three stages. For the first stage, I used interviews conducted by a third party7. 

Participants for these interviews included Innovation Guelph (n=3), ODX (n=2), Start-ups (n=4), 

City staff (n=7) and Guelph Lab (n=1). The second round of interviews was conducted by the 

researcher towards the end of program. The questions were related to outcomes, structures, 

processes, relationships, and stakeholders involved in this program. Information regarding the 

number of participants are as follows. City staff (n=3), Innovation Guelph (n=1), Guelph Lab 

(n=1), CBaSE (n=2), ODX (n=1), start-ups (n=2), University of Guelph - School of 

Environmental Design and Rural Development (n=2). The last set of interviews was handled by 

the researcher at the end of CAP while new program (MIX) was introduced. Four interviews 

were conducted with current City staff (n=2), former City staff (n=1), and Innovation Guelph 

(n=1). Typical interview questions are listed in appendices D and E.  

To track the capability development of the start-up engagement, data are collected in 

three phases of the project. Major data sources and timelines are listed in Table 21. For the first 

stage, I use data limited to the initiation phase of CAP. In this phase, the project was in the 

planning stage and the challenges were not released yet. Participants were attempting to find 

 
3 The Centre for Business and Student Enterprise was founded by the University of Guelph as an entrepreneurship 

and innovation hub for students. CBaSE is aiming to develop innovative and sustainable solutions to economic, 

social and environmental problems. 
4 The Guelph Lab is an innovation partnership between the City of Guelph and the University of Guelph. The Lab 

brings the tools and people together to solve complex municipal challenges. 
5 Canada’s Open Data Exchange was established in 2015 as a partnership among the private, public, and academic 

sectors to support the commercialization of open data by Canadian companies. 
6 Innovation Guelph is a not-for-profit organization at Guelph that provides mentorship and business support 

programs and services to help innovative enterprises start, grow and thrive. 
7 Interviews were conducted by a student from the School of Environmental Design and Rural Development, 

University of Guelph. 
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ways to encourage and involve start-ups in PPI. The next phase, execution, is identified when a 

start-up is selected to work with the City. The partnership is initiated at this stage and the 

innovation process is followed by a collaboration. The last stage of this analysis is characterized 

by the fact that participants have co-developed a solution and decided upon a purchase 

agreement and the future of the cooperation with the start-up.  

TABLE 21. STAGES OF DATA COLLECTION  

 Data Collection 1 Data Collection 2 Data Collection 3 

Major 

Data 

Sources 

- City’s Corporate Strategic 

Plan (2012-2016) 

- Report by the office of 

the Chief Administrative 

Officer on April 7, 2016 

- Interviews by School of 

Environmental Design and 

Rural Development, 

University of Guelph 

- City’s website 

- CAP participants’ website 

- Request for Proposals 

designed for CAP  

- City’s website 

- CAP participants’ website 

- Start-ups’ Websites 

- Interviews conducted by 

the researcher 

- Interviews conducted by 

the researcher 

- Purchase agreement 

- City’s website 

- CAP participants’ website 

- Start-ups’ Websites 

 

Project 

Timeframe 

June 2012 – May 2016 May 2016 – December 

2017 

June 2017 – December 

2018 

Interview 

Timelines 

June 2017 – September 

2017 

December 2017 – March 

2018 

January 2019 – March 

2019 

Number of 

Interviews 
17 12 4 

4.5.4. Data Analysis Procedure 

For each phase, I conduct top-down analysis to identify capabilities according to the framework 

suggested by (Behnam et al., 2018). I also use bottom-up analysis to identify any possible aspect 

of capability which was not identified in the theory-driven analysis. Appendix A lists codes and 

instances I found in the data based on bottom-up analysis. I then grouped similar codes to 

identify themes. I was mainly interested in data that address my research question regarding 

capabilities and their development (Braun & Clarke, 2012). Themes which emerged from the 
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data analysis indicate various dimensions of capabilities. Capabilities are defined as a collection 

of processes helping an entity to reach a specific outcome (Teece, 2008). In my analysis, the 

outcome is the start-up engagement and therefore, I am looking for processes aiding CAP to 

realize that engagement.  

In the next phase of analysis, I use CMO configuration for each capability to identify the 

interaction between context and mechanisms that have led to that capability. I identify context by 

using appropriate indicators for each stage. Context encompasses the individual characteristics, 

relational interactions, employment dynamics, organizational setting, institutional environment 

(Astbury, 2013) as well as social, economic, structural, and organizational features (Pawson & 

Tilley, 1997) that enable or limit the operationalization of program mechanisms (Astbury, 2013). 

Accordingly, I can use the appropriate indicators to identify contextual factors enabling or 

limiting the mechanisms (Table 22).    

TABLE 22. CONTEXT IDENTIFICATION  

 Indicators/Code 

Context 

- Social, economic, structural, or organizational features 

- Institutional environment 

- Organizational setting 

- Individual characteristics 

- Relational interactions 

- Employment dynamics  

Mechanisms are driven by resources and the reasoning of participants (Pawson, 1996). 

Their interactions with contextual factors generate the outcomes. For each phase of project, I 

analyze the reasoning and resources used by participants in the program to be able to explain 

possible development of start-ups engagement capability.  
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4.5.5. Instances of Coding 

In this section, I describe instances of coding, that helped me to identify capabilities to engage 

start-ups. I then use CMO configuration to explain capability development.  

I first used indicators suggested by the framework – provided in Table 20 – to identify 

capabilities. As an example, I was looking for instances of ‘engaging in networking opportunities 

with start-ups’ to recognize networking capability. The following quote from one of the start-ups 

is used to exemplify the networking capability. 

“We were informed by this program in two ways: one was through a procurement notification 

sent by email (via a third party). Another coincidence was through running into a person from 

Innovation Guelph at a conference and he provided some information regarding this challenge 

and encouraged us to apply and get a real chance to work with a city… the idea was very cool 

that city wants to work with start-ups...” [emphasis mine] 

The quote above suggests how CAP participants came to be engaged in networking 

opportunities with start-ups. This connection has mainly been through partners including 

Innovation Guelph. Although it was the first time for the City to work with start-ups, there had 

been a history of collaboration, including Innovation Guelph and ODX. These shared 

experiences helped to develop networking capability (Behnam et al., 2018). In this regard, a 

participant from ODX noted:  

 “… we [ODX] have this natural network of start-ups that do essentially everything you can 

ever want, and you have a need … you have problems that you can’t address with a traditional 

RFP and [then] lets tap into our network and then drive this …”. [emphasis mine] 

 For the CMO configuration, I had to identify the contextual factors. Since contextual 

factors might change over the life of projects (Pawson, 1996), I needed to consider the context 
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within each stage. Table 23 contains information regarding the codes and instances for the 

context which were found in the initiation stage of the program.   

TABLE 23. AN INSTANCE OF CONTEXT IDENTIFICATION IN PHASE 1 

Indicators/Codes Instances 

Organizational feature Departments are actively looking for the solution. 

Organizational feature City staff are not able to define solutions for complex procurement 

issues.  

Relational interactions 

 

City has mainly worked with established firms with a long history 

of business.  

Relational interactions 

 

City hasn’t worked with start-ups and doesn’t know them to 

encourage to participate.  

Institutional environment Availability of other partners. 

Institutional environment Strategic plan (2012-2016). 

Institutional environment Engaging start-ups was limited by rules and regulations.  

Institutional environment RFP was designed in favor of established firms.  

Organizational features Start-ups didn’t have minimum years of experience. 

 Mechanisms are driven by resources and the reasoning of participants (Pawson, 1996; 

Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Therefore, I was looking for instances indicating resources and 

reasoning used by participants to develop networking capability. Further to the quote above, it is 

indicated that personal networks of participants, such as ODX, were used as resources to develop 

networking capability. The logic is based on the fact that the City had low levels of networking 

capability to work with start-ups. By using personal networks of participants, the City was able 

to be linked to start-ups. This reasoning is expressed by a participant from the City who said: 

“… City’s staff do not have enough skills and time to deal with start-ups directly, but they employ 

appropriate partners to do so…” [emphasis mine] 

As noted in the methodology section, I followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) steps for 

data-driven coding. Major steps with instances are provided in Table 24, indicating the procedure 
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leading to the extension of competence mapping capability in the initiation stage of the project. 

Before data driven coding, I became familiar with the data. In this regard, interviews were 

listened to and transcribed. Data that was relevant to the research question, capability 

development, was highlighted.   

TABLE 24. AN INSTANCE OF DATA-DRIVEN CODING   

Step Description Instance 

Creating initial 

codes 

Features of the 

data that are 

potentially 

relevant to the 

research 

question are 

labled. 

- Knowledge 

“…so, we wanted to create a framework to work together 

with companies to have them bring their either, prototype or 

knowledge and existing idea with our expertise to create 

something that we could use to solve our problem and they 

could go and sell…”. 

- Indirect Learning  

“… we looked at the design of private sector accelerators, 

why companies in San Francisco and Amsterdam did take 

equity in companies who came through…”. 

- Experience 

“… we [one of the start-ups] didn't have a kind of 

experience working with public sector before that 

[CAP]…” 

Looking for 

themes 

Themes which 

are built on 

codes are 

identified. 

- Knowing start-ups better; 

- Learning about start-ups from similar experiences; 

- Using knowledge of experts regarding features of start-ups. 

Reviewing, 

specifying, and 

naming themes 

Themes are 

refined and 

labled. 

Competence Mapping Capability (extended) 

4.6. Results 

Results of the theory-driven and data-driven analyses over the three stages of the projects are 

summarized in Table 25. In the first phase, instances for networking and competence mapping 

capabilities were identified using top-down analysis. Additional indicators for competence 

mapping capability were identified using bottom-up analysis. In the second phase of the 

program, execution, I was able to identify relational capability suggested by Behnam et al. 
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(2018), as well as expand their definition of this capability using data-driven analysis. Although I 

was not able to find any new capability, competence mapping capability was expanded in the 

third phase of the project.   

TABLE 25. IDENTIFIED CAPABILITIES IN CAP PHASES  

 
Outcomes 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

Top-down Analysis 

- Networking Capability 

- Competence Mapping 

Capability 

Relational Capability  

- 

Bottom-up Analysis 
Competence Mapping 

Capability (extended) 

Relational Capability 

(extended) 

- Competence Mapping 

Capability (extended) 

4.6.1. Phase 1 – Initiation 

For this stage, the theory-driven analysis revealed indicators for developing networking and 

competence mapping capabilities. By applying data-driven analysis, I also identified additional 

aspects of competence mapping capability in this phase. To explain development of these 

capabilities, I use CMO configuration suggested by realistic evaluation. I first summarize the 

results from the analysis of context in the initiation phase and then I elaborate on resources and 

reasoning to explain mechanisms used to reach identified capabilities.    

4.6.1.1. Context 

The contexts are circumstances that appeared to activate the mechanisms (Pawson & Tilley, 

1997), leading to a specific outcome (for my case, capability). These circumstances may 

facilitate or contribute to the development of an outcome. Furthermore, according to Pawson 

(1996), the workings of mechanisms are contingent and conditional, being triggered in particular 

historical or institutional contexts. I need to identify the circumstances in which such 

mechanisms might be influential (Pawson, 1996). In Tables 26, 27, and 28, these circumstances 

activating the mechanism in initial stage of projects are listed. For instance, contextual factors 
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such as the size of the City (small) and prior experience of working with start-ups (limited) 

activated using resources such as personal networks. This context-mechanism interaction has led 

to networking capability development. Mechanisms are based on resources and reasoning. 

Therefore, to explain mechanisms, I need to explain resources and reasoning of participants. This 

is based on Pawson (1996) and Pawson and Tilley (1997), which refer to explanatory 

mechanisms as reasoning, choices, motivations, and resources.  

Social features figure prominently as a part of the context. The program was conducted in 

the City of Guelph. Hence, I needed to consider the environmental and social factors of that city. 

Guelph is a city in southwestern Ontario, Canada with a population just over 130,000, which 

makes it the 18th largest in Ontario and 39th nation-wide (Statistics Canada, 2019). Guelph has a 

lively community of local entrepreneurs, as well as sizable corporations, including Linamar and 

The Co-operators8. It was recognized as ‘Canada’s jobs powerhouse’ by the Globe and Mail.9 

The institutional environment is another contextual factor that impacted the initial stage 

of the program. For instance, when it comes to complex issues such as public procurement with 

no pre-defined solution, the City’s staff are not expected to find a solution. In this situation, staff 

are not equipped with the knowledge required to address a procurement issue. As noted by the 

City:  

“… in more complex areas [of procurement], typically involving fast moving technology or 

emerging sectors of the economy, it is not reasonable to expect a city staffer to know what they 

need”. 

 
8 Retrieved from https://www.uoguelph.ca/business/about-city-guelph; Accessed on September 17, 2018  
9 Retrieved from https://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/top-business-stories/welcome-to-guelph-ont-

pop-121688-and-canadas-jobs-powerhouse/article28100361/; Accessed on September 17, 2018 

https://www.uoguelph.ca/business/about-city-guelph
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/top-business-stories/welcome-to-guelph-ont-pop-121688-and-canadas-jobs-powerhouse/article28100361/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/top-business-stories/welcome-to-guelph-ont-pop-121688-and-canadas-jobs-powerhouse/article28100361/
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The regular procurement process is guided by procurement bylaws promulgated by the 

City of Guelph. According to article 4.3, the City's process of procuring goods and services 

contains the steps indicated below. This process is mainly used for procurement needs with 

defined and clear solutions.  

a) Assessing needs for goods and/or services; 

b) Exploring the marketplace; 

c) Monitoring fairness; 

d) Soliciting bids 

e) Receiving and opening bids; 

f) Taking special actions; 

g) Recommending successful bids; 

h) Approving successful bids; and 

i) Managing contracts. 

Furthermore, five criteria to choose bidders are mentioned in Schedule E of this bylaw.  

1) Qualifications of bidder; 

2) Experience of bidder; 

3) References for bidder; 

4) Health and safety practices of bidder; and 

5) Price. 

However, the City encountered new procurement challenges when the solution was not 

known from the beginning. The procurement bylaws ceased to be relevant. The City has also 

been working with established firms for procurement situations where the solution is determined, 



 
 

111 

and the needs are defined. In this circumstance, entrepreneurs and start-ups could help the City to 

co-develop the solution. However, there had not been any prior experience of working with start-

ups. Meanwhile, the corporate strategic plan (2012-2016) of the City prepared the ground for the 

initiation of Guelph Lab, helping the City find new ways to meet public procurement challenges.    

4.6.1.2. CMO – Networking Capability 

For this study networking capability is defined based on Behnam et al.’s (2018) approach, as the 

ability to attract and engage start-ups in CAP’s projects. The analysis of the case reveals that by 

the end of the initiation phase of CAP, the City and other participants were able to attract 

numerous start-ups. The result was the participation of 13 start-ups for RFPs related to three 

challenges. In the following paragraphs, I will first explain the stage when CAP was initiated and 

faced several challenges in engaging with start-ups. These indicate the need to develop 

networking capability. Second, I will explain the mechanisms that enabled them to develop 

networking capability and engage start-ups. Third, I will explain the interaction of contextual 

factors with those mechanisms. 

Challenges 

In the initial steps, when participants decided to collaborate with start-ups and entrepreneurs, 

there were challenges in working together. First, the City staff had mainly worked with 

established firms through the traditional procurement process. They had no experience working 

with start-ups and had never developed relationships with them. Second, there were legal barriers 

in that the RFP process excluded start-ups from procurement projects. 
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Mechanisms 

In this phase, CAP utilized two mechanisms that helped them overcome these challenges. First, 

participants were able to obtain knowledge (W. M. Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) from other 

entities. They reached out to entities such as OntarioBuys10, along with federal, and provincial 

governments who guided CAP participants to overcome the legal barrier (R1)11. They informed 

participants that the RFP can be adjusted within the current legal framework to facilitate 

participation of start-ups. In this regard, a special form of RFP was designed to guide proposals 

for CAP challenges. Criteria for evaluation of proposals were mainly based on the proposed 

solution, the capacity to implement the proposed solution, and the qualifications of the project 

team. Given these criteria, start-ups would face fewer legal barriers to participate. At the end of 

the project, procurement bylaws would still be in effect to choose the best offer. However, since 

the winner of RFP had been part of the project in developing the solution, it could also benefit 

from this experience to win the contract.   

Using this mechanism enabled the project to proceed one step further to integrate start-

ups. However, there were not many start-ups known by the City. Even though the City did not 

have relationships with start-ups, CAP was able to engage others, such as Innovation Guelph and 

ODX, in the projects. Innovation Guelph and ODX had developed vast networks with local start-

ups. Sharing this network helped participants to address the City’s lack of relationships and get 

connected to start-ups (R2). In the CAP, partners such as Innovation Guelph and ODX actively 

engaged in networking opportunities with start-ups. Start-ups were contacted electronically and 

 
10 According to the Ministry of Government and Consumer Services, the creation of OntarioBuys Working Group 

was announced by the government of Ontario in the 2004 Budget. Members include experts from various sectors 

and representatives of institutions committed to best-practices implementation. 
11 R is used for Resources and S is used for Reasoning. 
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in-person mainly through partners. CAP used network resources from personal ties of its 

participants to attract new actors and start-ups (Mitrega, Forkmann, Ramos, & Henneberg, 

2012). As also mentioned in the literature, “the successful companies implement activities which 

allow them to attract new partners with whom they have some (often social) direct ties, as well as 

partners with no prior ties at all.” (Mitrega et al., 2012, p. 741). In CAP, interpersonal 

relationships were critical components that enabled access to network resources (Gulati, Nohria, 

& Zaheer, 2000; Hutt, Stafford, Walker, & Reingen, 2000; Ma, Yao, & Xi, 2009; Mitrega et al., 

2012). In this program, developing networking capability was mainly based on the ability to 

utilize good personal relationships with business partners (Parida, Pesämaa, Wincent, & 

Westerberg, 2017). This is also supported in the literature. To achieve and develop networking 

capability, an organization must use relational skills to identify potential partners, as well as 

establish and manage relationships. Relational skills are necessary in accessing the resources and 

knowledge of partners (Wales, Gupta, & Mousa, 2013).  

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

Data analysis reveals three contextual factors that enabled CAP to utilize the two mentioned 

mechanisms (personal networks and legal advising resources) to develop networking capability. 

These were: 1) the opportunity provided by the strategic plan of the City and the normative 

pressures to engage start-ups in stimulating innovation; 2) the need to find solutions for civic 

problems, 3) the flexibility in the existing institutional and legal frameworks for procurement. 

“Opportunity” was mainly provided through participants in CAP that expressed the voice 

of the local community, businesses, and start-ups. These wanted the City to provide opportunities 

to foster local businesses (C5), via a strategic plan that initiated pilot project teams for innovation 
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(C6). These legitimized the existence of CAP, and efforts to actively reach out to others to 

absorb knowledge (R1) and network resources (R2). These prepared the ground to engage start-

ups.  

In CAP, the City departments did not have the relevant knowledge to address complex 

procurement issues (C2). This created a “need” to find a way to address such challenges. The 

participation of entrepreneurs and start-ups is a well-received solution to address this need. 

However, the City did not possess adequate knowledge regarding start-ups since it had 

historically worked with established firms (C3 & C4). These contextual factors necessitated 

initiation of CAP in way to utilize external knowledge (R1) as well as network resources (R2) to 

develop networking capability and fulfill the need.  

 From a “legal” standpoint, the engagement of start-ups was limited by procurement 

bylaws, especially the fact that RFP was designed in favor of firms with several years of 

commercial experience (C8 & C9). However, the use of available resources helped participants 

exploit the flexibility in the current institutional and legal frameworks, enabling them to adjust 

RFP to include start-ups and overcome challenges in networking capability. Accordingly, I can 

draw the interaction of context and mechanism as follows (see also Table 26). 

C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 + C5 + C6 + C7 + C8 + C9 + R1 + R2 + S1 + S2 = O 
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TABLE 26. CMO: NETWORKING CAPABILITY  

Context (C) Mechanism Outcome (O) 

Resources (R) Reasoning (S) 

C2: City’s staff are not 

able to define solutions 

for complex procurement 

issues.  

C3: City has mainly 

worked with established 

firms with a long history 

of business.  

C4: City hasn’t worked 

with start-ups and 

doesn’t know them to 

encourage to participate.  

C5: Pressure from other 

partners. 

C6: Strategic plan (2012-

2016) 

C7: Engaging start-ups 

was limited by rules and 

regulations.  

C8: RFP was designed in 

favor of established 

firms.  

C9: Start-ups didn’t have 

the minimum years of 

experience.  

R1: Advising 

received from 

OntarioBuys as 

well as federal, 

and provincial 

governments. 

R2: Personal 

networks of 

participants.   

 

S1: Personal 

networks can be 

shared among 

participants and 

connection can be 

made with start-

ups. 

S2: RFP can be 

adjusted within 

the current legal 

form.  

 

Networking Capability  

4.6.1.3. CMO – Competence Mapping Capability 

Competence mapping capability is conceptualized as the ability of the CAP to generate an 

explicit overview of the competencies of start-ups (Behnam et al., 2018). CAP was an 

opportunity for participants to work with start-ups. Competencies of start-ups are relevant since 

there should be an appropriate program considering their qualities when approaching them. 

Competencies and qualities of start-ups were not well identified in the initiation of the program. 

Information collected from other cities, as well as the prior experience of participants, helped the 

CAP to develop capability to produce competencies of start-ups by the end of initiation phase. In 

the following paragraphs, I will first explain the preliminary stage when CAP was initiated and 
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faced challenges in identifying the characteristics of start-ups. These challenges indicated the 

need to develop competence mapping capability. Second, I will explain the mechanisms that 

enabled participants to develop this capability and engage start-ups. Third, I will explain the 

interaction of contextual factors with those mechanisms. 

Challenges 

The City was looking to find solutions for uncommon procurement challenges. Given that the 

solutions were not clear, following the traditional process dictated by the procurement bylaws 

would not have been helpful. According to the procurement bylaws, the choice of bidders is 

based on five criteria: qualifications, experience, references, health and safety practices, along 

with price. Using these measures created a barrier for entrepreneurs and start-ups to become 

involved. Information collected from participants indicated that prior to CAP, there was very 

limited participation from start-ups. In other words, start-ups were constrained from working 

with the government.  

The City was looking for an agile and fast means to access innovative solutions to deal 

with procurement challenges. Because the City had mainly worked with established enterprises, 

little information was available to public officials to work with entrepreneurs. Engaging with 

start-ups and entrepreneurs was considered a viable and accessible solution to become more 

innovative (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). However, start-ups are different than established 

firms. Start-ups have limited access to various forms of resources due to their small size and 

newness to the market (Autio, George, & Alexy, 2011; Freeman & Reed, 1983; Neubaum, 

Mitchell, & Schminke, 2004). Therefore, they find it difficult to invest in research and 

development processes (de Jong & Freel, 2010) and structure operative activities (Grimaldi, 
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Quinto, & Rippa, 2013; Hemke, 1976). Consequently, they require external allies in different 

stages of their development (Teece, 2010; Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). Such partnerships 

will enable them to both acquire knowledge from external sources and create business 

relationships (Eftekhari & Bogers, 2015; Kask & Linton, 2013).  

Due to these differences, it was necessary to review the competencies of start-ups before 

working with them. Behnam et al. (2018) noted the challenges of developing competence 

mapping capability. They mainly considered issues raised by putting the competence mapping 

processes into practice as well as the need for capability enhancement during the project. I also 

noted several challenges in competence mapping development, especially when there was no 

prior mutual experience among partners, and it involved entities from both the public and private 

sectors. For instance, participants noted that start-ups are disadvantaged since they usually do not 

have the competitive experience and networking of established firms. This specific context 

accentuates the importance of using the experience of similar programs and receiving support 

from external actors.   

Mechanisms 

In the initiation phase, CAP employed two major resources that helped them address these 

challenges. They used reflectivity to learn (Boud, Keogh, & Walker, 2013; Marsick, 1988; 

Myers, 2013) from several resources. This was based on backward-looking and forward-looking 

reflections. Backward-looking reflection (R1) is demonstrated in past performance, where the 

City was not able to solve procurement challenges and failed to attract start-ups to address those 

issues. Participants pointed out that the RFP-based procurement bylaws had limited the 

participation of start-ups. To facilitate start-up engagement, these barriers needed to be removed. 
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The new RFP for CAP was the outcome of resources integration, meetings, consulting, and prior 

experience of participants. Furthermore, CAP partners reflected on the experience of other cities 

in designing the RFP. In the adjusted RFP, the new criteria for participation in the procurement 

process was based on qualifications and experience of the project manager, suitability for the 

project, proposed solution, and capacity to implement the proposed solution.   

Forward-looking reflection (R2) was formed based on identifying the needs and 

incentives of start-ups. CAP partners used networking opportunities offered to attract start-ups. 

Due to their newness and age, start-ups require networking to develop their businesses. Start-ups 

were motivated to engage in CAP to get access to potential networking opportunities. Start-ups 

are different than established firms in many aspects. Start-ups possess special features and 

characteristics which should be identified in running a new program (Alberti & Pizzurno, 2017; 

Michelino et al., 2017). CAP partners, including Innovation Guelph, ODX, and CBaSE, had 

prior experience working with start-ups. Therefore, they were aware of these differences. They 

shared their knowledge and offered solutions, including networking opportunities to effectively 

engage start-ups (Calantone, Cavusgil, & Zhao, 2002; H.-F. Lin, 2007).  

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

The data analysis reveals four contextual factors that enabled CAP to utilize the two 

aforementioned mechanisms to develop competence mapping capability. These included: 1) 

pressures to find solutions, 2) unique features of start-ups, 3) the opportunity offered in the 

strategic plan to involve entrepreneurs, and 4) the environment supporting innovation and access 

to start-ups.    
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The City encountered procurement challenges in which departments failed to find 

solutions for (C2). Hence, there was a pressure to address the procurement requirements. 

Partners reflected on past performance of similar programs to understand that an alternate 

solution should be developed. Meanwhile, it was learnt from the experience of other cities and 

partners (R1), that facilitating start-up engagement for solution development is a viable option. 

However, engaging start-ups was limited by RFP (C7 & C8). Moreover, the City had limited 

experience in working with start-ups (C3 & C4), and the attributes of start-ups were not well 

recognized by the City to approach them. Before encouraging start-ups to participate, then it was 

relevant to understand their qualities and needs. This generated an urgency to use resources to 

develop competence mapping capability. Through several meetings with other cities which had 

experience in similar programs, as well as consultations offered by some of the partners (R1), the 

competencies of start-ups were documented, and the RFP was re-framed to include criteria 

facilitating start-ups engagement.  

On the other hand, start-ups were encouraged to participate by offering incentives such as 

networking opportunities (R2). This was mainly offered owing to the fact that start-ups are 

limited in terms of access to potential clients (C9). Partners working with the City were aware of 

such restrictions and knew in advance that start-ups would be motivated to participate in the RFP 

if networking were provided.  

The strategic plan (C6) provided the “opportunity” to encourage innovation in the local 

government by forming innovation pilot project teams and finding innovative solution for 

complex issues. This has previously been used as an opportunity to employ CAP partners to 

share their experience in working with start-ups (R1).  
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At this stage, start-ups were not formally part of the project, and therefore, there were no 

exploratory meetings with them (Behnam et al., 2018). Still, CAP had meetings with start-ups on 

other occasions. More specifically, Innovation Guelph and ODX had worked with start-ups and 

was familiar with their limitations and attributes. These partners shared the competencies and 

limitations of start-ups with the City and other partners in this stage. The whole idea was to 

distinguish start-ups from established firms and take account of their differences. 

Guelph is a small city and an ideal “environment” to grow a business (C1). With the 

presence of Innovation Guelph, the Guelph Chamber of Commerce, and a supportive legal 

structure, start-ups were encouraged to establish and grow. This supportive environment helped 

participants not only use prior experience of partners (R1), but also provide networking 

opportunities to start-ups (R2). CAP partners needed competence mapping capability to identify 

the qualities of start-ups to ensure both that start-ups were encouraged to participate and were 

able to do.   

C3 + C4 + C5 + C6 + C8 + R1 + R2 + S1 + S2 = O 
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TABLE 27. CMO: COMPETENCE MAPPING CAPABILITY  

Context (C) Mechanism Outcome (O) 

Resources (R) Reasoning (S) 

C1: Guelph is a small 

City. 

C2: City staff are not 

able to define solutions 

for complex procurement 

issues.  

C3: City has mainly 

worked with established 

firms with a long history 

of business.  

C4: City hasn’t worked 

with start-ups and 

doesn’t know them to 

encourage to participate.  

C5: Availability of other 

partners. 

C6: Strategic plan (2012-

2016) 

C7: Engaging start-ups 

was limited by rules and 

regulations.  

C8: RFP was designed in 

favor of established 

firms.  

C9: Start-ups didn’t have 

the minimum years of 

experience. 

R1: Prior 

experience of 

working with 

start-ups shared 

by partners. 

R2: Information 

collected from 

Cities of 

Amsterdam and 

San Francisco.  

 

S1: Legal 

challenges should 

be anticipated, 

and appropriate 

criteria should be 

defined.   

S2: RFP can be 

adjusted within 

the current legal 

framework.  

 

Competence Mapping 

Capability    

4.6.1.4. CMO – Competence Mapping Capability (extended) 

Although Behnam et al. (2018) describe competence mapping capability based on the firm’s 

ability to define competencies of external entities, the analysis indicated that the competencies of 

external entities might be recognized externally. In this case, firms simply need to exploit such 

knowledge. In other words, this capability should be also conceptualized as exploitation of 

learning and knowledge in addition to exploration.  
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Challenges 

Since the City had a limited knowledge in working with start-ups, recognizing the competencies 

of start-ups was challenging. Furthermore, other CAP participants had worked with start-ups in a 

different context than public procurement. Producing the required internal capability to recognize 

the qualities of start-ups in this context was resource intensive for CAP partners. Therefore, they 

had to consider other resources and mechanisms to develop this capability.   

Mechanisms 

The analysis revealed that CAP has employed two additional mechanisms to address the 

challenges associated with competence mapping capability. The City and other participants used 

learning opportunities provided by other cities and firms to design the program (R1). They 

reflected on learning and adjusted the CAP accordingly. For instance, RFP was adjusted within 

the legal framework based on knowledge gained from similar programs. This is the exploitation 

of knowledge and learning which is happening in the exploration stage (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998; 

Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2009; H. E. Lin, McDonough, Lin, & Lin, 2013; Van Wijk, 

Jansen, & Lyles, 2008). In the exploration phase, the CAP was exploiting knowledge from others 

who were not part of CAP. As noted by H. E. Lin et al. (2013), “the outcome of the application 

and use of learning capability enables the firm to perform the exploitative and exploratory 

activities that are needed to produce both incremental and radical innovations which, in turn, 

generate greater business performance” (p. 268). Furthermore, “… while every firm may possess 

practices such as culture, intra-organizational learning, and interorganizational partnering, not 

every firm can effectively and efficiently combine them so as to create a valuable and difficult to 

imitate learning capability” (p. 268). For CAP, learning has been the ability in performing 
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exploitative and exploratory activities to design a program taking competencies of start-ups into 

account.  

In CAP, information among participants was shared to discover the competencies of 

start-ups in order to engage them (R2). Participants used indirect experience and learning to 

reach the outcomes. On several occasions, participants used similar experience of other entities, 

including other Cities and organizations, to reflect on the process (Cepeda‐Carrion, Cegarra‐

Navarro, & Jimenez‐Jimenez, 2012).  

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

The data analysis reveals two contextual factors that enabled CAP to utilize the two already 

mentioned mechanisms (learning from similar programs, and information from other entities) to 

further develop competence mapping capability. These include 1) availability and support of 

other partners, and 2) external and internal pressures.  

The supportive environment (C1) and availability of supportive partners (C5) provided 

the opportunity for the CAP to know about the existence of similar programs in other cities (R1). 

Through these contextual factors, other cities and regional governments were connected, in the 

process offering their insights regarding procurement programs and the characteristics of start-

ups (R2). Through these resources, CAP participants realized an increasing global interest 

towards engaging start-ups in addressing procurement challenges.   

The City is responsible to address the needs of citizens. Supplying required services and 

facilities is executed through the procurement process. Since the City’s staff could not handle 

some of the procurement challenges (C2), public needs were not adequately addressed. This 

could make for dissatisfied citizens, and lead to internal and external pressures for change. In this 
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case, both staff and citizens are interested in finding solutions for civic needs. Since the City has 

mainly worked with established firms (C3), rather than start-ups (C4), similar accelerator 

programs in other cities (R1), in tandem with insights from local governments and international 

bodies (R2), were used to recognize the qualities of start-ups. Collaborative competence mapping 

relies on successful networking with internal partners and external partners (Mishra & Shah, 

2009; G. M. Mu et al., 2015). 

For instance, CAP participants were connected to the cities of San Francisco and 

Amsterdam as well as federal and provincial governments. Using their experience and 

information to design the program in accord with the competencies of start-ups. Engaging start-

ups to address procurement issues has been “a bottom up, top down pressure”, as noted by 

participants.     

CAP participants understood they need to consider the interest level of start-ups and their 

approaches with engaging in such programs. According to collected data from participants, start-

ups were not interested in sharing their company’s ownership with CAP participants. Therefore, 

implementing the same program as other cities was not practical in this context. Instead, 

exploitative activities were conducted to adapt the program to engage start-ups. The approach 

then changed to a solution co-development process, enabling start-ups and CAP participants to 

work together. In this approach, knowledge-sharing among participants comes to light as a major 

resource to design the CAP in its current format. As stated by interviewees, CAP was designed 

based on a framework enabling start-ups to bring their knowledge and existing ideas to the 

program, benefiting all participants. The outcome was expected to be a possible solution for 

procurement problems. It was also anticipated that the outcome could provide the opportunity for 

start-ups to have their product ready to sell in the market.  
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C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 + C5 + R1 + R2 + S1 + S2+ S3 = O 

TABLE 28. CMO: COMPETENCE MAPPING CAPABILITY (EXTENDED)  

Context Mechanism Outcome 

Resources Reasoning 

C1: Guelph is a small 

City. 

C2: City’s staff are not 

able to define solutions 

for complex procurement 

issues.  

C3: City has mainly 

worked with established 

firms with a long history 

of business.  

C4: City hasn’t worked 

with start-ups and 

doesn’t know them to 

encourage to participate.  

C5: Availability of other 

partners. 

C6: Strategic plan (2012-

2016) 

C7: Engaging start-ups 

was limited by rules and 

regulations.  

C8: RFP was designed in 

favor of established 

firms.  

C9: Start-ups didn’t have 

the minimum years of 

experience. 

R1: Learning from 

similar programs in 

other cities.  

R2: Information from 

other entities. 

S1: CAP participants 

do not have similar 

experience, but there 

are similar cases. 

S2: Using similar 

experiences will lead 

to a better program.   

S3: There is an 

increasing global 

interest toward 

engaging start-ups to 

address procurement 

challenges.   

Competence Mapping 

Capability (extended) 

4.6.2. Phase 2 – Execution 

The outcome of initiation phase was developing networking and competence mapping 

capabilities. However, it was not until the second stage that participants formally got involved 

with start-ups, when the RFP was released in June 2016. The City invited applicants and start-

ups to offer solutions to the provided challenges.  
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According to the defined criteria in RFP, appropriate start-ups were selected to work with 

other CAP participants aiming to co-develop the solution to meet civic challenges. In this phase, 

participants developed relational capability suggested by Behnam et al. (2018). Moreover, from 

the data-driven analysis, additional aspects of this capability, including coaching and 

collaboration, were identified. I first summarize my results from analysis of context in the 

initiation phase and then I elaborate on resources and reasoning to explain mechanisms used in 

this stage to reach identified capabilities.    

4.6.2.1. Context 

In the early stage of working with start-ups, several issues and challenges were raised during the 

embed period. This project was a collaboration between the private and public sectors with 

different cultures, goals, and mindsets. The dynamics between a start-up and the public sector 

impacted the process and outcome. As noted by one of the start-ups, 

“… the process was a little rocky from both ends because it was the first time for the City to work 

with a start-up and City departments were a little overwhelmed. We were trying to learn from 

each other as fast as possible. That was a hectic process. The city needed a lot of approval during 

the process, which slowed it down a lot and the initial funding was not enough to carry on 

throughout the entire length that we wanted to, and the project just got short”. 

This is also confirmed by the City. “We know about early stage start-ups that they're still 

stretching and growing and still refining their business model…”. Likewise, another partner from 

ODX mentioned, “So, without a doubt you can pretty much tell that government and start-ups work at 

different pace, and different levels, they expect outcomes at a different timeline.” 

Moreover, the staff involved in the procurement process were mainly concerned with 

rules and regulations. They needed to make sure the process is executed according to required 

guidelines, and that everything is legally defensible. It was a highly regulated environment. Not 
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surprisingly, this bureaucratic procedure slowed down both the solution finding and start-up 

engagement processes. As noted by the City,  

“… the staff running the RFP they want to make sure everything is running by the book and 

everything is defensible and that everything is fair and that we can show how we came to a 

certain decision and why, based on some certain criteria”. 

4.6.2.2. CMO – Relational Capability 

Relational capability refers to the ability to manage the relationship with start-ups (Behnam et 

al., 2018). The analysis of the case reveals that by the end of the execution phase of CAP, 

participants were able to develop relational capability. In the following paragraphs, I will first 

explain the execution stage when start-ups joined the program and the several issues that were 

raised. These challenges prompted CAP partners to use resources to develop relational 

capability. Second, I will explain the mechanisms that enabled them to develop this capability. 

Third, I will explain the interaction of contextual factors with those mechanisms. 

Challenges 

In the execution phase, RFP was released, and subsequently the start-ups were selected. In this 

stage, start-ups are now part of the CAP for the rest of the project. Before this stage, start-ups 

were considered as an external stakeholder. At this juncture, they are part of the program and 

considered as an internal stakeholder. Adding start-ups to the program generated a new form of 

relationship which required appropriate ability and skills to manage. As was noted by the City, 

“City staff do not have enough skills and time to deal with start-ups directly, but they employ 

appropriate partners to do so.” Working with start-ups has been a challenging process for the 

City departments. For instance, different organizational cultures made it difficult for parties 

involved to understand each other and work collectively. As was noted by the municipal 
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government, “… it took a lot more work with the internal departments due to a culture shift to 

get them to understand this [working with start-ups] and the scope with their problem”. 

Mechanisms 

Due to the challenges encountered by participants, it was required to utilize mechanisms to 

address them. Mentorship is introduced as a major resource and cornerstone in accelerator 

programs to support start-ups (S. Cohen, 2013; S. Cohen & Hochberg, 2014; Kohler, 2016; 

Mejia & Gopal, 2015). Mentorship along with education are “the cornerstones of accelerator 

programs and a primary reason that new ventures join” (Kohler, 2016). Internal and external 

mentors support start-ups to ensure the alignment between the corporation and start-ups (Kohler, 

2016), particularly in goal identification exercises.  

To develop relational capability, CAP members were assigned to address issues with 

relationship management. Accordingly, mentorship was provided mainly by Innovation Guelph 

and ODX (R1). These partners helped involved parties reduce communication barriers and 

facilitate their interaction. The mediatory role played by partners, including Innovation Guelph, 

ODX, and CBaSE, created a common language between departments and start-ups. More 

specifically, these entities focused on start-ups, providing mentoring, coaching, and business 

advice. Mentoring was also provided through a program called “Speedway”. This program was 

offered by Innovation Guelph and funded by the Ontario Government. It helped participants 

build relationships with start-ups (Behnam et al., 2018). Besides, the ODX has the mandate to 

work with governments to help them share their data sets and offering opportunities to 

innovators and start-ups to use that data for commercialization. Providing mentorship to start-ups 

is common practice and is considered a major part of start-up engagement programs 
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(Prashantam, 2017). It is a great opportunity for start-ups to develop their network and receive 

new ideas (Kohler, 2016). Through this mechanism, information and knowledge are transacted 

between start-ups and CAP partners (Kohler, 2016).  

 The second mechanism used by CAP at this stage was conducting regular meetings with 

start-ups and departments (R2). In this phase, the chosen start-ups had more access to the City as 

a potential client. During the embed period, start-ups also had the opportunity to spend several 

months in meetings, departments, and buildings to learn not only about the City, but also about 

their clients. Meetings, along with the interaction among partners, provided the opportunities for 

participants to offer guidance and help start-ups absorb and apply knowledge regarding the 

solution finding processes. Face-to-face interactions are used by corporations in order to build 

the trust that is required for knowledge transfer (Kohler, 2016). This is a good example of 

engaging in trust-building activities (Behnam et al., 2018). Meetings with mentors and other 

participants are seen as a unique opportunity for start-ups to develop their network (S. Cohen & 

Hochberg, 2014).   

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

Data analysis indicated two major contextual factors that triggered CAP to utilize the two 

mentioned mechanism (meetings and mentoring) to develop relational capability. These were 1) 

unique attributes associated with public-private partnership, 2) opportunity provided by partners. 

The City and start-ups have their own characteristics. Start-ups are dynamic, quick, and 

non-complicated structures (C2), while the City departments are more complicated in following 

a myriad of rules and regulations (C3). They also work at different paces, levels, and timelines 

(C4). These contextual features as well as the lack of prior cooperation between start-ups and the 
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City (C1), impacted the partnership between these two sectors, and necessitated appropriate 

mechanisms. As noted by Behnam et al. (2018), innovation requires a high level of “internal 

cooperation for external coordination”. The partners in CAP noted that their own interest can be 

fulfilled with internal cooperation. Therefore, they first created this cooperation amongst 

themselves and then agreed to provide mentorship to start-ups to improve coordination with 

them.    

Mentors from CBaSE, Innovation Guelph, and ODX assisted both start-ups and the City 

to overcome their challenges in working together (R1). They had shared experiences and a 

history of collaboration with start-ups (Behnam et al., 2018). For instance, CBaSE helped start-

ups by guiding them and sharing the experience of other entrepreneurs. One of their major 

objectives in this consultation process was to bridge the gap between start-ups and the City. 

Departments were also needed to receive support and resources in order to know start-ups better. 

As the collected data indicates, mentoring is even more relevant for the public sector when 

working with start-ups. This is mainly due to their structured and controlled decision-making 

systems. For instance, ODX mainly helped the government side of this partnership create an 

open system, allowing start-ups access to information from the City.  

Given the fact that CAP as an accelerator program was defined as a temporary project 

with a limited duration (C6), it helped mentors effectively focus on this project. As noted by S. 

Cohen (2013), for an accelerator program with a defined duration, mentors are better committed 

to the start-ups inasmuch as the program is short. Still, it was challenging for one of the start-ups 

to catch up with the speed of program due to its lack of experience.   
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Regular meetings between start-ups and departments provided the opportunity for parties 

to understand each other better (R2). Through these meetings, challenges were discussed, while 

parties had the chance to share their views and find solutions. Mentoring and solution co-

development were also realized via these meetings.  

Internal pressure included policies, departmental operational pressure, and external 

demands arose mainly from citizens. All these were used in reasoning process to develop 

relational capabilities to work with start-ups (C5). Procurement challenges were originally raised 

by citizens, and then, brought forward by departments. Although in the early stage of CAP, 

departments were reluctant to cooperate, these pressures obliged them to attend meetings (R2) 

and receive mentoring from participants (R1) to know start-ups better, thereby preparing them to 

co-develop the solution in a cooperative process.  

C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 + C5 + C6 + R1 + R2 + S1 + S2+ S3 + S4 = O 

TABLE 29. CMO: RELATIONAL CAPABILITY  

Context (C) Mechanism Outcome 

Resources (R) Reasoning (S) 

C1: No prior experience 

of working between start-

ups and City.  

C2: Start-ups are 

dynamic, quick, and non-

complicated structures.  

C3: City departments 

follow the rules and 

regulation. 

C4: Government and 

start-ups work at 

different pace, levels, and 

timeline. 

C5: There are external 

and internal pressures.  

C6: CAP was defined as 

a limited program.  

R1: Innovation 

Guelph and ODX 

as facilitators and 

mentors to reduce 

communication 

barriers.    

 

R2: Regular 

meetings with 

start-ups. 

  

 

S1: 

Communication 

barriers should be 

identified. 

S2: City staff do 

not have required 

skills to work with 

start-ups.  

S3: participants 

need to know each 

other.  

S4: Internal and 

external pressures 

should be 

addressed.  

Relational Capability  
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4.6.2.3. CMO – Relational Capability (extended) 

The theory-driven analysis indicated relational capability in the second phase. Furthermore, 

based on the data-driven analysis, I noticed a specific aspect of relational capability that is built 

on collaboration. According to Behnam et al. (2018), relational capability is built on the firm's 

ability to manage its relationships with various stakeholders. Additionally, collaboration is 

referred to in the conceptualization of this capability to design the framework. According to the 

authors, collaboration is a prerequisite to develop a solution that disrupts the current system. 

Collaboration is defined as an ability to use and combine resources (Allred, Fawcett, Wallin, & 

Magnan, 2011).   

Challenges 

In CAP, several partners with different background from the public and private sectors jointly 

worked together. This resource combining process required a high level of coordination among 

participants (Allred et al., 2011). In this environment, “public policy must be linked to private 

sector resources, capabilities, measurement, and performance… to achieve common goals and 

mutually beneficial outcomes (Morash & Lynch, 2002, pp. 17–18). For CAP, a collaborative 

relationship among partners was required to co-develop the solution. In the scholarly literature, 

this is identified as a capability and a source of competitive advantage (Behnam et al., 2018; 

Morash & Lynch, 2002). Similarly, relational capability refers to the ability of participants to 

pool resources to produce a collaborative relationship. In this regard, context, resources, 

activities, and relationships that generate this capability should be further explored (Allred et al., 

2011). 
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Mechanisms 

As noted by Allred et al. (2011), the relationship between government and business actors is a 

dynamic procedure that evolves over time using resources such as learning and knowledge. 

Similarly, to address challenges associated with that relationship, two major mechanisms were 

identified in CAP. Two major resources, networking and coaching, were used to develop a 

collaborative relational capability.  

Networking is considered a major resource to realize collaboration (R3). Although 

networking was identified as a major capability in the initial stage, I noticed it also worked as a 

resource to achieve collaborative relational capability. Through partners such as Innovation 

Guelph and ODX, start-ups were recognized. Their features and incentives well identified, and 

then shared with other partners in CAP. Knowing their characteristics facilitated the 

collaboration building process in this stage.   

Although networking helped CAP improve collaboration, coaching (R4) was required to 

maintain an effective relationship among partners. Behnam et al. (2018) consider engaging in 

trust-building activities and goal-identification exercises, along with establishing shared visions 

and goals, as components of relational capability. These are activities which are implicitly 

related to coaching and used in CAP. In accelerator programs, coaching plays an enormous role 

in facilitating the solution development process (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). As noted in the 

scholarly literature, networking and coaching are two major needs for start-ups in addition to 

financial support (Clarysse & Bruneel, 2007; Heydebreck, Klofsten, & Maier, 2000). Firms need 

to have the capability to initiate and execute coaching to match the needs of start-ups. In an 

entrepreneurial setting, coaching is defined as a form of development where an individual or firm 
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supports another individual or firm in achieving a specific goal by providing support, training, 

and guidance (Audet & Couteret, 2012; Baum & Silverman, 2004).  

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

In this phase, for the first time, partners from public and private sectors participated in CAP 

(C1). Start-ups are known as dynamic and quick entities (C2) whereas the City is considered as a 

bureaucratic and structured organization (C3). This interaction creates an environment where 

parties work at a different pace and timeline (C4). Therefore, high levels of coordination and 

collaboration are required. Networking (R3) is a mechanism to create a collaborative 

environment. Partners, including Innovation Guelph and ODX, provided the opportunity for 

start-ups to engage in networking opportunities to share their knowledge and information. 

Behnam et al. (2018) also noted networking as an opportunity for project participants to develop 

their capabilities. “… the project members enhanced their [networking] capability mainly 

through engaging in various networking opportunities” (Behnam et al., 2018, p. 958).  

Start-ups are characterized by attributes such as age of company, amount of sales, 

number of employees, growth, revenue, profitability, and stability (Alberti & Pizzurno, 2017; 

Michelino et al., 2017). For this study, I define a start-up as ‘an enterprise in the early stage of 

operations, working to solve a problem, but without complementary assets to execute the 

solution’. Given this definition, start-ups might be unsuccessful in solving a problem due to the 

lack of complementary assets (C7). This lack can manifest itself in poor access to markets, 

difficulty in structuring distribution channels, lack of operating knowledge and technical 

experience, along with financial constraint in funding R&D (Alvarez & Barney, 2011; Baum et 

al., 2000; Heirman & Clarysse, 2007; Michelino et al., 2017). In addition, start-ups have limited 
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access to various forms of resources owing to their small size and newness to the market (Autio 

et al., 2011; Neubaum et al., 2004). As such, they face challenges with investing in research and 

development processes (de Jong & Freel, 2010) and structuring operations (Hemke, 1976; 

Spender et al., 2017). As a result, they require external allies and coaching support in different 

stages of their development (Teece, 2010; Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). According to my 

analysis, coaching was identified as a major indicator of relational capability (R4). In the second 

stage of CAP, execution, start-ups as a new group of stakeholders joined the program. Therefore, 

participants had to identify the needs of start-ups and provide appropriate support and coaching. 

The support was received from partners, including Innovation Guelph and ODX, in the form of 

coaching to start-ups, enabling these to work with the City. 

 For the purpose of coaching, the variance among start-ups should also be considered 

(Audet & Couteret, 2012). Some start-ups might require even further support depending on their 

stage of development. In CAP, one of the start-ups needed more support, since their 

entrepreneurs were young and still attending school. Receiving support and coaching from 

participants will enable start-ups to share knowledge with external sources and create business 

relationships to overcome their constraints (Eftekhari & Bogers, 2015; Kask & Linton, 2013). 

Therefore, given the background and experience of start-ups, they needed appropriate coaching 

to get engaged in the program. As this data indicates, there should be a flexible program structure 

enabling the participants to provide support to engage start-ups according to their capabilities.  

C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 + C7 + R3 + R4 + S5 + S6 + S7 + S8 = O 
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TABLE 30. CMO: RELATIONAL CAPABILITY (EXTENDED)  
Context (C) Mechanism Outcome 

Resources (R) Reasoning (S) 

C1: No prior experience 

of working between start-

ups and City.  

C2: Start-ups are 

dynamic, quick, and non-

complicated structures.  

C3: City departments 

follow the rules and 

regulation. 

C4: Government and 

start-ups work at 

different pace, levels, and 

timeline. 

C7: Start-ups have 

limited resources.  

R3: Networking 

and in-person 

communication. 

R4: Coaching 

provided by 

partners.    

S5: Engaging in 

networking 

opportunities can 

enhance our mutual 

understanding with 

start-ups. 

S6: Collaboration 

improves the solution 

finding process.  

S7: Start-ups are 

different than 

established firms.  

S8: Start-ups require 

financial and non-

financial resources and 

support. 

 

Relational 

Capability 

(extended)  

4.6.3. Phase 3 – Closing 

At the end of embed period, the City decides regarding the suitability of the developed solutions. 

If the solution is selected, there will be a purchase agreement. However, the outcomes for two 

challenges (water consumption and planning) were different. A solution was developed for the 

first challenge with the result that a contract was signed between the City and the start-up. Yet, a 

purchase agreement was not reached for the planning challenge. For this challenge, it seems 

there was confusion about the goals towards the end of embed period. Particularly, solution co-

development and learning were assumed as expected outcomes for the start-up and the City 

respectively. In this situation, although my analysis did not reveal the desorptive capability 

suggested by Behnam et al. (2018), additional aspects of competence mapping capability were 

witnessed.  

According to my analysis, I identified a new aspect of competence mapping capability. I 

noted that the development stage of start-up is a critical factor impacting the outcome. Not only 
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must participants distinguish between start-ups and other groups of stakeholders, they must also 

be aware of differences amongst start-ups. Therefore, the competence mapping capability also 

addresses the need to consider variations within a specific group of stakeholders, namely start-

ups.     

Further analysis of the data also showed another dimension of competence mapping 

capability encompassing organizational specifics and the learning of participants. This is known 

as ‘mindfulness’ which provided the opportunity for the City to learn and adjust the procurement 

system to support innovation and engage start-ups.  

4.6.3.1. Context 

Several contextual factors are identified in this stage, that enabled or limited the mechanisms 

contributing to the outcomes. These included a collaborative environment based on shared 

knowledge and experience among participants, lower communication barriers, variations among 

start-ups, differences in the organizational cultures of participants, and divergences in risk 

tolerance.  

In this stage, the City’s culture and business processes manifest themselves as contextual 

factors contributing to the lack of success for one of the challenges. As noted by Innovation 

Guelph, 

“The city’s culture and business process are so deeply engraved and established that they almost 

had it in that way. They forced that direction because of culture and internal process and that 

model was inappropriate in contracting start-ups such as milieu.”. 

 

Cultural differences were also raised by a City official. 

“One of the major learning was regarding the culture. There were two different cultures. For 

example, city planning department used to spend long time for application, development… then it 



 
 

138 

takes months or years. That is the pace of how stuff works. In companies [start-ups], things are 

done extremely quickly, and it might take days or weeks to do the job. We could do planning a 

whole lot better to do a better project management.”  

Risk avoidance is a part of the City’s culture which might hinder the process of 

procurement of innovation. As referred by one of the participants: 

“… One of the top priorities of City – which is a cultural thing – is avoiding risk. So much of the 

process is around risk avoidance and getting the lowest possible price. It is less about what they 

are buying and what is the value in it. These two factors – low price and low risk – impede their 

ability to procure innovation… From the institution’s perspective, there is a lot of confrontments 

that impede the city’s ability to do innovative business models and technology… Many managers 

at city still think they need to reduce risk. These factors limit the creativity.” 

As the program evolved, financial issues became more salient. CAP was a budget 

consuming program in general. Particularly, some start-ups required more resources. As 

mentioned by one of the participants,  

“[CAP] was very budget consuming. If you want to work with a business in any size, you need to 

have support and resources in place… The support is in different layers. Working with start-ups 

who are in their early stage, requires mentorship which is expensive. It is not realistic to expect 

those start-ups to be equipped with that [resource] from the beginning. CAP was supposed to be a 

win-win scenario. When a company such as start-up doesn’t have financial resources, it might 

impact on the power dynamics of the partnership with city. Ideally, you want to have some 

resources in place.” 

4.6.3.2. CMO – Competence Mapping Capability (extended) 

In the initial phase of CAP, competence mapping capability was developed to account for the 

characteristics of start-ups in general. However, it was almost at the end of project that the City 

and other participants considered the differences amongst start-ups. Although some qualities and 

characteristics of start-ups were identified and defined in the first stage of project, all start-ups 
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were dealt with as a single group of stakeholders with similar abilities requiring identical 

processes to develop the solution. As CAP developed, the differences between selected start-ups 

for two projects became more salient, making it challenging to reach the expected outcomes 

simultaneously.    

Challenges 

At the end of CAP, participants noted that different start-ups might be at a different stage of 

development. Therefore, it was quite challenging to develop the solution with a start-up that was 

in the early stage of its development. Considering the differences in solution development 

progress, two different procurement models were used for each of the two start-ups. However, 

the qualities and differences of start-ups were not fully captured, which led to an incomplete 

solution development for one of the projects.  

Mechanisms 

Like competence mapping capability in the first stage, reflectivity to learn (Boud et al., 2013; 

Marsick, 1988; Moon, 2013) has been used in this stage to develop competence mapping 

capability. The major difference here is focused mainly on backward-looking reflection. Major 

issues raised by the end of execution stage encouraged participants to reconsider competencies of 

start-ups. They primarily reflected on internal learning opportunities offered in CAP. For 

instance, they noticed that the maturity and development stage of start-ups plays an enormous 

role in determining outcomes, including the possibility of procuring innovation. One major 

reason was the different levels of maturity among entrepreneurs.  

In the closing stage, mindfulness has been used as another resource to develop 

competence mapping capability. Participants reconciled organizational specifics, including 



 
 

140 

financial limits, and innovation riskiness in considering the competencies of start-ups. By the end 

of closing phase, CAP helped participants learn from their performance and adjust the 

procurement system, thereby supporting innovation.  

Interaction of Mechanisms and Context 

The outcome of the execution phase was a ready-to-market product for one project and an in-

development product for the other one. In this stage, due to shared knowledge and time (C1) 

participants know each other better (C2) and communication is better developed (C3). The 

results from the second phase, initiated a process to consider feedback from participants and 

start-ups (R1), realizing the differences of start-ups (C4). There has been shared knowledge and 

time between the City and start-ups (C1). Still, owing to limited financial resources (C7), and a 

risk-avoidance culture (C5 & C6), it was decided to follow the traditional approach of signing a 

contract for the project, even though it was still in development.  

Procuring innovation should be structured differently from the traditional approach where 

specifications and solution are pre-defined (Edler & Georghiou, 2007; Edquist & Zabala-

Iturriagagoitia, 2012; Georghiou et al., 2014). In this respect, the solution should be co-

developed, while the attributes of start-ups are considered. For the planning project, participants 

were not able to fully consider the qualities and capacities of the selected start-up (Alvarez & 

Barney, 2011; Michelino et al., 2017). The start-up was asked to integrate the developed 

platform for planning to the City’s infrastructure. This request was beyond the start-up’s 

capacity.  

Ignoring the characteristics of start-ups, including their newness and lack of experience 

might lead to a lack of mutual understanding among participants to develop a solution (Teece, 



 
 

141 

2010; Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Spender et al., 2017; Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). As noted 

by participants, there were differences in attitudes towards risk between the start-up and the City. 

Alternatively, start-ups also require some level of knowledge and preparation to work 

with government. Otherwise, participation between the City and start-ups will be time and 

budget consuming, which can lead to a shorter period of partnership than anticipated.  

As another resource to develop competence mapping capability, firms need to consider 

their own qualities and competencies. In other words, organizational specifics should also be 

reconciled as competencies of start-ups are produced. I define this resource in competence 

mapping capability as ‘mindfulness’ (R2). Mindfulness proposes that when an organization 

implements an innovative technology, it should take into consideration the various organizational 

specifics (Teo, Srivastava, Ranganathan, & Loo, 2011). CAP as a pilot project provided the 

chance for the City to reflect on its specifics and circumstances to adjust the procurement system 

in a way to support innovation. This learning occurred towards the end of program, something 

which was acknowledged by participants. They noticed that innovation is an inherently risky 

process. In procuring innovation, this should be considered.  

CAP helped the City departments learn about their options and understand more about 

their challenges. As noted by participants, towards the end of program, departments became 

more collaborative, and more willing to give their time to share their learning and experience. 

Furthermore, CAP helped departments know start-ups and their needs better.   

The City used the learning opportunity of CAP to design and develop the next program, 

MIX – Municipal Innovation Exchange. Since start-ups require financial and non-financial 

supports, conducting a program such as CAP that is focused mainly on start-ups is very 
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challenging for the City. Based on CAP experience, MIX is designed in a way to consider a 

wider community of vendors including start-ups. 

C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 + C5 + C6 + C7 + R1 + R2 + S1 + S2 + S3 + S4 + S5 = O 

TABLE 31. CMO: COMPETENCE MAPPING CAPABILITY (EXTENDED)  

Context (C) Mechanism Outcome (O) 

Resources (R) Reasoning (S) 

C1: Shared knowledge 

and time between city 

and start-ups.  

C2: Participants know 

each other very well.  

C3: Less communication 

barriers. 

C4: Different levels of 

maturity, development, 

and experience among 

start-ups.  

C5: Cultural differences 

C6: Various levels of risk 

tolerance among 

participants.  

C7: Start-ups have 

limited financial 

resources.  

R1: Feedback received 

from participants and 

start-ups.  

R2: Learning based on 

mindfulness  

S1: Procurement of 

innovation is a risky 

process, and city is not 

a risk-taker.  

S2: Innovation 

requires a supportive 

culture.  

S3: Departments are 

now more aware of 

their options.  

S4: Innovation should 

be produced 

externally, not 

internally.  

S5: CAP requires 

plenty of resources 

which is beyond the 

City’s capacity.   

Competence Mapping 

Capability (extended)  

4.6.4. Desorptive Capability 

Desorptive capability is the ability to select, engage, empower, and align internal actors with 

start-ups. In CAP, I did not observe this capability. The reason might be the legal procedures that 

restricts the City from empowering departments to make decisions. In addition, as noted by 

Behnam et al. (2018), this capability is seen as more challenging when the organizational 

differences between actors are significant. In CAP, several challenges were noted when 

departments worked with start-ups. Managing expectations could help the involved parties 

become more realistic regarding outcomes. As stated by one the participants: 
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“We were very optimistic regarding departments working with start-ups. Retrospectively, we 

could manage expectations in a better way. We tried to do that a little bit, but it was very difficult. 

We wanted to show it as investment, however, there might be an outcome which doesn’t meet the 

investment expectation. It was challenging to balance the excitement and expectations (of 

departments especially) in a way that project may fail, and failure is fine as long as you learn 

from it”.  

Participants might see the outcomes differently. Despite the fact that the contract was not 

finalized with Milieu, this project was seen as a success by some participants, including the 

involved start-up, due to the various learning opportunities that arose. As mentioned by one of 

the participants,  

“In my opinion, Milieu’s case was a success because of the failure. If we study why it failed, it 

exposes many issues in municipal government that need to be addressed if they are going to 

procure innovation effectively going forward. From that perspective it was a success.”    

As another participant noted, the outcome of this challenge was a great success in terms 

of change and innovation.  

“… this program was a very big change, a big innovation for the city… the outcome was not a 

failure. We were getting closer to the goal which was set by the city.” 

This program also was successful in terms of offering more information so that 

departments can make more informed decisions. As stated by the City, 

 “The premise of this accelerator is to get the department better information in which to make an 

informed purchasing decision”.  

The notion of success was also referred to by a participant from the City since CAP 

provided the learning opportunity for people to work together.  
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“Even the planning challenge was a huge success, because it made people excited about what 

they were doing, created a big team of people working together, and provided a learning 

opportunity to do it better next time. It also helped to find possibilities [for technologies]”.   

4.7. Discussion 

In the instrumental approach of stakeholder management, stakeholders are perceived as 

instruments to help or hinder an organization in pursuing its objectives (Carroll & Buchholtz, 

2009). Managing stakeholders has been used in the context of project management for over 30 

years and is seen as a fundamental task (Cleland, 1985; Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015; 

PMI, 2008). Furthermore, in this field, the dominant approach towards SM has been 

instrumental. SM is used as an instrument to improve the performance and output of projects. As 

a result, less attention has been paid to SM as an objective (Eskerod & Huemann, 2013; Eskerod, 

Huemann, & Savage, 2015) 

In this field, the problem has been analyzing and managing stakeholders as well as their 

interests to achieve project success (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009; Davis, 2014). However, defining 

capabilities to work and engage with a new group of stakeholders has not been investigated. In 

this paper, I raised the issue of required capabilities to work with a new group of stakeholders as 

an objective. This is a theoretical contribution with respect to modifying an existing question in 

the literature and exploring project SMC instead of SM (Makadok et al., 2018). 

Although stakeholder management has been studied for decades in projects (Eskerod & 

Huemann, 2013; Eskerod, Huemann, & Savage, 2015; Jepsen & Eskerod, 2009), there is no 

specific study explaining capabilities to include a new group of stakeholders in temporary 

organizations such as PPI projects. Specifying these capabilities is central in working with a new 

group of stakeholders and should be considered, since the new group might have different 

attributes than other groups of stakeholders (Rawlins, 2006; Yang, Wang, & Jin, 2014). 
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Therefore, the objective of this paper was to explain capabilities to engage a new group of 

stakeholders in a specific context. More precisely, I aimed to answer two questions: (1) what are 

the required capabilities to engage start-ups in the context of PPI? and (2) how are these 

capabilities developed over the life of projects? 

Since developing capabilities for engaging start-ups in the PPI projects is an instance of 

engaging external stakeholders in the innovation process, I synthesized the literatures on 

stakeholder management capabilities and innovation capabilities. I used a theoretical framework 

suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) embracing four capabilities to incorporate external actors in 

innovation projects. These include networking, competence mapping, as well as relational and 

desorptive capabilities. I considered Behnam et al. (2018) since they include social and economic 

goals as bases for developing new products and services. Similarly, CAP was mainly initiated to 

use public procurement to promote innovation and address social and economic objectives such 

as fostering local businesses, supplying public goods, and supporting entrepreneurs. 

According to RE, to describe and explain a phenomenon, appropriate theory should be 

selected, applied, and verified (Brousselle & Buregeya, 2018; Pawson, 1996). In this regard, I 

used a theoretical framework suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) embracing four capabilities to 

include stakeholders in projects. To answer the first research question, data were used to identify 

and verify capabilities, suggested by Behnam et al. (2018). The analysis of data indicated three 

capabilities suggested by Behnam et al. (2018) – networking, competence mapping, and 

relational – as well as extended competence mapping and relational capabilities.  

The results indicate that the presence of capabilities alters as the projects evolve from the 

initiation to the closing stage. For instance, networking and competence mapping capabilities 
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were identified in the initial stage of CAP. However, there was no indicator of relational and 

desorptive capabilities in the initial stage. As the program evolved, participants were able to 

develop relational capability. 

Furthermore, although some capabilities might exist in several stages of a project, they 

can be refined as the projects develop. For instance, competence mapping capability emerged in 

the early stage of the program, in which the qualities of participants, including start-ups, were 

broadly recognized. Later, a more specific form of competence mapping capability was 

demonstrated, where the differences among start-ups, including their development stage, were 

captured as factors to include in designing the next program. As the projects evolved from 

initiation to closing, the role of competence mapping capability became more important. As 

stated by participants, it was towards the end of program that differences among start-ups were 

perceived and their unique needs recognized.  

Similar to Behnam et al. (2018) and Kazadi, Lievens, and Mahr (2016), with respect to 

competence mapping capability, I noticed that in a partnership in which actors come from 

divergent backgrounds, identifying the capabilities of each actor is much more challenging. This 

notion was even more prevalent given the context, inasmuch as firms from the private and public 

sectors were participating in the projects with the presence of start-ups.  

To explain capability development, CMO configuration is used (Pawson, 1996). As RE 

suggests, outcomes (capabilities) are explained based on the contextual factors and mechanisms 

in each stage of the project (Pawson, 1996; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Analysis of the evidence 

indicated the development of networking, competence mapping, and relational capabilities based 

on the interaction of contextual factors and specific mechanisms. Regarding networking 
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capability, the presence of needs, legal conditions, opportunities, and mechanisms helped 

participants develop this capability. Complex procurement challenges faced by departments with 

no prior experience of handling them prompted a need to explore alternate solutions involving 

entrepreneurs. Flexibility in procurement bylaws, allowed the participants to design a custom 

version of RFP, by which start-ups could be a part of the procurement process. Moreover, 

participants in CAP provided their personal network as a resource to support the projects 

(Spithoven & Teirlinck, 2015). The sharing of personal networks helped the CAP overcome 

networking challenges with start-ups. In CAP, two approaches were employed to use network 

resources (Caloghirou, Kastelli, & Tsakanikas, 2004; Spithoven & Teirlinck, 2015). First, 

several entities cooperated to share resources and improve knowledge absorption processes. 

Personal networks of participants were shared to enhance accessibility to start-ups. Second, 

participants informally scanned the environment to obtain external knowledge. In this regard, 

OntarioBuys, as well as federal and provincial governments, were consulted to find legal 

solutions to issues that arose.  

Referring to Behnam et al. (2018), my study also confirms competence mapping as a 

major capability to engage start-ups. In the initial stage of projects, start-ups were considered for 

participation in CAP. However, given their newness and lack of experience, a new RFP was 

designed to address their attributes and reduce engagement barriers. Nonetheless, towards the 

end of the projects, participants noticed that start-ups have different levels of experience and 

capability to develop solutions. Participants learnt that in order to design a program such as CAP, 

the differences among start-ups need to be considered. More precisely, differences within a 

single group of stakeholders, such as start-ups, should be acknowledged and addressed 

accordingly. Identifying differences among various groups of start-ups ought to be considered, at 
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the same time as appropriate strategies to develop capabilities to engage them are formulated and 

implemented. The results from the CAP demonstrate that the attributes of start-ups, as contextual 

factors, might change the outcomes. Ignoring those characteristics in the implementation of 

projects can lead to start-up disengagement and unexpected outcomes. This is in line with what 

Behnam et al. (2018) argue regarding the need to distinguish among different stakeholders and 

consider associated capabilities to incorporate them.  

For relational capability, several mechanisms including networking and coaching were 

explored. Although networking was defined as a major capability in the initial stage, it was noted 

that it can facilitate the development of relational capability. More precisely, it was used as a 

major resource to realize collaborative relational capability in the later stage. Coaching was also 

used to maintain an effective relationship among partners. In line with the literature on 

innovation management and small businesses (Clarysse & Bruneel, 2007; Heydebreck et al., 

2000), my findings demonstrate networking and coaching as two major relevant mechanisms in 

the context of project stakeholder management.  

Although I was not able to find evidence of desorptive capability development, my data 

indicated some associated aspects mentioned in the literature. Behnam et al. (2018) consider 

knowledge-sharing and information-sharing among stakeholders as a part of desorptive 

capability, which is exploitation of the innovation outcome. What I have observed is that in the 

exploration phase, the CAP was exploiting knowledge from others including cities and start-ups. 

The capability of exploiting and learning from similar experiences, especially in the early stage 

of project, is different than exploitation of the innovation outcome. In other words, to find an 

appropriate practice and design a well-suited program, exploitation is used instead of 

exploration. This is referred to in the literature as “knowledge exploitation capability” or 
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“learning capability” (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998; Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2009; H. E. Lin et 

al., 2013). Knowledge exploitation capability in the initial stage is a refinement of exploration 

capability.  

I was inspired by a case of local government to address public procurement challenges, 

and therefore findings are based on a single case study. This precluded me from considering 

variations in context and their possible impact on outcomes. Further investigations can include 

several instances in public procurement and contrast the results in terms of mechanisms to 

engage start-ups. In addition, although most of the stakeholders involved in this program were 

interviewed, I was not able to collect data from all participants. This limited the information I 

could obtain in analyzing and interpreting the data collected. I also used start-ups as a new group 

of stakeholders joining a procurement program. Future studies should focus on different types of 

stakeholders to explore capabilities required to engage them considering their unique attributes.  

Finally, as noted by Behnam et al. (2018), the suggested framework for capabilities is 

subjective and based on interpretations. More studies need to be conducted to explore various 

capabilities and their mechanisms to engage start-ups. This would provide a more comprehensive 

framework.  
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5. Chapter Five: Epilogue 
Although SMEs play enormous role in the national economies, they are not usually involved in 

public procurement. Including start-ups and entrepreneurs in this process can help the public 

sector find solutions for procurement challenges that require innovation. This study considers 

how CAP was introduced as a PPI program initiated by the City of Guelph comprising three 

projects to engage start-ups and create solutions for complex municipal problems. Prior to this 

program, start-ups had never been considered in the procurement process. Hence, working with 

them posed a new challenge. Although various stakeholders were involved in CAP, start-ups 

joined the program as a new group of stakeholders. 

A review of the project stakeholder management literature indicated significant gaps in 

explaining the process of working with a new group of stakeholders in the context of projects. 

Therefore, the overall objective of this research was to unfold the process of working with a new 

group of stakeholders in the CAP. This research was mainly guided by Pawson and Tilley’s 

(1997) realist approach to program evaluation. Since the CAP was a new intervention, I 

employed RE to study this program. Initially an exploratory study was conducted to explore and 

learn more about the CAP. Using template analysis based on the CMO resulted in the 

identification of context, mechanism, and outcome of the CAP over various stages of projects. 

Furthermore, CVC was used to frame the values generated at the end of each stage. Outcomes 

were classified as types of values observed in a collaborative relationship.  

Similar to Le Pennec & Raufflet (2018) assertion that values are built on each other, the 

results of the first paper demonstrated that the outcomes were interrelated during the four stages 

of the program. There was, however, an important difference. Le Pennec & Raufflet’s (2018) 

pyramid is built in the order of: 1) associational; 2) transferred resource; 3) interaction; and 4) 

synergistic value. The case demonstrated that collaboration evolves in a much more complex 
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order. The results can be explained by Archer’s (1982, 1995, 2011) morphogenetic model. A 

morphogenetic model is a meta-theoretical conception for social change and indicates how 

values become part of the mechanisms or context. This model explains the dependency among 

types of values. At the first stage, several participants of CAP had a history of working together. 

Their main motivation was not the associational value of participating in this collaboration, but 

rather to fulfill their own objectives. By the end of the first stage, participants were able to 

identify three problems that could be addressed in the consequent stages. This is a case of 

synergistic value. Additionally, start-ups joined CAP at the end of the second stage and benefited 

from the resources and facilities provided by participants. This indicated transferred resource 

value. The case demonstrated that in contexts where collaborators have a history of working on 

projects, and where multiple parties are involved, the pyramid of value creation may evolve 

differently as the collaboration unfolds. 

This study also supported and extended the notion of the ripple effect suggested by 

Jagosh et al. (2015). The results indicated that the interaction between the context and the 

mechanism produced specific outcomes. In addition, the mechanisms and the generated 

outcomes impacted the context itself. As the relationship developed, some of the mechanisms 

became part of an organizational feature defining the context and some of the outcomes were 

used as mechanisms for other stages. Project managers should consider these mechanisms as 

potential enablers to change the context.  

The results of the first paper indicated the need to further explore CAP as a collection of 

collaborative projects in the context of PPI in order to better describe the process of working 

with a new group of stakeholders. Hence, in the second paper a descriptive case analysis was 

used to study the governance of collaboration in projects as the governance of socio-technical 
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change. CAP was introduced as a socio-technical phenomenon, since there were social factors at 

play, such as involvement of several stakeholders and priority in achieving social objectives, as 

well as technical factors, including the existence of procurement rules, structures, and 

technology. A review of the literature of project management showed that the governance of 

projects has not been studied as a socio-technical phenomenon. The results suggested that a 

socio-technical model like the model of governance of change is applicable to CAP and can 

explain the change in such projects. Inasmuch as several aspects of governance interacted at the 

levels of policy, network, and project, along with agents and opportunities undergoing alteration, 

a multi-level perspective towards change would be a more appropriate framework to study the 

governance of PPI projects. Future studies should consider multiple cases to determine how 

variation in governance dimensions affects a program’s outcome.  

 Working with start-ups as a new group of stakeholders requires capabilities. Identifying 

and explaining these capabilities can help project managers to successfully engage start-ups. The 

objective of the third paper was to identify and explain the mechanisms for developing 

capabilities to work with a new group of stakeholders. Although the notion of stakeholder 

management and inclusiveness has been used in the project management literature, capabilities 

to work with stakeholders in this context have not been explored. Each group of stakeholders 

might possess specifications, requiring managers to develop appropriate capabilities. For 

instance, competence mapping capability is introduced as a major capability to integrate external 

actors in innovation projects. It encompasses abilities to produce an explicit overview of the 

competencies of stakeholders. However, the findings demonstrated not only that competencies of 

start-ups should be distinguished from other stakeholders, but that their in-group differences in 

terms of their newness and experience should also be considered when an engagement program 
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is designed. Furthermore, the results indicated the development of each capability over the life of 

projects. As the projects developed, additional aspects of capabilities were developed. Notably, 

competence mapping capability was developed in both the initial and closing phases of the 

projects. This indicates that capabilities are developed in a more complex order than a linear 

progress, i.e. in the order of networking, competence mapping, and relational. This complexity 

should be considered in developing capabilities to engage start-ups in PPI programs. 

The findings from this study indicated that managers in the public sector, including those 

in municipalities, should reflect on differences amongst start-ups when engagement programs 

such as CAP are developed. Various start-ups are in different stages of their development and 

therefore require different levels of support. As the data analysis indicated, one of the start-ups in 

CAP was new and in the early stage of the its lifecycle and thus required further support. At the 

same time, the other start-up was more mature and had led by more experienced managers. For 

the first case, parties required more efforts to tackle communication barriers and specify the steps 

to develop the solution. In addition, more financial support was demanded by that start-up. City 

managers need to consider these differences in designing such programs, making sure they know 

and offer appropriate mechanisms to keep start-ups engaged throughout the program.  

Additionally, in the CAP, a portfolio of interorganizational arrangements was harmonized 

in order to develop new technologies and products to solve the City's problems. In 

interorganizational collaborations such as CAP, where several stakeholders are involved, a 

portfolio approach is effective for managers. Although each partner has its own objective, these 

goals complement each other. A portfolio of different, though complementary, 

interorganizational arrangements enables managers to be flexible and use various instruments 

and logics. 
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Policy makers can also benefit from the results of this study. They need to consider the 

limitations of start-ups, and hence provide appropriate financial, technical, and networking 

resources to them. In this regard, procurement by-laws should be flexible enough to reflect 

project needs. More precisely, the legal structure governing procurement by-laws should let 

participants employ appropriate instruments to address procurement challenges requiring 

innovation.  

Furthermore, the findings from the CAP indicated that for public sector-led 

collaborations, policy objectives should be set to create value for a broad community rather than 

for special interests (Sullivan & Skelcher, 2003). Start-ups and entrepreneurs are part of this 

broad community and their benefits should also be considered.  

Due to unique circumstances, working with a new group of stakeholders requires the 

development of specific capabilities by project teams. There are many studies emphasizing the 

role of stakeholders and stakeholder management in project success (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2009; 

Davis, 2014). In this regard, it is noted that project managers need to include and engage 

stakeholders (Eskerod, Huemann, & Ringhofer, 2015). This study indicated that working with a 

new group of stakeholders involve capabilities which can be expanded by applying appropriate 

mechanisms given the contextual factors.  

Although the role of stakeholders in project management are highlighted in the literature, 

there are still many unexplored areas. In this study, the attempt was to shed some light on the 

process of working with a new group of stakeholders in the context of project management. One 

of the major objectives of this research was to open new avenues in this context. Scholars might 

consider different groups of stakeholders and elaborate on contextual factors to describe the 
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process of working with them. The results are expected to add values to the field of project 

management and offer insightful recommendations to practitioners.   

The findings of this study are based on a single case study with the associated contextual 

factors. Future studies should consider the different variations in context and their possible 

impact on the outcomes. Furthermore, start-ups were used as a new group of stakeholders joining 

a procurement program. Future studies should focus on different types of stakeholders to explore 

the capabilities which are required to engage them given their unique attributes. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A. DATA DRIVEN ANALYSIS – CODES, THEMES, AND INSTANCES 

Instances 

Codes 

(number of 

documents, 

frequency of 

references) 

Themes Phase 

“…so, we wanted to create a framework to work together with 

companies to have them bring their either, prototype or 

knowledge and existing idea with our expertise to create 

something that we could use to solve our problem and they could 

go and sell…”. 

Knowledge 

(5, 8) 

Competence 

Mapping 

Capability 

(extended) 

1 

“… we [City] were connected with OntarioBuys, they came to our 

demo day, to learn about the program, heard about the companies 

participating, they contacted us and said, “you’re doing interesting 

work, here’s what we are doing on this”. We’ve been visited by 

the federal government a couple of times, by other departments in 

the provincial government, and if you look even beyond Canada, 

there’s the start-up and residence program in San Francisco, and 

it’s very popular in Amsterdam, there’s a lot being written about 

this in the EU. So, it is a dual wall, it’s not just in Canada, it’s 

very much a bottom up, top down pressure”. 

“… we looked at the design of private sector accelerators, why 

companies in San Francisco and Amsterdam did take equity in 

companies who came through. They take 7% because it is like an 

investment. They are getting mentoring; they are getting time, and 

training. We considered that as well. Should we maybe take 

equity? What we heard was a loud “don’t you dare! We [start-ups] 

won’t apply”. 

[Indirect] 

Learning (11, 

54) 

“We noticed departments are very collaborative and willing to 

give their time to share their learning and experience.” 

“… partners viewed the project as an excellent opportunity 

through which start-ups can gain experience working with 

government that could enable them to grow and eventually 

develop their capacities to win contracts with other 

municipalities.” 

“We [one of the start-ups] didn't have a kind of experience 

working with public sector before that [CAP]…” 

Experience 

(9, 48) 
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“… we leveraged also on partnerships in a big way to bring in 

things we couldn’t do. Bringing in networks of start-ups, bring in 

insights about what these businesses do and what their incentives 

are… we wanted to reach out external people on our decision-

making committee… so, we had people from Innovation Guelph, 

ODX…”.  

Partnership 

(7, 15) 

Relational 

Capability 

(extended) 

2 

“… we [ODX] have this natural network of start-ups that do 

essentially everything you can ever want and you have a need … 

you have problems that you can’t address with a traditional RFP 

and lets tap into our network and then drive this … let’s make 

some innovation happen and that’s what we set off to do”. 

Network (5, 

8) 

“… we [start-ups] were informed by this program in two ways: 

one was through a procurement notification sent by email (via a 

third party). Another coincidence was through running into a 

person from Innovation Guelph at a conference and he provided 

some information regarding this challenge and encouraged us to 

apply and get a real chance to work with a city… the idea was 

very cool that city wants to work with start-ups.” 

“So, both the companies [start-ups] that worked with us said they 

do not use services [provided by City], they would not have found 

out about this program. So, we had other ways of getting contact 

with them. Both companies then got the opportunity to work with 

a City which was their intended audience… they did not feel like 

they would have had that opportunity elsewhere.” 

Connection 

(6, 11) 

 

“You address the culture in your organization to have a co-

creation mindset for this particular stream, then go through a lean, 

join process to understand, dissect the problem, come up with 

hypotheses, test hypotheses.” 

Co-creation 

(3, 4) 

“…Procuring innovation from start-ups allows the city to include 

a previously precluded cross-section. In traditional one, there are 

many barriers, which result in preclusion of start-ups…”. 

“…So, we knew that we were being cut off from certain pool of 

innovators out there in the economy…” 

“… there is a segment of the citizenry [including start-ups] that is 

just isolated. Like they're precluded from doing business with the 

city in the traditional models”. 

Inclusion (4, 

10) 

“… that is about relationship and people and in particular about 

how they are getting along…” 

Relationship 

(7, 15) 
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“… it was a positive design feature that both parties [start-up and 

city] could walk away [at the end]. You’re not going to get great 

work out of a bad relationship.” 

 

“… there was a lot of good faith and trust build into this. We were 

trying to do something new and we wanted people who are 

interested in going on this journey with us. It will be successful if 

the right people are there, we are getting along with companies, 

and we are all firing the same cylinder. If things get toxic, and fall 

apart, would you rather cut your losses or have to continue for 

another 2 years?...” 

Trust (3, 4) 

“One of the expected outcomes of CAP was to increase 

participation of start-ups in City procurement through increased 

response to the issued RFP.” 

“… [participants] raised important concerns regarding financial 

capacity of the start-ups which may have serious implications to 

the development of an innovative solution as well as 

participation”. 

Participation 

(7, 36) 

 

“A collaborative working model that was based on the agile 

process was suggested by the stakeholders during the embed 

period and the process of solution development”. 

“… [toward the end of program] we noticed departments are very 

collaborative and willing to give their time to share their learning 

and experience”. 

“… we need to understand their [start-ups] needs, and we need to 

understand how they work, how government can better 

collaborate with them to achieve what is good for everybody”. 

“… we [start-ups and city] were trying to collaborate with each 

other just maybe to create a solution”.  

Collaboratio

n (6, 14) 

 

“… we worked with our procurement staff and our legal 

department to make sure that this [new RFP] was all by the book 

as well. … we had great cooperation from the back-end 

procurement and legal folks on that. So, we sourced these 

challenges from within our departments and we put them into an 

RFP”.  

Cooperation 

(3, 3) 

 

“By engaging with them [start-up], we understood what their 

needs are. We wanted to make sure start-ups had equal and fair 

access. Since both companies that won RFP were start-ups, this 

Engagement 

(12, 65) 
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shows the success of program in terms of engaging with start-

ups.” 

“… [we needed] a more flexible and dynamic program structure 

that allows mentorship and coaching to be provided based on the 

capabilities of companies”. 

“… prior business entrepreneurship skills [of start-ups] before 

joining the project is important in coaching and mentoring 

requirement…”. 

Coaching (4, 

21) 

 

“… we had several meetings on regular basis. For one of the start-

ups it was more challenging to commute since they were located 

out of town…” 

Meeting (4, 

18) 

 

“One of the start-ups required a lot of mentoring, coaching, 

teaching, because their entrepreneurs were new and young and 

still at school at that time”. 

“… that’s why we have Innovation Guelph as a partner, that’s 

why we have others… the departments job is to worry about their 

own self-interest. They should be, an engaged collaborator. We 

try to set it up, so they are not exploiting the company, but I don’t 

feel that their job is to mentor the company…” 

“… they [start-ups] were working with their mentor from 

Innovation Guelph. [The mentor] felt like they needed some help 

with their market research, their value proposition, some business 

planning refinement work that needed to help that we did work 

with them”. 

Mentoring 

(8, 19) 

“… we [city] don’t have enough capacity. We don’t have enough 

skills. Then, we hire consultants, based on purchasing bylaw. 

Consultants work as partners.” 

“… how to do business with government? That is a thing you 

need consulting. That’s a thing you need to understand and then 

you can do it.” 

Consulting 

(6, 28) 

“It is not accurate to describe all the start-ups in the same way… 

each start-up is different in each stage of development…” 

“… Alert Lab was run by more mature entrepreneurs and they 

were in more mature stage. Milieu required a lot of mentoring, 

coaching, teaching, because their entrepreneurs were new and 

young and still at school at that time.” 

Maturity (5, 

12)  

Competence 

Mapping 

Capability 

(extended) 

3 
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“… For the Alert Lab case, it was not about purchase agreement, 

that was about a rebate program. Very different procurement 

model… [however] at the end of designing phase, when they were 

co-creating the solution with the city, the city decided to contract 

with Milieu, but they [city] reverted into the old style of their 

contracting; i.e. here is the specs, here is what I want you to do for 

us”. 

“…working with start-ups who are in their early stage, requires 

mentorship which is expensive. It is not realistic to expect those 

start-ups to be equipped with that [resource] from the beginning” 

Business 

Model (7, 

29) 

“… And the job they [city] specified, Milieu didn’t have the 

capacity to deliver. City wanted Milieu to integrate the developed 

engagement platform to the city’s infrastructure and that was way 

off Milieu’s capacity and that’s why the project failed… If we 

properly understood Milieu’s capability, we’d never had the 

contract to them as we did.” 

Capacity (5, 

21) 

“… There was a lack of complete understanding between Milieu 

and City. City wanted to do the project in an old school – similar 

to 1990s and 2000s – to customize the solution for its 

infrastructure. They were not ready to take the risk of choosing a 

new path to adopt the solution. They neglected to think properly 

and reverted it to the old habit. And the result was inappropriate 

contract for the vendor”. 

Understandin

g (6, 17) 

“… we have been through all these challenges and we overcame a 

lot of communications issues…” 

“… city was able to use that [CAP experience] towards some 

other programs … city learned how to communicate with the 

private sector…” 

Communicati

on (8, 26) 

“By engaging with them [start-up], we understood what their 

needs are. We wanted to make sure start-ups had equal and fair 

access. Since both companies that won RFP were start-ups, this 

shows the success of program in terms of engaging with start-

ups.” 

“The challenge with one of the start-ups was a great success. For 

the other challenge, the innovation was not procured. In my 

opinion this case [also] was a success because of the failure. If we 

study why it failed, it exposes many issues in municipal 

government that need to be addressed if they are going to procure 

innovation effectively going forward. From that perspective it was 

a success.” 

- Success (8, 

36) / Failure 

(6, 9) 
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“… one of the start-ups already had a product in place. It was in 

evolution stage. They worked very well. The other company was 

developing the product from the scratch. This is reflected in a way 

we worked with them.” 

“CAP helped the departments to let them know they have options. 

For example, currently the water department is thinking of their 

next challenge, … I have noticed departments are becoming more 

collaborative and willing to give their time to share their learning 

and experience”. 

Reflection 

(4, 4) 

 

 “… we learnt that the procurement system needs to be adjusted. 

The goals of procurement have to adjust away from reduction of 

risk and more toward creativity and innovation, because risk 

avoidance impede innovation.” 

Adjustment 

(3, 6) 

 

“… it is reflected by start-ups that for a start-up to benefit from 

the mentorship and coaching, there is need to have technical 

expertise and experience.” 

“…that’s why they [city] look outside for the private sector and 

non-profits like us [ODX] for expertise for specific areas that’s 

what we come on to do. We play into their language…” 

“…with the nature of the CAP, if it had come 3 years back, we 

could not be able to produce the solution that was required even if 

they had given us a year for the embed period. Having a well 

experienced team and a product at hand enabled us to successfully 

develop the solution to the City challenge.” 

Expertise (4, 

7) 

 

“MIX was evolved into a model of procuring innovation as 

opposed to fostering innovation… In MIX, the target is not 

necessarily start-ups, the target will be innovation in general. 

Engaging with large or mid-size [companies] or start-ups depends 

on type of the problem which needs to be solved… One of the 

major objectives of CAP was to foster the creation of new start-

ups or accelerate the development of start-ups. The two others 

were procuring innovation and solving intractable problems. The 

emphasis of MIX is procuring innovation and solving intractable 

problems. Engaging start-ups is demoted in this program”. 

“MIX was an evolution of CAP. Same model is used. Just it is 

scaled up with participation of more cities for the knowledge 

transfer.” 

Evolution (4, 

5) 
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APPENDIX B. COMPLETE CODEBOOK 

 

 

 

N
et

w
o

rk
in

g 
C

ap
ab

ili
ty

Communicating consistently 
about partner selection criteria 

Communicating consistently 
about the types of 

collaboration partners needed 

Engaging in networking 
opportunities with start-ups

C
o

m
p

et
en

ce
 

M
ap

p
in

g 
C

ap
ab

ili
ty

Regularly conducting explorative meetings with start-ups

Disseminating start-ups competency assessments internally

Ability to evaluate types of start-ups systematically

Ability to select start-ups appropriately when complementary resources 
are integrated.

Comparing and distinguishing competencies of start-ups

Learning from similar programs

Screening and recognizing development stage of start-ups 

Sharing knolwedge with start-ups

Gaining and accumulating experience while working with start-ups

Identifying, reflecting, and acting upon organizational and start-ups 
specifics
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* The boxes in red represent the data-driven codes.  

* The boxes in black represent the theory-driven codes 

 

 

 

R
el

at
io

n
al

 
C

ap
ab

ili
ty

Investing in the build-up of start-ups relationships

Engaging in trust-building activities

Engaging in goal identification exercises

Having dedicated team members for relationship management 
issues 

Having shared experiences and a history of collaboration

Facilitating smooth and continuous communication

Coordinating with start-ups

Identifying and pooling the resources with start-ups

Including and co-operating with start-ups.

Providing mentoring and consulting.

Setting and executing goal-oriented meetings

Collaborating with start-ups

Sharing information with start-ups

D
es

o
rp

ti
ve

 C
ap

ab
ili

ty Selecting relevant 
internal actors

Engaging relevant 
internal actors

Empowering relevant 
internal actors

Aligning start-ups and 
relevant internal actors
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APPENDIX C. CONSENT FORM 

 

 

 

COLLEGE OF BUSINESS & ECONOMICS 

Department of Management 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH  

You are asked to participate in a research study called “public procurement” conducted by Davar 

Rezania, PhD., Associate Professor, and Alireza Talebi, PhD student, from the Department of 

Management at the University of Guelph. If you have any questions or concerns about the research, 

please feel free to contact Davar Rezania, PhD, CPA, CMA, Chair and Associate Professor, tel. 

519-824-4120 Ext.54257, drezania@uoguelph.ca 

This research is defined to fulfill the requirement for PhD program. 

 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The objective of this research is to gain insights into the public procurement as a means to stimulate 

the innovation. More specifically, we aim to 

1. Investigate the process involved in procurement for innovation; 

2. Investigate management control in public procurement for innovation; 

 

PROCEDURES 

If you volunteer to participate in this study, we would ask you to participate in an interview. In the 

interview, we explore your views on public procurement, process, and practices.  

We explore: 

- The procedure for the procurement. 

- How is the relationship with other party controlled and monitored. 

- How the reporting is structured between parties. 

- How the stakeholders are engaged in the project. 

 

The interview will be recorded and transcribed. You may refuse to have the interview recorded 

and still participate in the study. If you grant us permission to use the recorder, you may request 

that the recorder be turned off at any time. The recording is encrypted and we will keep the 

recordings on encrypted computers. You will have the right to review/edit the transcripts of your 

interview. In case you wish to do so, we will email you the transcripts and you will have two weeks 

to send us your edits. We will delete the recordings of the interview and any other supporting 

callto:+1519-824-4120
mailto:drezania@uoguelph.ca
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documents that you may provide from our system when our analysis is completed, no later than 

three years after the date of this interview. 

We organize a presentation at the Department of Management and invite participant to attend the 

presentation to view the result of our analysis. We also provide a summary of the thesis or other 

publications from the research project. 

 

TIME AND CONFIDENTIALITY   

The interview will take approximately an hour. For the purposes of this study your responses will 

not be confidential unless you request that they be. You may request that all or part of your 

responses be kept confidential, to the extent allowed by law, at any time. Moreover, if you 

request confidentiality, we make the interviews anonymous and remove name. We will only 

refer to your function/job title. Accordingly, you can choose whether you want your interview to 

be anonymous. Please select the appropriate box: 

 

    I want my interview to be totally anonymous. 

    I want you to remove my name, however, you can use my job title and company name. 

    I don’t want to be anonymous at all.    

 

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 

There is a social/economical/psychological risk when taking part in an interview. You should be 

aware that you are essentially making your views public even though the researchers will not report 

any name in the final report. There is a risk of emotional discomfort in talking about a potentially 

uncomfortable subject. Embarrassment at poor performance or frustration is minor but a common 

risk. There is also the risk of disclosure of information and potential influence on your reputation. 

The researchers will make every effort to minimize these risks. If at any point in the interview you 

become uncomfortable, you may stop the interview at that time. You can control these risks by not 

providing any information that you would be uncomfortable making public. 

 

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION  

You will not receive any money for participating in this study. 

 

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 

We anticipate that the results will increase our understanding of public procurement of innovation. 

The results of this study will be published as scholarly reports in academic and professional 

journals.   
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PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 

You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may 

withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may exercise the option of removing 

your data from the study within two weeks from interview date. You may also refuse to answer 

any questions you do not want to answer and remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw 

you from this research if circumstances arise that warrant doing so. 

 

If you have questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study 

(REB#17-05-035), please contact: Director, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; 

reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606). You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to 

take part in this study. This project has been reviewed by the University of Guelph Research Ethics 

Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants.  

       

SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 

I have read the information provided for the study “public procurement” as described herein.  My 

questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study.  I have 

been given a copy of this form. 

 

 __________________________________ 

 Name of Participant (please print) 

 

 __________________________________   _____________ 

 Signature of Participant     Date 
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APPENDIX D. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (1) 

Main questions  

(1) How is the current procurement structured and implemented?  

(2) How do you incorporate innovation considerations in procurement?  

(3) How are the governance characteristics of PPI comparable with the governance of public-

private partnership? 

Sub-questions  

1. How the need for procurement is defined? What is the trigger for procurement?  

2. How criteria are defined to choose the contractor? 

3. How is procurement governed? 

a. What are the instruments in procurement (i.e. what are the procedures, call for 

proposal, legitimacy, etc.)?  

b. How is the procurement legitimized by public sector (to be able to sell it to 

stakeholders)?  

c. How do you communicate with the other party? 

d. How is risk managed between you and the other party? 

e. How is the relationship with other party (winner) controlled and monitored? 

f. How is the relationship with other party evaluated? 

g. What are the accounting and accountability challenges by this form of 

procurement (e.g. the wasting of public money, unfair competition, problems 

around equal access, public value and accountability)? 

h. How do your accounting and accountability systems aim to cope with problems of 

coordination, management, and evaluation in this program? 

4. What is the focus of procurement project (on specification of outputs or inputs)?  

5. What is the main objective of the procurement project? To encourage innovation or to 

fulfill a request? 

6. How do you structure the contract with the other party? Explanation: you may bundle 

different functions into a single contract such as design, construction, financing, 

maintenance and/or operation or you might sign numerous contracts for different tasks.  

7. How and when is the cost of project determined? 

8. How (based on output or input) and when is the payment to the other party executed?  

9. Do you see any differences between this type of procurement (civic accelerator program) 

and traditional one? If yes, what are those differences and how do they influence on your 

practices? 

10. Do you gather information regarding stakeholders who are involved in those projects? 

11. Do you consider stakeholders as a part of decision-making for project? How do you engage 

them? 

12. How are the stakeholders engaged in the project? 
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APPENDIX E. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (2) 

1. What have you learnt from CAP? 

2. How did CAP develop capabilities to work with start-ups? 

3. Can you comment on development of networking, competence mapping, relational, and 

desorptive capabilities to engage start-ups? Note: a short description of each capability is 

provided by the interviewer. 

4. Which mechanisms has been used in CAP to develop capabilities? 

5. How mechanisms such as personal networks, knowledge, learning, information-sharing, 

networking, coaching, meeting, and mentorship did help CAP participants to develop 

their capability to work with start-ups?  

6. What contextual factors did help or hinder the capability development for start-up 

engagement process? 
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APPENDIX F. REB APPROVAL 

 


