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Abstract 
In industries in which high-tech and complex products are developed, firms maintain 

their competitive advantage and superior performance through collaborating with other 

organizations in order to access additional capabilities and combine separate knowledge. 

Several problems and challenges related to the integration of knowledge between the 

organizations have to be dealt with and overcome in order to fully benefit from these 

kinds of inter-organizational collaborations. Consequently, the purpose of this thesis is to 

explain how knowledge integration can be managed between a high-technology company 

and its partner. On the basis of two factors, that is, common knowledge and social capital, 

we have investigated how different knowledge integration mechanisms are used in inter-

organizational collaborations between a high-technology company in Sweden and its 

suppliers. The investigation was done through analyzing and comparing empirical 

findings from two different cases with the help of literature findings from several 

different sources. In order to collect the empirical data, different company-specific 

processes were studied and several interviews were conducted face-to-face. 

 

The study showed that common knowledge is a broad concept, and it turned out that 

having a common group culture in the project team, consisting of employees from both 

the high-tech company and its partner, is fundamental for the success of integrating 

knowledge. Through the establishment of a group culture in which honesty, openness and 

trust is encouraged, communication is facilitated in many ways and, by extension, so is 

also the knowledge integration. Having trust, which is an essential part of social capital, 

was also found to form the basis for a well-functioning collaboration. Since personal 

meetings enable the development and maintenance of social relations and trust, as well as 

the establishment of a common group culture, meeting face-to-face were highlighted as 

very important knowledge integration mechanisms. Due to the context in which the study 

was performed, i.e. inter-organizational collaborations amongst companies in different 

countries, personal meetings could however be difficult to arrange because of the 

physical distance. Nevertheless, a vital conclusion of this thesis was that personal 

meetings should be prioritized and arranged as early as possible in a project. If the social 

relations are good within the group, the employees are more likely to contact and help 

each other and actively communicate in order to integrate their knowledge. However, the 

social relations that are developed between the employees at the collaborating companies 

are highly dependent on the people involved, which means that the employees’ 

personalities and interests need to correspond and must be considered when recruiting 

personnel, in particular if the recruit concerns a key role.  

 

An interesting finding was also that by using body language or a figurative language, 

such as metaphors, language difficulties could be overcome and a better communication 

between the partners could be achieved, and the common knowledge could thereby be 

increased. Furthermore, the study has indicated the importance of creating forums in 

which employees from different organizational levels can meet and combine their 

knowledge and thereby create synergies for the entire collaboration. 
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1 Introduction 
This chapter introduces the background of this thesis in order for the reader to 

understand why the study is interesting. The fundamental concepts of the thesis are 

briefly introduced in the background, followed by a more specific problem description.  

The purpose of the thesis is thereafter presented along with the research questions that 

form the basis for the thesis. Also, the studied company is briefly introduced and 

theoretical delimitations of the thesis are listed. Lastly, an overview of the structure of the 

thesis is presented.  

1.1 Background 

Since the early 1980’s, a general tendency for firms has been to concentrate upon a few 

core competences and collaborate with other organizations in order to access additional 

capabilities (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). In the report The role of alliances in corporate 

strategy, Boston Consulting Group (BCG) confirms this by explaining that approximately 

30 % of global corporate revenues in 2005 were a direct result of alliances. BCG 

compares this to the corresponding number in 1980 which was only 2 %. (Cools & Roos, 

2006) Furthermore, Committee Encouraging Corporate Philanthropy (CECP) argues that, 

as the year of 2020 approaches, companies will increasingly participate in collaborations. 

In this research, CECP have found that many large multinational companies express that 

establishing and managing successful partnerships is one of the best ways for them to 

prepare for the decade ahead. (CECP, 2010) By entering into inter-organizational 

collaborations, firms are able to create value by combining their separate knowledge 

bases. (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004)  

 

Several authors present reasons for why collaboration can be beneficial (e.g. Clark, 1989; 

Schilling, 2010). Schilling (2010) argues that collaborating within development projects 

can enable a firm to quicker obtain skills or resources needed. Collaborating can also help 

firms to save time by not having to develop a whole new product by itself, something that 

is supported by Clark (1989), who suggests that collaboration may reduce lead time and 

therefore also result in a shorter time to market. Moreover, Schilling (2010) means that 

companies can benefit from obtaining resources and competence from a partner, as this 

helps them to stay flexible on a fast-changing market. Sharing costs and risks of the 

project is another reason for collaborating stated by Schilling (2010), something that 

becomes even more important when working with expensive or uncertain projects.  

 

Typically, projects whose aim is to develop new products most often experience a high 

degree of uncertainty (Cummings & Teng, 2003). Because of this, an increasing number 

of product innovations are today created through inter-organizational collaborations (Lin 

& Chen, 2006) since this means that companies can share the risks associated with the 

high uncertainty and furthermore, they can increase their knowledge base faster than they 

could have done without collaborating (Schilling, 2010). Knowledge therefore needs to 

be integrated across organizational boundaries and utilized by several firms (Lin & Chen, 

2006). At the same time, the collaborating companies need to be able to protect against 

unintended knowledge leakage (Yang et al, 2013) in order to avoid potential 

expropriation by the partner (Berggren et al, 2011). 
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The importance of knowledge integration, that is, the process of combining specialized 

knowledge from different sources (Bhandar et al, 2006), is emphasized by many authors 

(e.g. Lin & Chen, 2006; Tiwana, 2004) because of its impact on firm performance. Grant 

(1996) argues that knowledge is the most strategically significant resource of the firm and 

that specialized knowledge resides among individual employees. Integration of the 

employees’ knowledge is thus the primary role of the firm and the basis for competitive 

advantage (Grant, 1996). This is because knowledge integration across organizational and 

functional boundaries creates synergies (Lin & Chen, 2006) and improves product 

performance (Corallo et al, 2012). If a firm wants to maintain its superior performance, 

the firm has to continually renew its competitive advantages through innovation and 

development of new capabilities (Grant, 1996).  

 

In high-technology industries, a firm’s innovativeness and new product development 

(NPD) is particularly crucial since it has a direct impact on the firm’s performance and 

survival (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004). At the same time, innovation and new product 

development is especially challenging for high-tech companies since they operate in 

complex and knowledge-based industries where they have to combine existing 

knowledge elements in order to develop new skills (Corallo et al, 2012). Entering into 

inter-organizational collaborations is a way to overcome this challenge by gaining access 

to even more knowledge that can be combined and integrated amongst firms with the aim 

of developing new products. The nature of a firm’s collaborative arrangements thus 

impacts the firm’s success because it affects the firm’s level of product innovativeness 

(Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004). 

1.2 Problem description 

In the literature, problems and challenges related to knowledge integration are discussed 

by many authors (e.g. Grant, 1996; Cummings & Teng, 2003; Calantone et al., 2006). 

These problems and challenges are highly apparent also in practice; many large 

multinational companies express their concern regarding establishing and managing 

partnerships because it is seen as both very important and at the same time extremely 

difficult. More precisely, researches has shown that when asking these companies what 

are their biggest barriers that they face preparing for the decade ahead, 34 % answers that 

it is the difficulty collaborating with the company’s stakeholders. (CECP, 2010) For a 

partnership to become successful and benefit from the previously described advantages   

it is thus important that the involved companies are aware of, and understand, these 

problems in order to handle them properly.    

 

Cummings and Teng (2003) argue that NPD activities experience a high degree of 

ambiguity and uncertainty regarding the knowledge to be integrated because of the 

exploratory nature of these activities. Many research and development (R&D) projects 

therefore fail to anticipate the direction of the NPD project and by extension fail to reach 

the intended outcomes. (Cummings & Teng, 2003) Furthermore, teams in knowledge-

intensive firms, e.g. R&D teams that work with high-tech, complex tasks, often have 

problems of consistency between coordinating individuals and integrating knowledge 

(Ditillo, 2004). The issue of coordinating individuals and integrate their knowledge is 
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further complicated when projects are geographically dispersed (Baxter et al., 2013), 

which is common when companies collaborate with international partners. At the same 

time, projects that are geographically dispersed experience a high degree of complexity 

due to the physical distance and therefore, they have higher needs for knowledge 

integration (Baxter et al, 2013). Since technology-based firms furthermore integrate 

knowledge primarily through social processes which mainly occurs when employees 

meet face-to-face (Yli-Renko et al., 2001), it becomes important for companies in inter-

organizational collaborations to find ways of succeeding with knowledge integration 

when the employees are physically separated and hence are unable to meet face-to-face. 

The factor social capital can be seen as an available goodwill based on social relations 

(Baxter et al., 2013) and thus becomes important to study in order to clarify how inter-

organizational collaborations involving physically separated project teams can be 

managed so that social relations can be promoted. 

 

Several authors (e.g. Grant, 1996; Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004; Baxter et al., 2013) 

emphasize the importance of managing the factor called common knowledge in order to 

succeed with integrating knowledge in inter-organizational collaborations. Common 

knowledge involves creating some kind of intersection of separate knowledge sets so that 

separate areas of knowledge can be integrated (Grant, 1996) which means that issues 

related to communication and culture is frequently discussed in conjunction with this 

factor (Baxter et al., 2013). When the partners have compatible cultures, Calantone et al 

(2006) mean that conflicts can be overcome relatively easy, but if there are cultural 

differences this can negatively affect the quality of the partnership interactions. Similarly, 

speaking the same language as the partner is a prerequisite for the partnership to be 

successful (Calantone et al., 2006; Baxter et al., 2013). In order to achieve effective 

communication and an effective integration of knowledge there has to be congruence in 

norms and procedures, that is, the way of doing things (Calantone et al., 2006). Managing 

communication and coordination in industry networks is thus difficult due to the fact that 

different firms have different organizational structures, business goals and corporate 

cultures (Lin & Chen, 2006). Based on this discussion, the factor common knowledge is 

interesting to study more in-depth in this thesis in order to gain an understanding of its 

affection on knowledge integration when firms with different nationalities and cultures 

are collaborating.  

 

In summary, we have been able to determine that inter-organizational collaboration and 

knowledge integration is important for high-tech companies in order for them to maintain 

their competitive advantage and superior performance. We have also identified several 

problems and challenges related to knowledge integration that have to be dealt with and 

overcome in order to fully benefit from inter-organizational collaborations. These 

problems and challenges are to a great extent related to the factors social capital and 

common knowledge, which means that it is interesting to study these factors more in-

depth. Succeeding with managing the integration of knowledge is hence not easy and it is 

especially difficult when companies conduct projects in various forms of partnerships. 

With these problems and challenges in mind, it is interesting to study how knowledge 

integration affects projects conducted in partnerships between high-tech companies and 
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how the knowledge integration can be managed so that knowledge dispersed over several 

organizations can be integrated to foster new product development.  

 

1.3 Purpose 

Based on the previous discussion, the purpose of this thesis is: 

 

To explain how knowledge integration can be managed between a high-technology 

company and its partners 

1.3.1 Research questions 

In order to answer the purpose, factors that form the base for knowledge integration 

within inter-organizational partnerships, i.e. common knowledge and social capital, will 

be studied with the aim of improving the understanding of how and why these factors 

affect knowledge integration. Figure 1-1 illustrates this. Furthermore, in order to 

understand how knowledge integration can be achieved in practice, different types of 

mechanisms and how they can be utilized will also be investigated.  

 

Hence, based on the formulated purpose, this thesis aims to answer the following 

questions. 

 

 How and why does common knowledge affect knowledge integration within R&D 

collaborations between a high-tech company and its partners? 

 How and why does social capital affect knowledge integration within R&D 

collaborations between a high-tech company and its partners? 

 How can high-technology companies use different mechanisms in order to 

facilitate the integration of knowledge with their partners, considering the 

identified factors? 

 

 
Figure 1-1: Framework for analysis 
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1.4 The studied company 

In this thesis the Swedish company Saab AB (hereafter called Saab) will be studied 

which is a high-technology company that operates within the defence and security 

industry. Saab is an appropriate company to investigate because of its high-tech focus and 

extensive work with new product development. The company is furthermore involved in 

many partnerships with external companies from all over the world, which means they 

experience the challenges related to inter-organizational collaborations. Since Saab is 

quite a big company, the focus in this thesis will be on the business area Aeronautics, 

which is the business area that, among other things, develops and produces the complex 

fighter JAS Gripen.      

1.5 Delimitations 

Knowledge integration is the studied phenomenon in this thesis which means that other, 

similar concepts, such as e.g. knowledge transfer, will not be covered. However, 

knowledge integration and knowledge transfer have been discussed as two 

interchangeable concepts (e.g. Ditillo, 2004) and therefore it is important to clarify the 

difference between the two concepts, which is further discussed in Chapter 3.3. 

Moreover, due to time restrictions and because this thesis aims at gaining an in-depth 

understanding of a few aspects of the knowledge integration concept, a limited number of 

factors that affect knowledge integration will be studied. More precisely, the factors 

common knowledge and social capital will be studied in-depth. 

 

Since inter-organizational collaborations and intra-organizational collaborations to some 

extent influence each other it would be interesting to examine both types of 

collaborations. However, this thesis focuses on inter-organizational collaborations, i.e. 

intra-organizational collaborations will not be considered specifically. More precisely, 

the thesis will focus on projects within R&D that are initiated with the aim of developing 

new products together with the partner who, in this thesis, is a supplier. Also, because 

projects are in focus, group performance rather than individual performance is studied in 

this thesis.  

1.6 Overview of the structure of the thesis 

This thesis follows the structure recommended by Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001), see  

Figure 1-2. To begin with, the background and problem description is presented in the 

introduction along with the purpose and the research questions needed in order to answer 

the purpose. Also, the case company is introduced and several delimitations of the study 

are presented. In the next chapter, i.e. the method chapter, the research design and the 

approach that has been used in order to answer the purpose are described. The method 

chapter ends with an assessment of the performed study and its strengths and weaknesses. 

 

The third chapter presents the selected theory, upon which the analysis and discussion is 

based. The frame of reference is divided into three sub-chapters whereof the first one 

describes the context in which the thesis is performed meanwhile the second and third 

sub-chapters contain theory about knowledge with a particular focus on the concept of 

knowledge integration. 
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In chapter four and five, the studied company is presented. Meanwhile chapter four seeks 

to give a brief description of the company and, in particular, the studied business area 

within the company, chapter five presents the results of the performed data collection, 

most of which were collected through interviews. After having described the company 

and relevant information regarding its inter-organizational collaborations in chapter four, 

chapter five thereafter presents the two cases that later on are analyzed and discussed. 

 

The sixth chapter, i.e. the analysis and discussion, compares the theory and the empirical 

data with a special focus on the two factors common knowledge and social capital and the 

mechanisms for integrating knowledge. The arrow between the frame of reference and 

the analysis and discussion in Figure 1-2 illustrates the interrelation between the two 

chapters. In addition to the analysis, there is also a discussion embedded in the chapter 

meaning that the authors’ thoughts and opinions regarding the empirical findings are 

presented. 

 

Finally, the seventh and last chapter of this thesis presents the conclusions of the study 

with the aim of answering the purpose of the thesis. More precisely, the aim of the 

chapter is to answer the research questions presented in the introduction. The connection 

between the introduction and conclusions is illustrated by the arrow in Figure 1-2. 

 

 

 
Figure 1-2: The structure of the thesis (adopted by Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001) 
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2 Method 
The following chapter describes the method used when performing this master thesis. It 

starts with describing how the work was organized, planned and performed. Thereafter, 

the design of the research is discussed followed by an explanation of how the studied 

cases were chosen. Next is a description of how the literature study was performed and 

how the data was collected, i.e. how the interviews were executed. Ultimately, the 

analytic technique used in order to perform the analysis is described and the chapter 

ends with a critical reflection of the used method.  

2.1 The project process 

This master thesis was performed at the Operations Management Office within the 

business area Aeronautics. Saab generally uses standardized ways of working and, 

naturally, there is also a standardized process for how to perform projects. Our thesis 

was, accordingly, performed within the framework of the existing structures, although the 

process was slightly simplified in order to match the thesis work. The simplified process 

that was followed can be viewed in Figure 2-1. Following this process meant that we, as 

project managers performing a project at the company, were assigned a project owner to 

whom we regularly reported our work. The project owner initially gave the directive for 

the thesis and was responsible for making sure that the project managers performed 

according to the plan, and also had a supporting role if needed. The project owner was 

also our supervisor at the company, and was part of the steering group consisting of four 

people working in the same office, to which we also regularly, although more seldom, 

reported our work. The steering group set the limits for the project and decided whether 

or not to give green light for the project to continue at so-called decision points (DP).  

The interdependence between the different roles, as well as the ways of communication 

between them, is shown in Figure 2-2. 

 

 
Figure 2-1: The project process 

 

Following the project process at Saab meant that we had to, based on the project directive 

compiled by the project owner, start with writing a project plan, describing the scope of 

the project and resources needed. We also had to write a time plan in which important 

deadlines, submissions and presentations were highlighted. As this was approved by the 
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steering group at DP1, and we were provided with more information about the issues at 

the company, we could start work more intensively with the master thesis.  

 
 

 

The pre-study phase of the thesis started with an extensive literature study. During this 

five-week period, the basis for our thesis was formed as we deepened our knowledge in 

theories regarding knowledge integration. We also started to plan how the data collection 

should be performed, including which company-specific cases to study, and specified 

how the analysis should be executed. This was approved by the steering group at DP2 

and we thereby entered the execution phase.  

 

The execution phase, which lasted for about 10 weeks, was the period during which most 

of the data was collected. During this time all interviews were held, forming the basis for 

the empirics and following this, the analysis was performed based on the collected data. 

From the analysis a discussion of which conclusions that could be drawn was formulated 

and the completion of the thesis was near. One additional reconciliation meeting was 

made together with the steering group (DP3) in order to keep the group updated on our 

work. 

 

The final phase lasted for about four weeks and during this time the master thesis was 

finished, including the final confirmation from the steering group (DP4). The results and 

the recommendations were presented for the steering group at Aeronautics and thereby 

the project, in line with the standardized project process, could be completed.  

 

Of course, the process was to some degree iterative, which means that we have been 

moving back and forth between the different phases in order to continuously improve the 

Figure 2-2: The different roles in the project 
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content of the report. Following the standardized project process at Aeronautics was a 

way for us to ensure that the scope of the thesis was in line with the prerequisites set by 

the company at the start, as well as it was a helpful supporting tool for us and it gave us a 

better understanding of the process-controlled organization. 

2.2 Research design 

This thesis has an explanatory research orientation which, according to Lekvall and 

Wahlbin (2001) is appropriate when studying cause-and-effect relationships within a 

certain area, i.e. how different factors are connected to and affect each other and, in turn, 

give rise to a certain observed condition. Our intention is to clarify how different factors 

underlie and create conditions for knowledge integration within inter-organizational 

collaborations. In this kind of research orientation it is thus interesting to identify a few 

possible explanatory factors (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). 

 

In this thesis a multiple-case study is adopted, i.e. more than one case is studied, due to 

several reasons. First, the research questions of this thesis seek to study a few factors that 

affect knowledge integration and, according to Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001), a multiple-

case study is appropriate for studies in which a few factors affect the studied phenomenon 

and where this impact occurs in a complicated way. In general, case studies are the 

preferred approach when questions of “how” and “why” are being posed (Yin, 2009). 

Second, a multiple-case study is suitable when the relationships between the factors may 

change over time (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001) which is relevant to consider because in this 

thesis, projects that run over an extensive time-period are studied. Third, this thesis has 

an explanatory orientation which, according to Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001), means that 

the multiple-case study is appropriate since it is commonly applied for descriptive or 

explanatory studies in which the research questions are clear from the beginning.  

 

Multiple-case studies naturally become qualitative because they generate data that not 

meaningfully can be quantified, i.e. expressed in numerical form (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 

2001). Thus, a qualitative research method was adopted for this thesis. This method 

typically is appropriate when a small sample of respondents, fewer than 20, is 

interviewed and the interviews have a relatively low structure (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 

2001), which is consistent with the approach that we have used in our thesis. 

 

In short, this thesis aims to provide detailed and in-depth descriptions and analyses of 

individual cases and for this purpose, Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001) argue that the 

multiple-case study is an appropriate research design. Typically, the cases are selected 

according to certain criteria, for example the selected cases should be representative for 

the studied company (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). How the cases in this particular thesis 

were chosen will be discussed next.        

2.2.1 Case selection 

As this thesis aims to explain how a high-technology company can manage knowledge 

integration between involved partners, it becomes logical to investigate how such a 

company has succeeded with this issue in real-life collaborations. At Aeronautics 

however there are, and have been, a lot of projects and collaborations that would be 
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possible to further study. In order for us to stay within the scope of our thesis, we needed 

to choose a project that met some requirements, proposed by our supervisor at Saab. 

These requirements were the following; it had to be a project where the collaboration was 

inter-organizational, it had to be a NPD project, and there had to be some different issues 

regarding knowledge integration within the project. Additionally, the steering group gave 

us a prerequisite as well, which was that the studied project had to be representative for 

the whole business area, i.e. they saw no point in studying projects where the findings 

could not be applicable to other projects at the company. 

 

Based on these guidelines, a list consisting of relevant partners that are, or previously 

have been, involved in projects at Aeronautics were made together with our supervisor. 

This list was sent to people working in different departments, in order for them to 

complement it with additional partners. After fulfilling the list of partners, the supervisor 

stated, for each partner, whether the requirements were met or not, and in this way we 

could reduce the number of possible partner collaborations to investigate from 24 to 9, 

which is illustrated in the first step of Figure 2-3. 

 
Figure 2-3: The process for choosing cases 

 

Through consultation with our supervisor at Saab, we mutually chose to study one main 

project in which several of the nine partners were involved. The project that was chosen 
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was the further development project of the Gripen fighter, i.e. the development of Gripen 

E (step 2 in Figure 2-3). The Gripen E project is a large project that employs 

approximately 1 500 people and it is organized into several subprojects that are executed 

together with different partners. It was decided that it would be appropriate for us to 

study two of the subprojects within Gripen E, both with different partner involvement. 

However, after having decided to study one main project (Gripen E) and two subprojects 

within that project, there still remained four partner collaborations which were all 

assumed to be interesting to study in this thesis (step 3 in Figure 2-3).  

 

Another preference that we had was that we wanted to study partners from different 

cultures, i.e. countries, and therefore the partners were chosen before the subprojects. 

Due to time restrictions, two of the four partners were chosen for further investigation in 

consultation with the supervisor, namely Company A and Company B, which is shown in 

step 4 in Figure 2-3. Thereafter, the persons responsible for each partner, i.e. the strategic 

sourcing managers, were contacted in order for us to perform interviews with them. Since 

partners often are involved in more than one project at Saab we, together with the 

strategic sourcing managers and our supervisor, chose appropriate subprojects within 

Gripen E to further study (step 5 in Figure 2-3), in which each of the partners respectively 

were involved, which was Project A and Project B. This then ended in the two different 

cases that we have been studying; Case A and Case B, illustrated in the last step in Figure 

2-3.  

 

In conclusion, we have been studying two collaborations, i.e. Case A and Case B, with a 

particular focus on two new product development projects performed at Saab together 

with Company A and Company B, with the aim of developing Product A and Product B. 

Figure 2-4 aims to illustrate this. 

 

 
 

Figure 2-4: Illustration of case A and case B 
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2.3 The literature study 

Essentially all literature used in this thesis comes from scientific articles downloaded 

from several different databases or from printed books. The majority of the articles have 

been found through the database Web of Science but some originate from the database 

Scopus. In the early stages of the execution of this master thesis, broader and fewer 

keywords were used when searching for relevant articles, e.g. inter-organizational 

collaborations and knowledge integration. These keywords resulted in between 1 200 and 

100 search hits. In order to find good and reliable articles amongst the many search hits, 

these were sorted based on how many times they had been cited. The purpose of this 

broader study was to gain an overall understanding of the chosen research field. Later on, 

more keywords were used when conducting the searches, such as inter-organizational 

collaborations, knowledge integration, common knowledge, social capital and new 

product development which meant that we were able to find articles particularly relevant 

for our thesis. Naturally, the more specific search criterion that was used, the fewer 

search hits we received. When using more keywords the searches thus resulted in 

between 50 and 5 hits in Web of Science. Also, during the whole literature study, 

additional articles were found through reference lists in articles that we had already found 

in the above mentioned databases.     

 

In order to determine which of the articles to further study among the search results, we 

read the abstract of those articles that were considered to have interesting and relevant 

titles. When choosing articles, the number of times cited was a factor taken into account 

meaning that whenever we had to choose among several interesting articles, the one most 

cited was chosen. Also, we were given several lists of relevant articles to study from our 

supervisor and examiner at the university. 

2.4 Data collection methods 

The data presented in this thesis has mainly been collected through personal interviews 

with employees from the studied company. This is because, as Lekvall and Wahlbin 

(2001) explain, when performing a multiple-case study, it is appropriate to exploit the 

personal interview’s opportunity to vary questions for each respondent, to be flexible 

during the hearing, ask follow-up questions and let the interview take as long time as 

necessary. However, different types of documents, such as interaction models and 

process descriptions, have also been studied because they were considered appropriate to 

study in order to gain an in-depth understanding of how Aeronautics collaborates with its 

partners. Furthermore, we participated at a two day long course regarding project 

management at Aeronautics which helped us gain a basic understanding of the 

organization and how projects are being conducted. The fact that we have been located at 

the company, i.e. we have had our own office at the company, while writing the master 

thesis further means that we have collected a lot of data just by being there, e.g. through 

coffee breaks and meetings with the steering group. 

2.4.1 Interviews 

In an early stage of the thesis, a personal interview was held with the head of the strategic 

sourcing managers in order to get an overall insight into the company and its inter-
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organizational collaborations. After we had chosen cases to study, additional interviews 

were held face-to-face with employees that had different areas of responsibility within the 

studied projects. To begin with, the strategic sourcing managers responsible for the 

partner relations in each of the studied cases were interviewed. The purpose of these 

interviews was to get an introduction to the different partners and an in-depth 

understanding of the relation and the outcome of earlier collaborations. Also, the strategic 

sourcing managers suggested additional project members within respective project that 

they thought were suitable for us to interview. The interviewed project members held 

positions as systems engineers, project managers, procurement engineer and equipment 

engineer. A description of these roles can be found in Appendix A. Interviewing 

employees with these areas of responsibilities was considered appropriate because we 

wanted to receive input from employees that had been working more operatively together 

with the partner, and thereby also experienced ‘real life issues’. In addition to the 

interviews held with employees at Saab, we also conducted an interview with the project 

manager from Company A. The purpose of this interview was to get a broader 

perspective of the collaboration and to get some interesting information from both sides 

of the collaboration. In order to be consistent we wanted to perform an interview with an 

employee from Company B as well. Unfortunately, there was no opportunity given for 

this interview, which of course may impact the credibility of the cases. In total 10 

interviews were held, see Table 2-1.  

 
Table 2-1: List of interviews 

NO DATE AREA OF 
RESPONSIBILITY 

EMPLOYEE 
AT 

PARTNER DURATION 
(min) 

1 2014-03-21 Strategic Sourcing 

Manager 

Saab Company B 90 

2 2014-03-24 Strategic Sourcing 

Manager 

Saab Company A 60 

3 2014-03-25 Systems Engineer Saab Company A 90 

4 2014-03-26 Systems Engineer Saab Company A 70 

5 2014-03-27 Procurement 

Engineer 

Saab Company B 80 

6 2014-04-02 Project Manager Company A Saab 60 

7 2014-04-07 Systems Engineer Saab Company A 90 

8 2014-04-08 Project manager  Saab Company A 90 

9 2014-04-10 Systems Engineer Saab Company B 75 

10 2014-04-11 Equipment engineer Saab Company B 60 

 

Semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions were used, meaning that we 

followed a guide with quite broad question areas, aiming for having an open discussion 

with the respondent rather than asking specific questions. In case there would be a need 

for it, if e.g. the respondent did not spontaneously answer these questions when 

discussing the broader questions, follow-up questions were prepared in order to assure 

that we would gain the data we needed.  The interview guide was formulated based on 
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the theory presented in the frame of reference and partly adapted to the three main roles 

amongst the interviewed employees, i.e. strategic sourcing managers, project managers 

and project team members (engineers). The different interview guides can be found in 

Appendix A, B and C. In order to ask comprehensible questions about the, oftentimes 

quite complex, theoretical concepts presented in Chapter 3, a translation of the concepts 

had to be made. For example, instead of asking about knowledge integration, we asked 

the respondents how they learned from each other. In the interview guides each main 

concept, that is, common knowledge, social capital and knowledge integration 

mechanisms, was represented by a heading under which questions regarding each concept 

were formulated. These questions were developed through carefully reading each theory 

section in order to understand what the concepts involved and thereby being able to 

formulate the questions so that they captured the meaning of each concept. The headings 

in Chapter 5 were then chosen so that the theoretical concepts could further be broken 

down into comprehensible terms. For example, knowledge integration mechanisms are 

mainly described in Chapter 5.1.5 and Chapter 5.2.5 who address the work methods used 

in each case.  

 

Because the studied company has especially high security requirements, we were asked 

not to record the interviews. Instead, notes were made during the interviews, which then 

immediately afterwards were summarized, with the interview still clear in mind. At the 

end of the interview, we also asked for permission to contact the interviewed persons 

again in case we needed to ask some clarifying questions or if we, when compiling the 

result from the interviews, felt that we lacked information about interesting areas.  

 

In order to prevent access problems, i.e. problems with not getting in touch with busy 

employees, meeting requests for the interview was sent at least two weeks in advance to 

the concerned persons. Also, the interview guides were sent in advance so that the 

interviewees had a chance to prepare for the interview and for the questions we wanted to 

ask. However, the interview guides that were sent in advance did not cover all of the 

questions that we wanted to ask, but rather they contained the broader questions.  

2.5 Analytic techniques 

In qualitative research methods, the collected data cannot meaningfully be numerically 

expressed and therefore the analyze methods are qualitative (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). 

To begin with, one case at a time was presented in Chapter 5 and detailed, in-depth 

descriptions of each studied case were made. The aim of discussing each case separately 

was to gain a comprehensive picture of each case and Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001) 

believe that by doing this, one is able to distinguish for example critical events and key 

factors in the cases. Lekvall and Wahlbin (2001) further compare this process with the 

process of doing a jigsaw puzzle, where one puzzle represents a case. The picture 

depicted by the puzzle, which can be compared with the patterns within cases, does not 

appear until most of the pieces of the puzzle have been put together (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 

2001). In other words, the aim of studying each case separate was to gain a 

comprehensive picture of each individual case and thereby being able to identify patterns 

within each case. 
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The unit of analysis for this thesis was the collaboration, meaning that the major entities 

that were analyzed were the collaborations between Saab and Company A and Company 

B respectively. Each one of these collaborations, i.e. case A and case B, involved a 

project conducted in collaboration with the international partners just mentioned. 

 

In the analysis, data were compiled systematically in accordance with the frame of 

reference and the research questions presented in Chapter 1.3. Yin (2009) considers the 

pattern-matching logic, i.e. the comparison of empirically based patterns with predicted 

ones stemming from theory, to be one of the most desirable analyze techniques. In order 

to avoid repeating the same thing several times, the cases were analyzed simultaneously 

when similarities between them existed. In contrast, the cases were analyzed separately 

whenever there were discrepancies among them. Relevant “how” and “why” questions 

about the relationship of events in the studied cases have also been analyzed whenever 

applicable. This has been made through the comparison of chronological events in the 

cases with predicted events from the explanatory theory (Yin, 2009). Therefore a time 

perspective, i.e. comparison amongst project phases, has been considered when analyzing 

the cases. 

 

In multiple-case studies, a key objective is to come up with a general explanation that fits 

each individual case, even though the cases will vary in their details (Yin, 2009). 

Therefore, after having gained a comprehensive picture of each case in the empirics, the 

chapter ends with a table that summarizes a number of key features for each case and 

thereby indirectly compares them. This approach is recommended by Yin (2009) who 

argues that tables that display data from the individual cases should be used. The main 

comparison of the cases was however made in the analysis. We were especially interested 

in finding similarities and dissimilarities between the cases. By doing this, we were able 

to find overall patterns amongst the cases which are discussed more in-depth in the 

conclusions. 

2.6 Method critics  

A distinctive characteristic of qualitative research methods is the large influence that the 

investigator’s subjective starting points and values have throughout the research process 

(Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). Qualitative studies hence lack scientific acuity and generate 

uncertain and partly arbitrary results (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001) and therefore it is 

important to discuss the reliability and validity of this thesis.   

2.6.1  Validity 

The issue of validity is whether the chosen method actually measures the characteristics 

that it is intended to measure (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). This means that the preparation 

of the interview guide becomes important to consider when discussing the validity of this 

thesis. When developing the interview questions, we tried to find important aspects 

within each theoretical section with the intention of breaking down key concepts, such as 

common knowledge and social capital, so that comprehensible questions could be made. 

This made it possible for us to later on, when we had had all the interviews, synthesize 

the different answers within each section and obtain an overall understanding of each 

concept. When synthesizing the answers in the empirics, we felt that the obtained 
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answers from the interviewees did not go beyond the scope of the concepts and that 

basically all the collected data was relevant to write about in the thesis. This means that 

our study can be considered to have a good validity with respect to the content. In 

general, the empirical findings were furthermore consistent with what the theory 

predicted which means that our thesis can also be considered to be relatively valid in 

terms of the concepts. 

 

The interview questions were partly adapted to different respondents because employees 

with different areas of responsibilities were considered appropriate to answer different 

questions. For example, when interviewing project managers, we asked them a lot of 

questions regarding the projects meanwhile when interviewing systems engineers, we 

focused on discussing communication, social interaction etc. The different interview 

guides that were used can be found in Appendix A, B and C. This approach helps 

improving the validity of the thesis because it is more likely that we get the information 

we need if we ask the right questions to the right people. Also, using slightly different 

interview guides, and thereby asking relevant questions to each of the interviewees, 

reduces the risk that the respondents guess when they are asked about something that they 

do not know or have forgotten. The interview guides were sent in advance in order for the 

interviewees to be prepared for the questions, and so that they had some time to think 

through them before we asked them. This was done in order for the interviewees to be 

able to look up questions that they did not know the answer of, and thereby we were 

hoping to get more accurate answers and an increased validity. However, we did not send 

all of the questions that we wanted to ask, because we did not want to frighten them with 

having too many questions, as well as we did not want to confuse them with the questions 

that might have needed a bit more explanation. Nevertheless, sending the guide in 

advance might have affected the answers that we were given since the interviewees might 

not have answer as spontaneously and honest as we wanted them to. 

 

When we had finished writing the interview questions they were sent to both our 

supervisor at the university and our supervisor at Saab in order for them to read through 

the questions and give us feedback. Both of our supervisors approved of the questions 

which mean that it is reasonable to believe that the questions are, at least in large part, 

valid. 

 

Because some of our questions may be perceived as a bit sensitive, e.g. those regarding 

social interactions, there is a risk that respondents may have deliberately answered 

(partially) wrong depending on what they believe is socially acceptable answers. In a 

similar manner, this may also have created a tendency to give general and commonly 

accepted answers instead of personal opinions. However, to avoid this we made sure to 

begin each interview by explaining to the interviewees that it was their personal opinions, 

i.e. not the company-wide accepted answers, we were looking to get. 

 

Lastly, our understanding of the studied cases and their way of working was likely 

increased due to the fact that we performed the thesis in accordance with the pronounced 

project process at Saab. This affects the validity of the thesis in a positive way since the 
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better the understanding of the company, the greater the possibility that the right 

questions are asked and, by extension, that the intended characteristics are measured.      

2.6.2 Reliability 

The reliability is most likely limited in qualitative researches because repeated interviews 

with the same structure can hardly be expected to give the exact same results (Lekvall & 

Wahlbin, 2001). However, many of the interviewed employees gave similar responses to 

the same questions, which indicate that the quality of the data is relatively high.  

 

In order to improve the reliability by avoiding the influence of potential distractions in 

the environment, each interview was conducted in meeting rooms that were isolated from 

the activities going on outside the room. Furthermore, all the interviews were performed 

face-to-face which means that in case the respondents did not understand our questions 

we could explain what we meant and thereby ensure that we got the answers we were 

looking for. In contrast, something that might have reduced the reliability is the fact that 

we alternated between who asked the questions and who wrote down the answers which 

means that there were probably variations in the way that the questions were asked 

depending on which one of us that held the interview.  

 

All interviews took place during daytime and therefore the risk that respondents would be 

tired during the interviews was reduced. Several of the interviewees were however quite 

busy at the time of the interviews which means that stress might have caused 

measurement errors since the respondents may have answered quickly without properly 

thinking through the answers. If this was the case, the likelihood that the answers would 

vary from time to time would increase and thus, the reliability would have been reduced. 

 

When we had finished writing the empirical chapter, it was immediately sent to our 

supervisor at Saab in order for him to read through it and give us feedback regarding, 

among other things, whether we had written something that could be sensitive 

information. Also, each case were sent to the strategic sourcing managers responsible for 

the respective partner in order for them to read through what we have written and make 

sure that nothing was inaccurately described or that sensitive information was presented. 

By doing so, we ensured that the empirical findings contained the correct facts, i.e. this 

increased the reliability. Since no major changes had to be made after the employees at 

Saab had read through the empirical findings, there is little risk that the employees and 

their personal opinions have affected the outcome of the thesis. 
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3 Frame of reference  
In this chapter we present the theoretical framework that forms the basis for the thesis. 

The chapter starts with describing the context in which the thesis is performed, i.e. in 

R&D collaborations, and then continues with addressing the concepts of knowledge and 

knowledge integration. Factors influencing knowledge integration and how the concept 

can be managed through knowledge integration mechanisms are then finishing the frame 

of reference. 

3.1 R&D collaborations 

In knowledge-based industries, i.e. industries that are characterized by R&D intensity and 

high technological uncertainty, entering into alliances or other types of collaborations can 

be seen as a way of accessing knowledge and therefore alliance formation has been 

especially widespread in these industries (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). There are four 

major types of partner-specific cooperation strategies; cooperation with competitors, 

suppliers, customers, or research institutes and universities (Belderbos et al., 2004; Faems 

et al., 2005). In this thesis the focus will be on the cooperation with suppliers, and more 

specifically on supplier collaboration within new product development. Calantone et al 

(2006) differ the R&D collaboration from general collaboration in the sense that these 

partnerships involve both integration and some level of competitiveness among partners, 

which adds a unique dimension to the partnerships. In this thesis, when referring to R&D 

collaborations, we mean R&D collaborations between firms, i.e. inter-organizational 

collaborations.   

3.1.1 Why collaborate 

The literature suggests many reasons for firms to collaborate in the NPD process. The 

growing complexity, the risks and the costs of innovation have led to an increased 

importance of R&D collaboration, as there is a need to obtain expertise which cannot be 

generated in-house (Becker & Dietz, 2004). R&D collaboration has shown to have 

potential to improve the development of new products (Faems et al., 2005), since 

combining complementary assets and resources generates synergies (Becker & Dietz, 

2004), which can contribute to R&D collaborations being more effective and efficient 

(Faems et al, 2005). Furthermore, Becker and Dietz (2004) conclude that collaboration in 

R&D increases the probability of developing new products and that the likelihood of 

fulfilling product innovations increases with the number of parties involved in R&D 

collaboration. On the contrary, Faems et al. (2005) argue that it is not the number of 

partners per se that contributes to a firm’s innovation performance, but rather the 

diversity of the knowledge and the resources that the partners possess. Inter-

organizational collaboration is also useful in order to spread, and thereby reduce, the 

costs of R&D (Becker & Dietz, 2004) as well as reducing the risks and uncertainty 

associated with R&D-intensive innovation projects (Faems et al, 2005; Becker & Dietz, 

2004) Additionally, market knowledge of the potential partner could be used through 

collaboration, since firms are either able to create new market segments for their mutual 

product, or gain access to a new market (Calantone et al., 2006). 
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Although there are several positive effects of joint R&D, some disadvantages are 

highlighted in the literature, especially due to transaction costs for coordinating, 

managing and controlling activities of the involved parties. The transaction costs can be 

related to the coordination of organizational routines, the combining of complementary 

assets and resources, transfer prices of intangible goods such as information or know-

how, or the regulation of the utilization of the results of joint R&D. (Becker & Dietz, 

2004) With regard to this, it becomes necessary for high-tech companies to work with 

and overcome these issues so that the transaction costs can be decreased and, 

consequently, the R&D-collaboration can be more successful.  

3.1.2 How to succeed in collaborations 

Calantone et al (2006) imply that strategic alliances are more likely to succeed when 

partners possess complementary assets and that innovations are likely to emerge from a 

combination of complementary skills. Furthermore, for partnerships to be successful, the 

motivation and the goal of the two partners need to correspond with each other. 

(Calantone et al., 2006) Feams et al (2005) also agree that this is an important factor for 

successful R&D collaborations, since diverging opinions on intended benefits can be a 

reason that alliances fail. 

 

The commitment of a partner to the alliance relationship might create a willingness to 

share tacit knowledge and to develop the necessary common ground for communication 

and knowledge integration. This is especially important when overlapping procedural 

routines are lacking. (Calantone et al, 2006) The partners’ willingness to adapt as the 

requirement of the collaboration change is further stated as necessary characteristics for 

collaborating partners (Faems et al, 2005) as well as their willingness to make short-term 

sacrifices for long-term results (Calantone et al, 2006). 

3.1.3 New Product Development in R&D collaborations 

The aim of entering into R&D collaborations is mainly to develop new products. There is 

not a unified view of how the NPD process is constructed. Rather, authors divide the 

NPD process into different number of steps and furthermore, they name these steps 

differently (e.g. Schilling, 2010; Booz et al., 1982; Handfield et al., 1999). It is important 

to understand that the NPD-process is an iterative process, meaning that the stages most 

often are interdependent and overlapping (Handfield et al., 1999). In general though, the 

process starts with some kind of idea generation (e.g. Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004; 

Handfield et al., 1999) followed by a screening and evaluation stage where the aim is to 

determine which ideas that are worth further investigation (Booz et al., 1982). Thereafter, 

a business assessment of the most promising product ideas is performed, in order to 

determine the products’ potential for translation into viable offerings. In the next stage, 

i.e. the development stage, products that have successfully met the criteria of earlier 

stages are translated into real product offerings. (Booz et al., 1982) A prototype model 

may be created in this stage which enables the testing stage to start (Handfield et al., 

1999). In this stage, new products are tested in order to determine their suitability on the 

market and generate feedback that can be used to improve the products’ readiness for 

market entry (Booz et al., 1982). Finally, the products are commercialized (Booz et al., 
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1982) and enter full-scale production (Handfield et al., 1999). The NPD process is 

depicted in Figure 3-1. 

 
Figure 3-1: The NPD process (adopted by Handfield et al., 1999) 

 

A core theme in the NPD process is the creation and exploitation of knowledge and 

therefore, the NPD process can be viewed as a knowledge management process. 

Knowledge management is central when collaborating in strategic alliances with other 

firms and there are two types of alliances that a firm is likely to enter into, that is, 

exploration alliances and exploitation alliances. (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004) Grant and 

Baden-Fuller (2004) define these as two conceptually distinct dimensions of knowledge 

management.  

 

Firms enter into exploration alliances with the aim of discovering something new, i.e. 

they focus on the “R” in the research and development process and are driven by the 

motivation to explore for new opportunities (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004), which is also 

emphasized by Feams et al (2005), as they suggest that explorative-oriented 

collaborations could be beneficial for innovation objectives aimed at creating new 

technologies and products. Grant and Baden-Fuller (2004) argue that activities that 

characterize exploration alliances aim to increase an organization’s stock of knowledge. 

These kinds of alliances thus predict products in development and the knowledge that is 

being gained through exploration becomes embodied in a prototype. Hence, exploration 

alliances are appropriate only in the first step of the NPD process. (Rothaermel & Deeds, 

2004) 

 

Exploitation alliances focus on the “D” in the research and development process and the 

motivation that drives firms to enter into these kinds of alliances is the possibility to 

exploit an existing opportunity (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004). Activities that characterize 

exploitation alliances are focusing on deploying existing knowledge to create value 

(Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). The aim of exploitation alliances is to merge existing 

competencies across organizational boundaries and thereby generating synergies. The 

partnering firms should thus possess complementary capabilities (Rothaermel & Deeds, 

2004) but at the same time intend to maintain their specific base of specialized 

knowledge (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). Exploitative-oriented collaborations could thus 

support the improvement and further development of existing technologies and products 

(Feam et al. 2005), and exploitation alliances are therefore appropriate when 

commercializing new or improved products, i.e. in a later step of the NPD process. 

(Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004) 
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A fundamental difference between knowledge exploration and knowledge exploitation is 

that knowledge exploration, whose primary goal is to create new knowledge, requires 

specialization meanwhile knowledge exploitation, where knowledge is applied in order to 

create value, requires diversity of knowledge (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). 

3.2 Knowledge 

In today’s society, knowledge is the one certain source of competitive advantage (Grant, 

1996; Nonaka, 2007). Unlike most other resources, knowledge expands rather than 

depreciates when it is used (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004) and therefore, successful 

companies have to consistently create new knowledge, spread the knowledge throughout 

the organization, and use it to develop new technologies and products (Nonaka, 2007). In 

order to succeed in managing such a knowledge-creating company, managers must 

understand what knowledge is and how to exploit it. (Nonaka, 2007)  

3.2.1 Explicit and tacit knowledge 

The literature distinguishes between two different types of knowledge, that is, explicit 

knowledge and tacit knowledge (e.g. Grant, 1996; Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004; Nonaka, 

2007). Explicit knowledge is easily communicated between individuals or organizations 

because of its articulability (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004) and the fact that it is formal 

and systematic (Nonaka, 2007). Tacit knowledge, on the other hand, is harder to 

communicate because it is difficult to formulate (Nonaka, 2007) and expressed only in its 

application and can thus involve skills, know-how or contextual knowledge (Grant & 

Baden-Fuller, 2004). Integrating tacit knowledge is therefore costly and slow and likely 

requires that the parties trying to integrate the tacit knowledge share, among other things, 

a common language. (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004) 

The spiral of knowledge 

Nonaka (2007) argues that the central activity of the knowledge-creating company is 

making personal knowledge, which can be both tacit and explicit, available to others. He 

further suggests, based on the distinction between explicit and tacit knowledge, four basic 

patterns for creating knowledge in a company. These patterns (or steps) are from tacit to 

tacit, from explicit to explicit, from tacit to explicit, and from explicit to tacit. All four 

patterns interact with each other and create what Nonaka (2007) calls the spiral of 

knowledge. The process starts with tacit skills being learned through socialization, i.e. 

through observation, imitation and practice. On its own, socialization is however a rather 

limited form of knowledge creation because the tacit knowledge that has been transferred 

from one person to another never becomes explicit and therefore, it cannot be utilized by 

the organization as a whole. The next step in the spiral of knowledge is accordingly to 

convert the tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge and thereby enabling the knowledge 

to be shared with other members within the organization. This process is called 

articulation. (Nonaka, 2007)   

 

By combining different pieces of explicit knowledge, i.e. entering into the combination 

phase, the knowledge becomes synthesized into a new whole. This initiates the creation 

of new practices and methodologies in the organization and, by extension, facilitates the 

creation of new products. Finally, in the last step of the spiral of knowledge, organization 
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members enrich their own tacit knowledge base through internalization, i.e. explicit 

knowledge is shared throughout the organization, and employees begin to use it to 

broaden, extend and reframe their tacit knowledge bases. The innovation created in the 

combination phase is used by employees who, after a while, start to take it for granted as 

part of the resources and tools necessary to do their jobs. The insights created amongst 

employees, thanks to the extension of their tacit knowledge bases, are then shared 

between the employees through socialization and hence, the spiral of knowledge starts all 

over again. Figure 3-2 illustrates this cyclic process. (Nonaka, 2007) 

 

 
Figure 3-2: The Spiral of Knowledge (adopted by Nonaka, 2007) 

3.3 The concept of knowledge integration 

Several different definitions of knowledge integration have been found in the literature. 

Grant (1996) defines knowledge integration as the integration of specialist knowledge to 

perform a discrete productive task (Grant, 1996). Another definition is given by Lin and 

Chen (2006) as they refer to knowledge integration as the integration of complementary 

assets and knowledge across organization boundaries for developing market oriented 

new products and services through an information-sharing and communication process 

(Lin & Chen, 2006). Baxter et al (2013) clarify the concept in a simply manner by 

analyzing it in two components where knowledge is referred to as the individual expertise 

and integration is about how individuals are working together (Baxter et al, 2013). For 

this thesis the definition by Bhandar et al (2006) is used, i.e. the process of combining, 

applying, and assimilating disparate specialized knowledge. This definition is applicable 

to an inter-organizational context because knowledge across organizations needs to be 

combined and applied to develop new products, and also needs to be assimilated by the 

affected organizations (Bhandar et al, 2006). Also, the definition incorporates a process 

view which is relevant to consider when studying projects. 

 

Knowledge transfer and knowledge integration have been discussed as two 

interchangeable concepts (e.g. Ditillo, 2004) although some authors mean that there is a 

distinct difference between them (e.g. Baxter et al., 2013). When discussing the theme of 

knowledge integration, it therefore becomes important to clarify the difference between 
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knowledge integration and knowledge transfer. Subramaniam (2006) explains how 

knowledge transfer may not always lead to achieving knowledge integration, as there is a 

need to further complement knowledge transfer in order to enable knowledge integration. 

Furthermore, Baxter et al. (2013) state that explicit knowledge transfer per se does not 

contribute to a firm’s performance. The key element in a firm’s performance is instead 

about integrating the tacit knowledge, which refers to the know-how, skills and practical 

knowledge acquired by and stored within individuals (Grant, 1996), since this knowledge 

has a limited transferability (Baxter et al, 2013) and since it contributes to creating 

synergy (Ditillo, 2004). The focus in this thesis will thus be on how to manage 

knowledge integration since it is a broader concept than knowledge transfer.  

3.3.1 Factors influencing knowledge integration 

When reading the literature, many factors affecting knowledge integration, both 

positively and negatively, have been discovered. Because of time restrictions and due to 

the fact that we want an in-depth focus rather than a broad understanding, only a few 

factors will be chosen for further studies. The selection of which factors to study is based 

on the number of authors emphasizing them, as well as the fact that the thesis is 

performed with an inter-organizational collaboration perspective and the factors therefore 

have to be relevant for inter-firm relations. Due to the delimitations of this thesis, that is, 

that the group performance rather than the individual performance is studied, it has also 

been taken into consideration that factors that are more relevant for the group level 

should be chosen.  

 

Berggren et al. (2011) organize factors that influence knowledge integration into three 

groups of characteristics: relational characteristics, knowledge characteristics and task 

characteristics, see Figure 3-3. These characteristics affect how knowledge integration 

mechanisms should be designed. (Berggren et al., 2011)  

 

 
Figure 3-3: Three groups of characteristics in which factors influencing knowledge integration can be 

categorized 
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To begin with, in order to recognize the issues regarding knowledge integration, a general 

understanding of the task and its characteristics is essential. The complexity or the 

uncertainty of the task are example of factors that characterize the task. (Berggren et al., 

2011) The task is fundamental and forms the basis for how the partnership and the 

knowledge integration will develop. However, since the purpose of this thesis is to study 

knowledge integration in high-technological companies, it is to some extent given that 

the task always will be characterized by complexity and uncertainty. Therefore, it is more 

interesting to investigate how knowledge integration can be managed with respect to the 

other groups of characteristics, i.e. relational characteristics and knowledge characteristic. 

 

Knowledge can be expressed in several different ways. The characteristics of the 

knowledge, if it for example is tacit or explicit knowledge, influence how the knowledge 

can be integrated. Another factor that is closely related to the knowledge characteristics is 

common knowledge. (Berggren et al., 2011) The level of common knowledge is 

emphasized by several authors (e.g. Grant, 1996; Baxter et al., 2013; Grant & Baden-

Fuller, 2004) and it is a key issue for the efficiency of inter-organizational collaborations 

(Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). It is especially interesting to study the level of common 

knowledge when considering international partnerships, which is the case in this thesis, 

because, according to Baxter et al., (2013), communication and knowledge integration 

becomes more difficult when there are cultural or language differences amongst the 

collaborating organizations. In fact, several of the most frequent errors in cross-border 

cooperation have to do with problems regarding culture and communication. For 

example, a frequent error is that companies entering into collaborations often 

underestimate language and communication problems and when these occur, they simply 

blame them on the foreign culture. (Moon, 2014) Hence, the level of common knowledge 

will be studied more in-depth in this thesis in order to gain an understanding of its 

affection on knowledge integration and how it can be successfully managed through the 

use of different mechanisms.  

 

Factors affecting knowledge integration are often related to the relation and interaction 

between individuals, groups or organizations, i.e. relational characteristics (Berggren et 

al., 2011). Of the relational factors affecting knowledge integration, social capital is 

probably the one that has been discussed by most authors (e.g. Lin & Chen, 2006; Baxter 

et al., 2013; Bhandar et al., 2006). According to Lin and Chen (2006), social capital is a 

broad term that is important to consider when analyzing knowledge integration. Trust is a 

vital element within the concept of social capital (Bhandar et al., 2006) and not being 

able to build trust has proven to be one of the most frequent errors in cross-border 

cooperation (Moon, 2014). Since the context in this thesis is inter-organizational 

collaborations in new product development of complex products, it is likely to believe 

that social relations can be a great challenge for both partners, e.g. due to the fact that 

secrecy might hinder the building of trust and complicate the communication between 

them. Therefore, in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the factor and its affection 

on knowledge integration, social capital is interesting to study in this thesis.  

 

In summary, the factors that have been chosen for an in-depth study in this thesis are the 

level of common knowledge and social capital. Although the factors will be compared 
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separately they do however, to some extent, overlap and affect each other. This is 

because both the level of common knowledge and social capital are broad concepts that 

cover many different aspects. In the conclusions there will be an overall discussion 

regarding how the factors are inter-related. 

3.4 The level of common knowledge 

Communicating with external partners is often a critical issue for organizations (Baxter et 

al., 2013). The level of common knowledge, as Grant (1996) names it, is a prerequisite for 

communication between specialists and a common language is a fundamental part of this. 

A common language can mean anything from speaking the same language to sharing an 

advanced computer system, such as a CAD system, that provides a common language for 

specialists across different knowledge areas and companies. Thus, common knowledge 

involves creating some kind of intersection of the separate knowledge sets so that 

separate areas of specialist knowledge can be integrated. (Grant, 1996)  

 

Whether communication is successful or not further depends upon commonality of 

vocabulary, conceptual knowledge, and experience between individual specialists. 

Moreover, organizational culture and shared behavioral norms can be seen as important 

forms of common knowledge because of their functions in facilitating or complicating 

knowledge integration within and between companies. (Grant, 1996) Communicating and 

integrating knowledge with external partners thus becomes more difficult when there are 

cultural or language differences amongst the collaborating organizations because the 

effort required to understand the other party increases (Baxter et al., 2013). The amount 

of common knowledge that is required in order to effectively integrate knowledge is 

therefore a key issue for the efficiency of inter-organizational collaborations. (Grant & 

Baden-Fuller, 2004) 

 

As described above, knowledge integration is hindered by cultural distance. (Baxter et al., 

2013) Nahavandi (2012) explains that culture exists at several levels. The first level is 

named national culture and it is defined as “a set of values and beliefs shared by people 

within a country”. At the lowest level, organizational culture is found which is defined as 

“the set of values, norms, and beliefs shared by members within an organization”. 

National culture strongly influences organizational culture because of the fact that 

national culture addresses many different aspects of life and thus influences people’s 

behavior in everyday activities and in organizations. (Nahavandi, 2012) One of the 

functions of organizational culture is to facilitate knowledge integration within a 

company and therefore, organizational culture may be regarded as a form of common 

knowledge (Grant, 1996). Because organizational routines are embedded within 

organizational values and norms, the common culture of an organization limits the 

variety of routines that can be efficiently performed (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). A 

primary role of leaders within partnering organizations is thus to build and sustain a 

collaborative culture that encourages interdependency, trust, and teamwork since this 

fosters creativity and innovation and facilitates the integration of knowledge (Williams, 

2012). With a common culture and language, firms in networks can direct and coordinate 

their expertise and actions for knowledge integration (Lin & Chen, 2007). 
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Another aspect which can be discussed in relation to common knowledge is the scope of 

knowledge being integrated. The wider the scope, and hence the greater the diversity of 

individuals involved, the lower is the level of common knowledge. This means that the 

communication and integration of knowledge becomes more inefficient as the scope of 

knowledge increases. (Grant, 1996)  

3.5 Social capital 

As previously discussed, social capital seems to be an important factor to consider in 

order to manage knowledge integration successfully. Bhandar et al (2006) define social 

capital as a resource, based on social relationships, that exists in organizations and 

organizational networks and can appear as e.g. trust, norms, cooperation, information 

benefits and power. The way of explaining social capital as a relationship is also 

supported by Baxter et al. (2013) as they choose to see social capital as an available 

goodwill based on social relations. Especially in technology-based firms, social capital 

may be a factor for success, since integration of knowledge primarily appears through 

social processes (Yli-Renko et al, 2001).  

 

During their study of a collaborative project, Bhandar et al (2006) conclude that social 

capital can assume the role of either a motivator, an integrator or a facilitator, depending 

on in which phase of the project it appears. This is in line with Yli-Renko et al. (2001), 

who argue that social capital develops over time when the different partners get to know 

each other and become comfortable with each other’s competence and reliability. Since 

social capital is dynamic, a need for distinct management strategies in different phases of 

the project is required (Bhandar et al., 2006).  

 

In the first phase of the project, when buy-in of organizations has to be acquired for 

knowledge integration, identifying motivation (e.g. potential benefits, costs and effort 

required) for each participating organization is essential. Furthermore, the motivating role 

of social capital in this phase is based on trust, norms, and obligations between members. 

(Bhandar et al., 2006) 

 

The second phase of the project is the design and development phase, in which Bhandar 

et al. (2006) suggest that social capital is to be seen as an integrator of knowledge 

between organizations. Social capital is here based on a shared understanding of each 

other’s requirements, such as shared resources and competencies needed for the project, 

as well as a common language, which can be developed through social activities and by 

facilitating extensive interaction, e.g. by co-locating the project team. Bhandar et al 

(2006) also implicate that social activities could help in order to develop a shared 

understanding of the issues between the organizations, as well as acquiring or developing 

skills needed for the project through training programs. (Bhandar et al., 2006) 

 

In the later phases of collaborative projects, social capital can be seen in the form of 

collective identity and a sense of belonging towards the project, and can be used to 

facilitate collective actions and collaboration towards the project goal, enabled by the ties 

between the organizations. (Bhandar et al., 2006) Furthermore, the longer two partners 

are working together, the more the trust between them increases, which means that they 
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e.g. do no longer need to rely on formal contacts in order to ensure performance, since 

the well-developed relationship facilitates the communication between the partners 

(Krause et al. 2006).  

 

Newell et al. (2004) suggest that social capital can be described in two different forms, 

and distinguish between bonding social capital and bridging social capital. The bonding 

(internal) view refers to the collective relations within a group. Newell et al. (2004) state 

that within a project team, the team members must develop strong bonds, i.e. social 

connections, with each other in order to create a shared sense of purpose and have some 

level of common understanding, in order to resolve misunderstandings and difficulties 

and thereby create an effective team. Having strong bonds within the project team is a 

prerequisite in order to be able to use social capital bridges as a tool for integrating 

knowledge and thereby improve the outcome of the project. In contrast, the bridging 

(external) aspect refers to social capital as the way that networks provide an individual 

with an access or bridge to the information of others. Thus, individuals who provide a 

bridge across different departments or companies are important, since they play a role of 

mediator. The bridging relationships are necessary for gaining access to knowledge and 

information that is dispersed across the organization. (Newell et al., 2004) 

 

According to Lin and Chen (2006), social connections facilitate the exchange of 

knowledge and resources between collaborating firms. Another role of social capital in 

organizational networks is to control opportunistic behavior of partners. Social capital, in 

the form of social relationships that develop over several years, can also help resolve 

conflicts between collaborating organizations, as well as reduce the time required to 

reach consensus. (Bhandar et al., 2006) Baxter et al. (2013) further argue that supporting 

and encouraging social networks can improve knowledge integration both within and 

between teams, both when the team members possess different areas of expertise with a 

complex interface, and when the team consists of multiple people with the same expertise 

working together. Bhandar et al. (2006) explain that social capital in form of e.g. trust can 

improve the knowledge integration process, since it assures the organizational members 

that there will be no misuse of the knowledge they contribute to the project with. By 

developing coherence within the organizational structure and by aligning the different 

partners to a common goal, social capital positively affects knowledge integration 

(Bhandar et al., 2006) and innovation quality (Baxter et al., 2013). In the presence of 

good social relationships, Baxter et al. (2013) further mean that team performance can be 

improved, since they rely on psychological safety (e.g. feeling confident about 

participation). Using social capital as an interactive way of learning can furthermore 

facilitate the integration of tacit knowledge for firms (Yli-Renko et al, 2001).   

3.6 Knowledge integration mechanisms 

Inter-organizational collaborations result in greater information flow and therefore create 

a need for increased information processing and, consequently, an increased need for 

knowledge integration mechanisms (De Luca & Atuahene-Gima, 2007). Knowledge 

integration mechanisms refer to the formal processes and structures that ensure the access 

and integration of knowledge among different functional units (Fang et al, 2011). These 

structures and processes ensure that knowledge is captured, analyzed, interpreted and 
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combined within a firm or between partners, and could for example be the use of 

documentation, information sharing meetings, analysis of successful and failed projects 

(i.e. lessons learned), project reviews and briefings by external experts and consultants. 

By presenting a common forum for continuous feedback, knowledge integration 

mechanisms also ensure quality decision making and completeness of a project team’s 

activities, which in turn leads to reducing wasteful explorations and errors in product 

innovation. (De Luca & Atuahene-Gima, 2007) Thus, the use of knowledge integration 

mechanisms is one way to facilitate knowledge integration in inter-organizational 

collaborations (De Luca & Atuahene-Gima, 2007; Ditillo, 2004; Grant, 1996). 

3.6.1 The use of several integration mechanisms 

As the range and diversity of knowledge increases, e.g. due to that product development 

require a broad range of different expertise, integration mechanisms need to be 

increasingly differentiated. The marginal costs of knowledge integration within a firm 

therefore increases and efficiency of integration can be maximized through strategic 

alliances where separate firms specialize in different knowledge areas. (Grant & Baden-

Fuller, 2004) Through the use of knowledge integration mechanisms, managers are able 

to systematically determine and understand what has been learned in the product 

innovation process, to interpret and articulate the importance of learning, as well as 

finding new ways to exploit knowledge in a competitive way (De Luca & Atuahene-

Gima, 2007). 

 

According to De Luca and Atuahene-Gima (2007), the use of several knowledge 

integration mechanisms can improve firm performance, since the collective learning 

capability within functional units increase. This is because the likelihood of finding new 

solutions when carrying out product development processes increases when the 

knowledge is integrated in teams. (De Luca & Atuahene-Gima, 2007) If the teams are not 

co-located, i.e. when dealing with physically distant collaborations, there is always a risk 

that the richness of knowledge gets lost when it is communicated and integrated between 

the different partners. In order to bring relief to the problem, Cummings and Teng (2003) 

suggest the use of various and numerous integration mechanisms, since their study has 

shown that this make R&D teams more effective. Thus, physical distance per se may not 

decrease the effectiveness of R&D teams. However, virtual R&D teams might have a 

disadvantage when it comes to enjoying the positive outcomes of integration mechanisms 

because many of these activities do require face-to-face meetings. (Cummings and Teng, 

2003) 

3.6.2 Direction and routine 

The knowledge-based view, that is, it is not knowledge per se but rather its integration 

that affects competitive advantage (Grant, 1996), believes that firms achieve critical 

advantage by providing a superior context where knowledge integration mechanisms are 

supported. According to Grant and Baden-Fuller (2004), there are two primary 

mechanisms for knowledge integration within a firm: direction and routine. 

 

Direction involves firms converting specialized knowledge into rules, directives, and 

operating practices, thereby providing a low-cost method of communicating (Grant & 
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Baden-Fuller, 2004). Direction thus provides a way of codifying tacit knowledge into 

explicit instructions and rules (Grant, 1996). For direction to be an efficient integration 

mechanism, an authority-based relationship is typically needed (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 

2004). 

 

An organizational routine enables individuals to develop patterns of coordination so that 

specialists can integrate their specialized knowledge without having to communicate the 

knowledge in an explicit form (Grant, 1996). Because organizational routines are tightly 

linked to values and norms, the organizational culture limits the variety of routines that 

can be efficiently performed. (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004) 

3.6.3 Figurative language 

Nonaka (2007) describes how a figurative language, such as metaphors, can be used in 

order to help people with different experiences and knowledge to understand something 

intuitively only by creatively using symbols and imagination. Using metaphors is highly 

effective for fostering direct commitment to the creative process, since people must 

combine things they know in new, different ways and try to express things they know but 

not yet can put into words. This way of trying to turn tacit knowledge into explicit 

knowledge, which happens when employees try to define what the metaphor is actually 

expressing and thereby try to reconcile the often conflicting meanings of metaphors, can 

thus be seen as a knowledge integration mechanism which can be used as a trigger in the 

beginning of knowledge creation processes. (Nonaka, 2007) 

3.6.4 Management control systems 

Management control systems, that is, the design and the use of coordination and 

controlling mechanisms such as the use of result, action control and personnel or cultural 

controls, are effective tools for managing coordination and knowledge integration in 

knowledge-intensive firms (Ditillo, 2004). Coletti et al. (2005) agree with this and 

explain that a control system can enhance the level of trust amongst collaborating 

companies, provided that the control system is designed so that it induces cooperation 

and that this cooperation is observed by the collaborators. This can be accomplished by 

establishing incentives that prevent opportunistic behavior, e.g. periodic monitoring that 

detects the opportunistic behavior and sanctioning systems that impose penalties on 

collaborators that engage in such behavior. Also, using feedback mechanisms such as 

performance reports is important in order to enable the collaborative behavior to be 

observed by the collaborating companies. The earlier the control system is implemented 

in the collaborative relationship, the higher the likelihood that larger levels of trust and 

cooperation will be achieved. That is, firms should implement strong control systems in 

the early stages of their collaborative arrangements. Furthermore, because trust, once it 

has been obtained, is self-sustaining, the strength and cost of the control system can be 

reduced after having collaborated for a while, without affecting the cooperation levels. 

(Coletti et al., 2005). In sum, the role of management control systems is to coordinate 

activities, which occur when different sources of knowledge expertise is integrated 

(Ditillo, 2004). 
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4 Saab AB 
In this chapter, a short introduction of Saab, the company which is being studied in this 

thesis, is given. A selection of facts and figures is presented along with a brief review of 

the company’s history and a description of the organization structure. Thereafter the 

business area Aeronautics and the Gripen E project are introduced. The chapter then 

continues with describing relevant aspects regarding Aeronautics’ inter-organizational 

collaborations, such as the culture at the company and Aeronautics’ view on inter-

organizational collaborations. Next follows a description of two processes used at the 

company, which are considered especially important for this thesis since they are central 

in the investigated cases. Lastly, a simplified version of the supply chain is presented in 

order to introduce the reader to the three different roles, namely the supplier, Saab and 

the customer, that are fundamental for the understanding of the studied cases presented 

in Chapter 5.  

4.1 A brief description of the company 

Saab is a Swedish high-tech company that operates within the defence and security 

industry and provides the global market with products, services and solutions within 

military defence and civil security. The company employs about 14 000 people and in 

2013, the annual sales amounted to MSEK 23 750 of which R&D accounted for about  

28 %. In the year of 2013, the order bookings of the company increased by 141 % 

compared to the year before, which mainly was due to orders regarding development and 

production of Gripen E. (Annual Report, 2013) 

 

Saab was founded in 1937 in order to secure the nation’s supply of military aircraft and 

the first airplane produced by the company left the ground in 1940 (Saabgroup, 2014a). 

Since the start, the main focus of the business has been to supply military equipment to 

the Swedish Defence Material Administration (FMV), which is an authority working for 

the Swedish government, providing the Swedish Armed Forces with materiel (FMV, 

2014). Historically, the Swedish Armed Forces, through FMV, has accounted for a 

majority of Saab’s revenues. Due to several defence decisions that were made in 1999 

and 2004, it became clear that the revenues from the Swedish Armed Forces to the 

defence industry would be reduced. Saab therefore had to increase their export efforts and 

international growth became a key issue and an important objective. The international 

efforts paid off fast and in 2005 a majority of sales (56 %) originated from the export. 

Saab experienced an export-related increase in sales of 115 % over the period 2003 – 

2009, from 7.9 billion to 17 billion. (Nilsson, 2010) 

 

Since 2007, FMV has drastically reduced the funding of Saab’s development activities 

and a range of on-going development projects have therefore been discontinued. An 

increased proportion of self-funded development is therefore a key focus for Saab. A 

critical success factor for the company is thus to make their operations more efficient in 

order to create resources for increased self-funded development, but also to cover 

increased marketing and sales costs in export markets. (Nilsson, 2010) 

 



31 

 

Due to the historical events just described, Saab has expanded a lot and has realized the 

importance of expanding on the international market in order to survive and to stay 

competitive. In order to learn and to find new ways of working, the company therefore 

seeks partnerships and cooperations all over the world, and partnerships are often being 

entered with the purpose of assisting in the development of the partner nation’s own 

defence and security industry. (Saabgroup, 2014a) Today, Saab competes in an 

international market and has established market areas around the world, whereof the most 

important markets today are Europe, South Africa, Australia and the US. (Saabgroup, 

2014b) 

 

The company has since the start expanded its business to include several different areas 

and today Saab consists of the following six business areas; Aeronautics, Dynamics, 

Electronic Defence Systems, Security and Defence Solutions, Support and Services and 

Combitech, each one with different focus. The organization chart is shown in Figure 4-1. 

 
Figure 4-1: Saab's organization chart 

4.2 Aeronautics 

The main focus in this thesis will be on the business area Aeronautics which is mostly 

known for its development, production and selling of the Gripen fighter. Aeronautics thus 

possesses extensive knowledge in aviation. The assembly of the Gripen fighter is 

performed in Linköping. The business area sells its products and services to defence 

customers and commercial aerospace industries. (Saabgroup, 2014c)  

4.2.1 Products 

Aeronautics offers a product portfolio that contains the Gripen fighter aircraft system and 

several Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS). More specifically, the UAS are called Skeldar 

and Neuron. Aeronautics also produces aircraft components for passenger aircrafts that 

are produced by external parties as well as for Saab’s own aircrafts. (Annual Report, 

2012)  

 

Skeldar is a medium-range UAS in the form of a 

helicopter that can hover in the air for many hours 

while it provides information to a mobile control 

station. The helicopter is easy to operate and 

designed with the aim of being cost effective with 

Figure 4-2: Skeldar 
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low life cycle costs. (Saabgroup, 2014d) Figure 4-2 shows a picture of Skeldar. 

 

Neuron is a European Unmanned Combat Aerial 

Vehicle (UCAV) demonstrator which was 

developed through collaboration between six 

European countries. Figure 4-3 shows a picture of 

Neuron. The aim of the demonstrator programme 

is to develop competence within advanced 

aeronautics amongst the participating countries 

and their industries. Neuron is intended for the 

testing of various technologies and will hence not 

go into serial production. (Saabgroup, 2014e) 

 

Finally, the Gripen fighter is a multi-role fighter aircraft that is designed to be very cost-

efficient. In fact, Gripen achieves the lowest operating cost of any fighter that is currently 

being operated. This is made possible through the combination of high technology, 

advanced system design, and modern components. There exists both a single-seat and a 

two-seat version of Gripen. (Saabgroup, 2014f) Along with the Gripen fighter, Saab also 

offers continuous upgrades (Annual Report, 2012). 

4.3 Gripen E 

On December 11
th

 2012, the Swedish Parliament decided to authorize the government to 

order development of the next generation of the Gripen fighter, called Gripen E. In the 

beginning of year 2013, the Swedish government announced their will to buy 60 Gripen 

E fighters. In addition to Sweden, the government in Switzerland has signed an 

agreement that expresses the country’s will to buy 22 Gripen E. (Saabgroup, 2014g) The 

affair is worth 23billion SEK and whether the deal is happening or not will be finally 

decided in a referendum in May 2014
1
. Figure 4-4 shows a picture of a Gripen E fighter 

flown in Switzerland. Furthermore, in December 2013, Brazil’s defence minister 

announced that the country had chosen Saab to supply 36 new Gripen E fighters to the 

country’s air force. A final agreement between Sweden and Brazil is expected to be 

completed in 2014 after which the first fighter is expected to be delivered an additional 

48 months later. (SvD, 2014a) 

 

 
Figure 4-4: Gripen E in Switzerland 

                                                 
1
 The referendum was held before the submission of this thesis. The outcome was not positive for Saab, since 53,4 % of 

the people in Switzerland voted against the affair, and the affair will thus not be realized (Di, 2014). 

Figure 4-3: Neuron 
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Gripen E is a further development of the Gripen C/D fighter that is currently used by five 

nations’ air forces, that is, Sweden, Hungary, The Czech Republic, South Africa and 

Thailand. The difference between the old version, i.e. Gripen C/D, and the new version 

Gripen E, is an improvement in performance. This is made possible by, among other 

things, the installment of a more powerful engine, new radar-technology and increased 

internal fuel capacity. The space in Gripen E is optimized and maximally utilized in order 

to create a high-performing product. As a multi-role fighter and with its high technology 

and superior performance in combination with being cost efficient, Gripen E is a 

competitive solution for many countries and their future air defence. (Saabgroup, 2014g) 

 

The Gripen E project is Sweden’s largest industrial project (SvD, 2014b) and it employs 

approximately 1500 people and extends over many years. It is further organized into 

several sub-projects that are responsible for different parts/areas within the Gripen 

development, e.g. overall design, avionics and simulators, and tactical systems. The 

commitment and involvement of the suppliers and partners extends over the lifetime of 

the fighter. In order to obtain an idea of what timeframe the Gripen E project concerns, 

the project can be compared to that of the development of Viggen, i.e. the predecessor of 

Gripen. The development of Viggen began in the 1960s and the fighter was not retired 

from active service until the autumn of 2005 (Saabgroup, 2014h) meaning that the 

lifetime of the fighter was approximately 50 years.  

4.4 The culture at Saab 

A project manager at Saab explains the culture at Saab with one word, i.e. messy. Several 

of the interviewed employees agree with this and explain that it is hard to describe Saab’s 

culture because there exist many different cultures within Saab. However, the majority of 

the interviewed employees at Saab agree that the culture is relatively open and that it is 

easy to talk to people, no matter what positions they hold. Since Saab has adapted a 

matrix organization, there exist an inherent conflict between the project and the line. In 

Gripen E, the project is very strong. The many processes and decision forums that exist 

further affect Saab’s culture. Sometimes it is difficult to understand who makes the 

decisions because this does not necessarily have to do with the hierarchal levels in the 

company. Another characteristic of the Saab culture is that the engineers have the higher 

status, i.e. an expert is given respect for having the knowledge, and the work place is less 

formal, just like the dress code. Furthermore, it is typical at Saab that consensus between 

all people involved is trying to be reached. However, this sometimes goes one step 

further when everyone needs to agree to a certain decision, which can be a very 

ineffective and time-consuming way of making decisions.  

4.4.1 Secrecy 

The issue of secrecy is continuously recurring and characterizes the culture at Saab. 

Questions regarding secrecy exist at two dimensions, i.e. national (Swedish) secrecy and 

company (Saab) secrecy. Swedish defence secrets, which Saab has no control over, 

addresses for example issues regarding national competence, i.e. should Sweden develop 

a certain product on its own and thereby gain competence within the product area or 

should Sweden collaborate with another country and develop the product together. Other 

issues addressed by the Swedish secrecy are national security, i.e. Sweden does not want 
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to disclose too much information to another country, and issues regarding leakage of 

defence secrets that are far more likely to occur if Sweden were to collaborate with 

another country in for example the development of new defence products. In addition, 

corporate secrecy addresses issues regarding Saab’s collective competence and what 

abilities that should be developed within the company because of their potential to 

improve the company’s competitive advantage over other companies. When involving 

external companies in the development of Gripen E, it is always a risk for Saab that 

sensitive information about the fighter will be dispersed. Hence, the balance between 

protecting knowledge and sharing enough knowledge for the collaboration to be effective 

is difficult because of the described conflicts that exist at several levels. Saab’s own 

processes and policies set the framework for rules and instructions in project conducted 

within inter-organizational collaborations. Example of such processes and policies are 

rules regarding company secrecy and the pronounced corporate culture. It is moreover 

important to have rules that clarify who owns what when developing new knowledge or 

technology, i.e. it should be clear who the knowledge or technology belongs to. 

4.5 Strategically inter-organizational collaborations  

In order to reach its desired position, Aeronautics has developed a strategic map. The 

highlighted areas are collaboration, partnership and internationalization. Aeronautics is 

hence investing in these areas and is looking into how the business area can develop and 

improve its inter-organizational partnerships. According to Aeronautics, there are several 

reasons to enter into a partnership. For example, the reasons could be to enable new 

market entry, to generate business, to gain access to resources or to achieve increased 

productivity, quality and shorter lead time. 

 

Aeronautics defines partnership as a long-term relationship in one or more projects where 

both the profit and the risk are shared among the partners. The partnership is thus seen as 

a win-win situation where both parties are gaining from the collaboration. Aeronautics 

also distinguishes between different types of partnerships and this thesis will focus on 

what the business area calls strategic sourcing partners. The aim of such partnerships is 

to assure access to systems and knowledge in a complex market of suppliers. The 

appliances purchased from these partners are often strategically important and have an 

impact on the final price of the final product since the partners invest in product 

development and thereby Aeronautics does not have to bear all expenses on their own. 

 

Saab is collaborating with a lot of different partners and other companies in order for 

them to deliver parts for the Gripen fighter. Since the space in Gripen E is optimized and 

maximally utilized, the delivered systems need to be specially adapted to the fighter and 

other parts of the fighter will in turn be adapted to the system as well. In a fighter, a lot of 

different systems are integrated and they all communicate with each other in different 

ways, which means that changing one system affects all the other systems. The systems 

themselves are very complex too, which make them difficult to replace. Due to this 

complexity, Saab has become dependent on existing suppliers and since a possible 

change of supplier becomes associated with large costs as well as it is time consuming, 

this is in most cases not an option. 
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4.6 Develop and Acquire System 

The Develop and Acquire System (DAS) process, see Figure 4-5, can be seen as the NPD 

process at Saab and provides the employees with guidelines on how to develop and 

acquire different systems such as products, subsystems or devices/systems (e.g. hardware 

or software) in a standardized way. The process is used in order to assure that the 

development is performed as efficient and qualified as possible and ensures that the 

requirements set on the system are fulfilled. 

 
Figure 4-5: The Develop and Acquire System (DAS) process 

 

The DAS process starts with a pre study during which the need for a new or changed 

supplier arises. In this phase and in the next, which is the contract phase, the procurement 

department is involved in the process. The process that the procurement department 

follows is described in Chapter 4.6.1. The contract phase is followed by the design phase 

which is the phase where the development of the product is performed together with the 

supplier and the phase in which the project actually starts. However, the two first phases 

of the DAS process may last over several years and include close collaboration with the 

involved partner. During the design phase a prototype is produced and then the product is 

set to be manufactured and, finally, it is delivered and tested. The DAS process is realized 

during very long timeframes and it is not unusual that the process lasts for 5-15 years. 

4.6.1 The procurement process 

The procurement process, see Figure 4-6, is part of the DAS process and is performed in 

its early stages, namely the prestudy and the contract phase. The procurement starts with 

the decision to purchase (1) and different suppliers are contacted for evaluation. 

Normally, about five different suppliers are contacted. The chosen suppliers receive a 

Request for Information (RFI) from Saab, which includes preliminary technical 

documentation for how the development of the system should be framed. The suppliers 

answer to the RFI by stating what they are able to offer and this is analyzed and followed 

by the second decision (2). This decision regards which of the suppliers that should 

receive a Request for Quotation (RFQ). The RFQ is normally sent to about three 

suppliers in order for Saab to collect quotations and a basis for the contract  so that they 

are able to compare the different offers. When the suppliers have sent Saab their offers 

the final negotioation can start (3). The negotiations are completed when Saab and the 

supplier have agreed on a contract which they are both satisfied with (4). When the 

contract is signed the design phase of the DAS process is started. 
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Figure 4-6: The procurement process 

 

The procurement process includes four important documents which are illustrated in 

Figure 4-7. During the negotiations, the partners agree on what should be done by the 

supplier and Saab respectively, and also how and when it should be done. It is the 

specification (Spec) that defines the function and the performance of the system, i.e. what 

the system should be able to manage and how this should be done. The specification also 

explains the external conditions that prevail. This document is then followed by the 

Statement of Work (SoW) which describes, to a minimum, how operations and 

documentation should be performed. The last document to consider is the Delivery and 

Event Schedule (DES), which is a time plan that defines when different events, e.g. 

deliveries and reviews, should take place. The three documents (Spec, SoW and DES) are 

included in the final contract, which is the last document and which ensures the order by 

setting the basis for the collaboration. 

 

 
Figure 4-7: Documents that are negotiated in the procurement process during the contract phase 

4.7 The supply chain 

In NPD-projects, the interaction between the supplier, Saab and Saab’s customer is 

relatively frequent, which means that they have a close relationship. Figure 4-8 is a 

simplified explanation of the dependencies between the different stakeholders.  
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Figure 4-8: A simplified explanation of the dependency between the supplier, Saab and the customer 

 

From the customer, Saab gets certain requirements which the product needs to fulfill. 

Since Saab is the one responsible for the airworthiness of the fighter, it is not only Saab’s 

responsibility to make sure that the customer’s requirements are met, but also Saab has to 

make sure that the different appliances are integrated in the fighter in a way so that it is 

safe to fly. In case of wreckage or other damage on the fighter, the reason might be 

because the requirements were set inadequately from the beginning. This is why the 

specification documents are of high importance and need to be exactly and carefully 

written. Saab sets the right requirements for its suppliers by writing the specification and 

the SoW. Actually, the suppliers write specifications on their own since they too are 

controlled by security requirements and therefore a challenge in the collaborations is to 

merge the different documents into a Saab-specific document. When the product is 

specified, Saab’s job is to receive, integrate and develop the software in the Gripen E 

fighter so that it can control the product in accordance with the requests from the end 

user, i.e. from the pilot. In addition, the suppliers are responsible for developing the 

products so that they meet the requirements that Saab and the suppliers have agreed upon. 

The compliance of the requirements is demonstrated in a verification matrix. Ultimately, 

the suppliers are of course responsible for delivering the products to Saab.  
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5 Empirical results 
This chapter presents the data that was collected at the company during the course of the 

study. The chapter presents the two different cases separately, including historical 

reviews, general descriptions of each collaboration and presentations of the projects that 

have been chosen to study for each collaboration. Lastly, a summary of the empirical 

results is presented in Table 5-1.  

5.1 Case A: The collaboration with Company A 

Company A develops and delivers several appliances for the Gripen E platform. 

However, this thesis will focus on the development and production of Product A in 

collaboration with Company A. 

5.1.1 Company A 

Company A is located in the UK and it is an international leader in information and 

electronic technologies for, among other things, defence systems, aerospace and security. 

The company employs approximately 17 000 people and its home markets are UK and 

Italy. The company also operates in the US, Germany, Turkey, Romania, Brazil, Saudi 

Arabia, India and the United Arab Emirates. Company A develops high-technology 

systems and sensors. 

5.1.2 History about the collaboration 

Saab has collaborated with Company A for approximately 9 years. The relation between 

Saab and Company A has varied throughout the years because of issues regarding 

secrecy and the fact that Saab has been unsure regarding to what extent Company A 

should be involved in the development of Product A. A close collaboration with 

Company A in the development of Product A meant that Saab had to share information 

and hence risking that secret information would be mistakenly shared with Company A. 

Moreover, developing Product A in-house would have given Saab competitive 

advantages but it would at the same time have been time consuming and costly. Hence, 

these kinds of issues have affected the collaboration between Saab and Company A. The 

project leader of Project A at Saab believes that, among other things, this has affected the 

composition of the project group since discussions have been postponed regarding 

whether project members from Company A and Saab should be placed at the other 

party’s offices in the respective country. If the conflict had not existed, the project leader 

believes that Saab had probably had employees working in the UK and Company A had 

probably had employees working in Sweden. All of the interviewed project members 

explain though, that today, Company A feel confident in the collaboration because the 

companies have reached an agreement and a contract has been developed. Opportunities 

regarding placing employees abroad are currently being investigated. 

 

When choosing suppliers for the development of the Gripen E fighter, a strategic 

sourcing manager at Saab describes that the declared strategy at Saab has been to open up 

the procurement of all systems to competition. This means that, when choosing supplier 

for the Product A, Saab contacted many different companies and Company A turned out 
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to be the company that gave the best offer. An important reason for choosing Company A 

was that Company A has invested a lot of money in the core-product and they were also 

willing to invest in order to get a baseline that works in the Gripen fighter. This is 

confirmed by the project manager for Project A at Company A who further explains that 

if Company A had not trusted in Saab and their product, they would have been much less 

willing to invest. This means that Company A has placed a great importance on 

collaborating with Saab. The project manager further explains that since Product A is 

Company A’s most important product, Saab, as a buyer of the system, is one of the most 

important buyers. Additionally, the project manager at Company A explains that because 

Saab and Company A are discussing to extend Company A’s involvement in the Gripen 

project, she expect Saab to become an even more important buyer in the future. The 

strategic sourcing manager at Saab clarifies that the partnership with Company A is not a 

juridical partnership. Instead, the two companies have together reached an agreement that 

they want to grow together. Both Saab and Company A are hence working continuously 

to develop and expand the collaboration. 

 

For several years, an interim agreement existed between Saab and Company A, i.e. a 

temporarily agreement where, among other things, forms of collaboration are specified. A 

strategic sourcing manager at Saab explains that these kinds of agreements are however 

not desirable because of the fact that they are only temporarily and furthermore, they are 

not specific enough. Therefore, Saab and Company A has worked hard in order to 

compile a so called business agreement which is more permanent and specific. Under the 

contract phase, when a lot of negotiation regarding the business agreement took place, 

there were several occasions when Saab and Company A did not agree. The project 

manager at Company A emphasizes that even though two companies have agreed to work 

together, each one still need to protect themselves and their position as a company. She 

further explains that there have been times when Saab and Company A simply agreed to 

disagree. No matter what conflicts that exist, Saab and Company A try to solve them at as 

low a level as possible, i.e. so that the conflicts do not have to be escalated to higher 

levels. According to both the project manager at Company A and the project manager at 

Saab, with the exception of a handful of items, they have been able to work things out on 

the project manager level. Normally, conflicts are solved over an afternoon or at most it 

takes weeks. However, those conflicts that had to be brought up to higher levels took 

months to solve. In 2013, a business agreement between Saab and Company A was 

finally signed by both companies. The contract describes the conditions regarding 

development, production and commercialization of Product A intended for usage in 

Gripen E.  

 

A system engineer at Saab explains that technical disputes often end up in discussions 

regarding time and money which means that project members working with commercial 

issues must be contacted. According to the same person, in order to solve technical issues 

both Saab and Company A have to be open and negotiate in terms of “if you want to have 

it like this, then you will have to deal with these consequences – it is up to you, just 

choose”. Another system engineer at Saab believes that it is important to early on in the 

conflict identify and involve the people that are required in order to solve the conflict. 
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Furthermore, all of the interviewed project members agree that it is important to deal with 

the conflicts as soon as they appear so that the project can proceed as fast as possible.  

 

Saab’s long-term goal with the Company A collaboration, as explained by the strategic 

sourcing manager, is that Company A should be the obvious choice for the company. In 

addition, the project manager at Company A explain that Company A’s long-term goal 

with the Saab collaboration is twofold; to gain access to markets that Company A 

otherwise could not access if it were not for Saab and to take advantage of the knowledge 

created in the collaboration in order to improve Company A’s internal processes and 

other products.  

5.1.3 Project A 

Project A is, in terms of development effort and cost, one of the biggest projects within 

Gripen E. At Saab, approximately 20 employees are involved in the project meanwhile at 

Company A, approximately 150 employees (or 100 equivalent heads) are working with 

the development of Product A for the Gripen platform. However, the exact number of 

involved employees varies depending on what the project need at specific times. Also, 

employees from two different business areas at Saab are at times involved in the project. 

The customer is furthermore involved in the project from time to time. Since employees 

from both Company A, the customer and two different business areas within Saab are 

involved in the project, the staff is relatively dispersed geographically. Employees are 

located at three different sites in Sweden and one site in the UK.  

 

The goal of Project A is, in short, to develop a competitive and high performing product 

for the Gripen E fighter. The project manager at Saab explains that Product A is the 

single most important sensor in the fighter. The project involves, according to the project 

manager at Company A, creating and updating hardware specifically for the Gripen 

platform and also, testing and qualifying the hardware and the performed updates. 

Furthermore, it involves creating software modes that deliver the functional capabilities 

of Product A and ultimately, to deliver production standard equipment. 

 

The exact starting point of Project A is not clear but it began sometime between 2006 and 

2008. In 2009, the project received clearance to continue and purchase orders and 

agreements have carried on since then. However, the project really started for about 1 – 2 

years ago, i.e. sometime in 2012 – 2013, when the business agreement was signed by 

both companies. The development of Product A is expected to continue until 2022, 

meaning that the last deliveries shall happen in this year. In total, the project is expected 

to run for approximately 14 – 15 years.  

 

Project A have completed both the pre-study and the contract phase in the DAS process. 

Because the pre-study phase was quite short, the project members from Saab and 

Company A met each other quite a lot in the beginning and hence got to know each other 

relatively fast. In the first two phases of the DAS process, guidelines regarding e.g. 

openness and risk sharing were developed amongst Saab and Company A. The majority 

of these guidelines were written down in documents but some of them were more 

informal agreements. The SoW was written in a way so that trust and transparency would 
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be encouraged. Several of the interviewed system engineers at Saab explain that the 

original project managers at Saab and Company A got along very well. They believe that 

this laid a good foundation for the project.   

 

The current phase of the project is the design phase. This means that right now the 

development of different software functions that Saab and Company A are developing in 

parallel is in focus. A systems engineer at Saab explains that it is very important that the 

developed software is interrelated in order for it to be integrated into a complete whole in 

the fighter. Therefore, Saab and Company A are right now in need of working very close 

and are looking into the development of a common work method that works for both 

companies. 

The project organization 

 

 
Figure 5-1: The project organization 

 

The project organization of project A can be seen in Figure 5-1. In this organization three 

companies are represented, i.e. Saab, Company A and the customer, but when it comes to 

deployment of employees only employees from Saab and Company A are represented in 

all functions. There are seven different functions in which Saab, Company A and the 

customer are represented to various extents. First, the procurement function handles 

contracts and commercial inquiries. Second, Integrated Logistic Support (ILS) works 

with issues regarding for example education, aftermarket and spare parts. Third, the 

software function is responsible for the software development and the integration of 

different sub-systems. Fourth, the hardware function handles issues regarding the 

hardware such as issues concerning electronics and cooling. Fifth, System’s main task is 

to specify Product A’s functions and the customer is represented in this function. Sixth, 

the customer is also represented in the Security function where issues regarding for 

example communication and the handling of appliances are dealt with. Lastly, the testing 

function conducts different testing activities.  

5.1.4 The project teams at Saab and Company A 

Project A is carried out by two separate project groups; one at Saab and one at Company 

A. As previously mentioned, the project groups are geographically dispersed because 

they are operating in Sweden and the UK respectively. There is one project manager at 

Saab and one project manager at Company A. Because the project at Company A 

involves a lot of people, the project manager has two project managers and two system 

project managers working for her.  
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The project group at Saab consists of 15 – 20 employees. The main roles that are 

represented in the group are system engineers, function developers, engineers working 

with flight testing, maintenance personnel and publication personnel. The team thus 

consists of people with different competences. In a similar manner, the project group at 

Company A is a multi-disciplinary team that consists of approximately 150 employees. 

Some of the employees work within engineering, i.e. system, software, firmware, 

hardware, electronics etc. Other employees are specialists, such as stress engineers, 

which are involved whenever needed. In addition to this, employees within for example 

quality assurance, commercial, finance, project management and support are of course 

involved too.  

 

The project manager at Saab explains that both Saab and Company A have been 

successful at ensuring that the right competence is in the right place, regardless of 

company affiliation. The employee turnover at Company A has been low which means 

that the same people that worked in the project five years ago are still working in the 

project today. At Saab however, the employee turnover has been a bit higher; Project A 

has had three different project managers so far and there are only two people left from the 

project’s earlier phases. Several of the system engineers believe that this has affected the 

collaboration in terms of social relations amongst project members. One of the system 

engineers explains that: 

 

“If the people vary, then the collaboration varies too. This is especially true if project 

members with great responsibilities are replaced, such as the project manager.”   

 

Furthermore, what is going on in the project also affects the social relations. Pressures 

that something needs to be delivered can for example affect how people interact with 

each other. However, all of the interviewed employees from both Saab and Company A 

consider the social relations amongst project members to be really good. Overall, Saab 

and Company A has, according to several of the interviewed persons, been good at 

distinguishing between business issues and personal issues meaning that they have 

always been able to stay friends and keep up the good social relations even though 

commercial conflicts have existed at times. A system engineer at Saab explains that a 

mutual trust between the two companies has been built up over time. The importance of 

honesty, openness and trust in the collaboration between the two companies is 

emphasized by all of the interviewed employees. 

 

Both the project manager at Company A and the project manager at Saab explain that the 

engineers have consistently worked really well together. They further believe that this is 

due to the fact that Saab and Company A have had a lot of personal meetings and that the 

employees have a good personal chemistry. The project manager at Company A 

expresses this in the following way:  

 

“The relationship between the individuals involved is very important. You can put 

frameworks on how to work but if the individuals do not want to or cannot work together 

it is going to be very difficult to succeed. […] If you like somebody you are going to help 
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them a bit extra when they need. If you do not like them, you will still be professional and 

do your job but not put extra effort into it. If you get along I think you will achieve 

more.” 

 

The project groups at Saab and Company A are, as the quotation above indicates, 

dependent on each other to obtain information. A system engineer at Saab explains that 

she is in contact with three employees from Company A. Her opinion is that a person 

cannot have too many input channels because it would be very messy and hard to keep 

track of who has said what.  

 

The project manager at Company A explains that within Company A, the project group is 

dependent on other areas. Company A even has a team whose main task is to look into 

how knowledge can be shared within Company A and between the different programs. In 

contrast, the project manager at Saab explains that the project group at Saab is relatively 

independent of other groups at Saab. This is because the organization has deliberately 

been structured in a way so that dependencies to other groups decrease. However, at both 

Saab and Company A, most of the project members do not work fulltime in Project A. 

This of course creates interdependencies to other groups at each company.  

 

For Saab and Company A to learn from each other, a system engineer at Saab believes 

that it is all about listening and trying to participate in e.g. meetings where there are 

knowledgeable people. Also, she believes that books and documents are important in 

order for the project members to gain a basic understanding. The project members at 

Saab have access to Company A’s documentation which means that they can learn a lot 

just by reading the documents. 

5.1.5 Work methods 

Saab and Company A have arranged joint workshops in order to reach common working 

methods. The companies work iteratively to identify new ways of working together that 

suits them both. Company A has somewhat adapted their internal operations, mainly their 

meeting structures, so that they function better with Saab’s working methods, i.e. the 

DAS process. The project manager at Company A explains that this was no problem for 

Company A since their processes were not that different from Saab’s processes. A 

systems engineer at Saab expresses his opinion about this in the following way: 

 

“The important thing is that both parties give and take and that both parties have 

something to gain by adapting to the others way of working.” 

 

The communication plan that is part of the final business agreement covers basically all 

the ways that Saab and Company A have agreed to work together in Project A. More 

specifically, the common work methods are described in the SoW. A system engineer at 

Saab expresses his opinion about the written descriptions in the following way:  

 

“If a collaboration is successful, no project member should have to look in the SoW in 

order to know the work methods.”     
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Weekly meetings 

The project group at Saab has regular meetings once a week but the group interacts with 

each other basically every day. The system engineers have separate planning meetings 

once a week and the group members that work with software integration meet on a daily 

basis at so called SCRUM-meetings during which software development is discussed. 

Additionally, workshops in various forms are arranged every now and then. The 

interviewed project members at Saab experience that they share their knowledge mainly 

at meetings or when people stop by their desk and ask them something. One of the 

system engineers explains: 

 

“A large part of my job, I spend answering other employees’ questions. In this regard, 

coffee breaks can be just as important as formal meetings.”  

 

At Company A, most of the project members are located at the same floor in an open plan 

office where people that work with similar tasks are grouped together. This means that 

the project members meet each other on a daily basis. Teams with different subgroups of 

course have regular meetings as well. The project manager has two meetings a week that 

are dedicated to Project A. She emphasizes the importance of passing on information and 

sharing knowledge with the other team members. If she has information that everyone in 

the project is going to want to have, e.g. that Product A is going to be installed in the 

Gripen fighter at a certain time, she sends a team brief. She further explains that: 

 

“Personal development is very important […] and if I have a piece of information, I 

normally walk over to the people that are concerned by the information and ask them if 

they have been told about it. I do not agree that holding on to knowledge is power. That 

is just limited power and there is more power in sharing the knowledge so that it can be 

used.” 

Personal meetings 

Together, Saab and Company A have decided on a number of different meeting forums 

where the companies meet face-to-face. The companies meet at more formal meetings, 

i.e. where e.g. time plans and business cases are discussed, and at workshops where the 

discussions are more informal. Examples of different meeting forums that are more 

formal are Program Review Meetings (PRM), Management Review Meetings (MRM) 

and Joint System Team (JST). The engineers meet mainly during JST sessions during 

which Saab, Company A and the customer meet to discuss technical issues. The meeting 

procedures at the JST sessions emerged through discussions between these three 

participants. JST sessions are held once a month and arranged in Sweden half of the time 

and in the UK half of the time. Additionally, workshops are arranged whenever necessary 

where Saab, sometimes both business areas, and Company A participate. At these 

workshops, issues regarding specifications are often discussed which means that software 

engineers are often represented. For example, what Company A has done so far might not 

be what Saab has expected so the companies will start negotiating on what they need, 

when they need it, and so on. The project manager at Company A believes that this is 

exactly what negotiation and collaboration is about and expresses it in the following way: 
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“It is negotiation to work out what is the best for the program and what both parties can 

actually achieve and make happen.” 

 

Commercially, meetings are arranged at various levels within Saab and Company A. For 

example, at MRM, senior management at Saab meet account managers at Company A 

meanwhile at PAM, project managers at Saab meet project managers and sales 

representatives at Company A. PRM are supposed to be arranged once a month but often 

happen more seldom than that due to a lack of need. At these meetings, the companies 

discuss for example their overall objectives and how these can be aligned in order for 

Saab and Company A to work in the same direction.  

 

A system engineer at Saab explains that how often Saab and Company A meet face-to-

face depends on which phase the project is in; sometimes project members from both 

companies meet every other week and sometimes they meet once a month. During the 

design phase, and especially when critical decisions about the design should be made, 

engineers from Saab and Company A meet very intense. Furthermore, the engineers meet 

very intense in different kinds of workshops just before software releases take place to 

ensure that they understand each other, i.e. that requirements are met. The strategic 

sourcing manager at Saab explains that how often she meets Company A also varies 

depending on which phase the project is in, e.g. she meets Company A a lot during the 

contract phase. Roughly though, she meets Company A one or two times per quarter. The 

project manager at Company A explains that interaction between Saab and Company A 

are quite informal and on-demand driven. This means that if the companies feel that they 

need to discuss something face-to-face they will arrange a meeting and if an up-coming 

meeting feels unnecessary it is cancelled.   

 

Whenever Saab and Company A meet face to face they end the day by going to a 

restaurant and eat together. The project manager at Company A believes that the trust 

between Saab and Company A strengthens by having informal interaction outside 

working time so that the project members can get to know each other. According to a 

system engineer at Saab, this makes it easier to work with each other later on in the 

project since it is easier to call someone that one knows. The strategic sourcing manager 

at Saab summarizes the importance of good social relations by expressing her firm 

believe that: 

 

“Any good business is based on good human relations.” 

Follow-up activities 

The project members at Saab have access to two different kinds of weekly reports. The 

project manager at Saab compiles one status report and Company A sends one report to 

Saab. The project manager at Company A explains that she always check with the project 

manager at Saab that they receive the information they want, i.e. she believes that 

reviewing the weekly reports are important in order to secure that they fill their purpose. 

 

Neither Saab nor Company A use lessons learned regularly. Several of the interviewed 

project members at Saab believe that it is important to continuously discuss what is not 
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working and how this can be improved. However, they explain that this is done at the 

weekly meetings and therefore the project does not experience any need of lessons 

learned. Furthermore, the project group at Saab uses visual planning as a way of working 

with actions and problem solving. The board is reviewed every Friday. At Company A, 

the project group has lessons learned reviews periodically under which the outcomes are 

documented. Company A even has a lessons learned portal where the employees can 

access all the lessons learned, provided they have been logged there, but the project 

manager explain that Company A does not use the portal particularly well. In terms of 

sharing lessons learned with each other, Saab and Company A have not done it so far.  

5.1.6 Communication  

The communication plan that is part of the business agreement describes how Saab and 

Company A are supposed to communicate with each other. However, both Saab and 

Company A have to comply with national laws regarding e.g. export which creates 

guidelines for their communication. The engineers communicate mainly through personal 

meetings (JST) and encrypted e-mail. The systems engineer at Saab explain that it is hard 

to communicate by using the telephone since they are only allowed to talk about open 

information and it is easy to accidentally say too much. For the same reasons, 

videoconferencing is also difficult but the companies are right now trying to set up a safe 

way to get this to work so that they can have video conferences and talk openly on a 

regular basis. Equipment engineers at Saab and Company A furthermore exchange CAD-

files with each other as a way of communicating. In contrast, the strategic sourcing 

managers and project managers at Saab and Company A mainly communicate through 

personal meetings and telephone. The project manager at Saab explains that he uses e-

mail or documents in case he wants to provide definitive information.  

 

The majority of the interviewed employees at Saab and Company A favor personal 

meetings as a way to communicate. A system engineer at Saab explains this in the 

following way: 

 

“The personal meetings are irreplaceable. No matter how specific you are in written 

communication, you can never be certain that the recipient understands. Also, by meeting 

each other face to face, many conflicts can be resolved. ”  

 

However, the same person emphasizes that even though it is important to meet each other 

personally, the meetings should at the same time be motivated, meaning that there has to 

be an agenda, the companies have to be well prepared etc. Furthermore, some project 

members prefer to use written communication because of language difficulties. The 

project manager at Company A explains how different ways of communicating 

complement each other in the following quotation: 

 

“Personal meetings yield more than phone or e-mail because you can check 

understanding. However, written communication is also useful because you need to put 

more thought into what you want to say. The risk is though that misunderstandings will 

arise and therefore I always like to have a conversation after I have sent for example an 
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e-mail to assure that the information has been understood correctly. This is especially 

important considering the fact that Saab and Company A speak different languages. ” 

 

Several of the interviewed system engineers at Saab further emphasize the importance of 

having a large network. At Saab, the network that each employee has due to previous 

tasks determines to some extent what tasks the employees take on in new projects. A 

system engineer explains this in the following way: 

 

“If you have connections to other groups due to previous tasks, then you are often 

assigned tasks that require you to have contact with these groups.”  

 

The network that each employee at Saab possesses further determines to some extent how 

information is disseminated. This is because, as one system engineer expresses, 

information is mainly spread when people talk to each other, either face to face or by 

telephone. However, of course there exist some formal information channels too, such as 

weekly presentations of the Gripen E project. Furthermore, the R&D department at Saab 

has a project organization that disseminates information to employees working within 

R&D. One of the systems engineer at Saab summarize this in a good way by saying: 

 

“There exists a lot of information; you just have to know where to look for it!”   

 

Just like Saab, Company A also has various different forums where information is 

disseminated. Once a month the project manager gives a team brief, i.e. a company-wide 

distributed document. Furthermore, each layer of management has regular meetings 

where, among other things, employees that have the same roles but in different programs 

can meet. Company A also have a formal monthly reporting cycle in which, apart from 

all different levels of management, the board is included. 

 

Lastly, according to a system engineer at Saab, mainly two things create communication 

problems in the collaboration with Company A, namely secrecy and history. Problems 

regarding secrecy arise when few people have access to certain data and when e.g. Saab 

is not allowed to share all the necessary information with Company A. Also, transferring 

data can take several days, even weeks, due to safety reasons. In contrast, problems 

regarding history arise when e.g. Saab and Company A interpret information in different 

ways due to their different backgrounds and experiences.  

5.1.7 Culture 

The project manager at Company A explains that Company A’s culture is quite open, 

meaning that it is accepted and expected that there will be interaction between the layers 

of management structure. She further believes that the employees at Company A work 

really hard in order for Project A to succeed, meaning that they are dedicated and want to 

deliver a good product. The project members at Saab experience Company A as very 

passionate and knowledgeable about their technology. However, what distinguishes their 

culture most is that the right person with the right title has to speak with the 

corresponding title at Saab. In short, Company A wants order and clarity regarding 

responsibility and positions. When making decisions, it is thus important for Company A 
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that the person representing them has been authorized to make the decision. The 

employees at Saab therefore feel that Company A sometimes is bad at delegating 

responsibility and that they lack a sense of urgency. At the same time, the Saab 

employees appreciates that it is very clear who makes decisions. Furthermore, they 

believe that Company A is customer oriented and responsive of Saab’s requirements.  

 

The interviewed employees all agree that the cultural differences do not affect the 

collaboration that much. They explain that Saab and Company A have relatively similar 

core values, ways of working etc. Several of the interviewed employees at Saab mention 

that the project members at Saab and Company A have similar life situations, i.e. they are 

the same age, have young children and so on. This facilitates the collaboration since the 

employees understand each other. A system engineer at Saab further explains that Saab 

and Company A have the same humor which helps creating a light-hearted and good 

atmosphere.  

 

According to a system engineer at Saab, language differences sometimes create 

problems, e.g. because the project members at Saab and Company A misunderstand each 

other. The Saab employees have learned that it is effective to use metaphors and symbols 

to overcome these differences. Furthermore, several of the interviewed employees feel 

that they have learned to be more distinct in their communication, e.g. by using the right 

words in the right situation. A system engineer at Saab believes that it is important to find 

common objectives (Saab + Company A + the customer) in order to unify the businesses 

and promote a collaborative culture. Also, another system engineer at Saab emphasizes 

the positive effect that disseminating information has when it comes to creating a 

common culture that encourages collaboration. 

5.2 Case B: The collaboration with Company B 

Company B delivers many different products and systems to Saab. The specific 

collaboration with Company B that is investigated for this thesis is called project B and 

concerns the development of product B. 

5.2.1 Company B  

Company B is a big global American company that invents and manufactures 

technologies suitable for e.g. energy efficiency, safety and security, and customer 

productivity. Company B employs over 100 000 people and has a broad business 

providing products and services to e.g. the aerospace industry and the automotive 

industry. Company B is also a global leader in developing advanced materials and 

process technologies and the company develops automation and control solutions that can 

be used worldwide. The company has offices all over the world. 

5.2.2 History about the collaboration 

Company B has delivered parts to Saab for over 40 years. Since Company B is big and 

offers products within many different areas, the company has gradually managed to 

integrate several different products and systems into the different fighters over the years. 

Hence, the decision to enter into a partnership with Company B was not initially a 

strategic decision but rather the collaboration gradually developed into its present form 
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over the years. However, today Saab has realized the benefits with strategically investing 

in the collaboration with Company B. For Saab, the long-term goal with this partnership 

is that the collaboration with Company B and the procurement of products from the 

company should be the most cost-efficient choice for Saab in the future.  

5.2.3 Project B 

The goal of project B is to develop the product, which is a system that contains both 

hardware and software, so that it meets the requirements needed in order to be qualified 

for the integration in the Gripen fighter. Product B is an update from the product used in 

the previous version of the Gripen fighter (C/D). The new fighter requires improvements 

and adaptations of all its parts and thus, the development of product B can be seen as new 

product development. 

 

For this project, Company B was naturally chosen as a partner since the company had 

good knowledge about Saab’s products and could offer financial benefits. The 

information exchange process with Company B started in 2008. In April 2013 the process 

was intensified and a RFQ was sent to Company B. In the late of 2013, representatives 

from Saab visited Company B in the US in order to get the project started and in January 

2014 Company B answered the RFQ. The project is now at an early stage in the DAS 

process, which more specifically means that a contract between the partners has not yet 

been signed. The contract is intended to be signed after the referendum in Switzerland 

this spring if the outcome proves to be a success. However, the preparation for the 

conclusion of the agreement has been going on since the beginning of 2013. During this 

time, the requirements on the product have been discussed and specified together with 

Company B. The contract phase is estimated to end in the middle of 2014. The design 

phase is planned to be finished in the end of 2016 and is then followed by the 

manufacturing phase. 

 

Product B consists of two main parts - one legacy unit, which Company B owns and 

invests in, and one customer specific unit, which is the unique interface that needs to be 

adapted to fit into the Gripen fighter. Some of the software is therefore modified, but the 

main part of the work is for Company B to assure Saab that their system does meet the 

requirements set by Saab. Saab thus needs to run tests and control that the requirements 

are met. 

5.2.4 The project teams at Saab and Company B 

The project team working with project B at Saab consists mainly of four different roles, 

which are a strategic sourcing manager, a procurement engineer, an equipment engineer 

and a systems engineer. A description of the different roles can be found in Appendix A. 

If needed, experts within hardware and software can be involved in the team as well, and 

normally they participate in review meetings in order to ensure that the right quality is 

reached. The team members are involved in other projects, which mean that during 

demanding periods of the other projects, project B may suffer due to the limited time that 

the team members have for it. The project team at Saab is dependent on the input from 

other functions at Saab, as well as they are affected if another sub-system in Gripen E is 

changed, since this means that product B might have to be changed as well.  
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The team members at Saab are not located in the same area. The procurement engineer is 

sitting in a different building than the open-plan office in which the other engineers are 

sitting, and the sourcing manager is located separately as well. During the first phases of 

the project, i.e. the pre-study phase and the contract phase, the procurement office is very 

involved in the project. The engineers have participated during the first part of the project 

in order to take into account all the information needed for developing the product. 

However, the engineers are mainly going to be involved during the design phase, since 

this is when the physical product is developed.  

 

At Company B, there is no project team created yet, but in the future when the project 

reaches its later phases there will be a team created. When this team is created, it will still 

be located in the US and the Saab team will be located in Sweden, i.e. there will be no 

physical integration of the two teams. Today, the project team at Saab is in contact with 

primarily two people at Company B, who have both been working with Saab for a long 

time and have been involved in earlier projects at Saab. This is, according to the 

procurement engineer, very helpful since they have a lot of experience of previous issues 

and know how problems have been solved before. 

 

Saab is a relatively small buyer of Company B’s products. Yet, the team members claim 

that Company B is keen to establish a well-functioning collaboration with Saab and 

always tries to answer the questions coming from Saab as soon as possible. The team at 

Saab experience that Company B is a qualified company and they trust Company B in 

delivering a quality system. A systems engineer emphasizes this by saying: 

 

“It is obvious that Company B is committed to the collaboration and wants us to be a 

satisfied customer since they are keen on delivering a quality system that is optimized for 

our product, although this implies that they must remove some functions and sell it for a 

lower price. This increases my trust in Company B since I feel that they are not just 

interested in making money, but rather they want to deliver a quality product at a 

reasonable price.” 

  

As the project enters later phases in the DAS process, the people in the project team are 

likely to be replaced by others, both at Saab and at Company B. The fact that the project 

is running over a long time so that a lot of different people are involved and that people 

are replaced makes the communication and the learning a bit complicated. During the 

first phase of the project people have been replaced both at Saab and at Company B 

which has resulted in that the competence and experience that have been built up is lost. 

For example, documents and files that one person has been working with can be hard to 

find if this person moves to another area when leaving the project. A systems engineer 

means that this tends to lead to duplication of work or time delays and thus the project 

work might be affected.  

5.2.5 Work methods 

Project B follows the formal DAS process. However, Company B has their own 

processes which means that both of the companies need to find a way to combine their 
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different processes. During the contract phase, Saab and Company B partially discuss 

which working methods they must use in order to understand and work with each other’s 

processes and they try to explain and clarify which working methods they must use in 

order to reach their common goals. For example, they discuss prerequisites regarding 

how to prioritize review meetings and workshops in the form of time and resources, so 

that both of the companies invest the same amount in these meetings. 

 

Much of the work in the project results in that the companies are sending documents that 

need to be updated or checked between each other. There are general regulations that 

specify how the different documents and specifications (Spec, SoW) should be framed. 

The use of the regulations facilitates the collaboration since it is clear from both sides 

what is meant when for example referring to a certain part or chapter in the documents. 

The newest engineer in the Saab team thinks that by studying the document templates 

that are given he is able to learn more quickly. However, the most instructive occasions 

for him are the review meetings when question marks regarding certain formulations are 

straightened.  

Weekly meetings 

The project team at Saab meets regularly at a weekly organized meeting. If there is a 

need, the team from Saab will meet formal more often. In the same way, the meetings at 

Saab are cancelled if there is no need for them. Apart from that there is also a 

reconciliation meeting arranged together with Company B every week in the form of a 

telephone conference. The need for this meeting has emerged during the project and is 

arranged on the initiative from the team members, i.e. it is not restricted in the contract 

that the meeting should be held. The team members at Saab feel that this meeting is 

important to have even though there is not so much to discuss, since it is a good way of 

keeping each other informed and updated. The telephone conference is also good in order 

to maintain the social relations between the teams and it reduces the risks for 

misunderstandings.  

 

During the meetings between Saab and Company B, negotiations regarding formulations 

in different documents take place. Requirements are set by Saab, which are all put on a so 

called compliance list in order for Company B to form an opinion about them, and then 

both companies try to adjust the requirements until they are both satisfied. The team 

members’ experience is that Company B most of the time accept requirements well. The 

system engineer explains that in order to be able to take part in technical discussions, he 

always tries to be well prepared for the meetings. He believes that having good insight in 

Company B’s techniques makes a good impression and increases the trust in him as a 

competent co-worker and collaboration partner.  

 

In order to distribute different tasks between the companies, a shared action list, in the 

form of an Excel-document, has been created. As issues arise during meetings they are 

gradually put on the list in order to be solved as quickly as possible. Things that can be 

put on the list are for example formulations regarding technicalities. Saab is the one that 

is responsible for the list. However, the tasks are distributed equally between the 

companies. An equipment engineer believes that the use of the action list generates an 
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opportunity for learning since it creates efficiency and an active way of working and says 

that:  

 

“You want to finish your own action as fast as possible, which forces you to find new 

ways of working.” 

 

Saab and Company B furthermore have a shared time plan which they have developed 

together and during the reconciliation meeting they check how they are doing according 

to this time plan. 

Personal meetings 

Until now, the project teams from Saab and Company B have met only twice. The first 

time was in December 2013 when Saab visited Company B at the office in the US, and 

the second time was in February 2014 at the same place. Most likely, the frequency of the 

personal meetings will vary throughout the project, and especially during the design 

phase, when the development of the product becomes more demanding, the meetings will 

be more frequent. In the future, the companies will meet during review meetings and the 

team members estimate that the meetings will take place approximately one or two times 

per year. The approach to meetings is that they should only be held if needed and there is 

no point in having them just because the calendar tells you to. Saab and Company B have 

therefore not defined exactly when the review meetings should be held, but since they do 

trust each other they are confident that the meetings will take place. The procurement 

engineer explains that both companies knows that there are going to be problems that will 

need to be discussed face-to-face in order to be solved, and that the personal meetings 

may be planned gradually.   

 

All project members express the importance of meeting with the partner in person, 

especially in the beginning of the collaboration when uncertainties and 

misunderstandings are several. However, the recommendation from the management at 

Saab is to use telephone conferences instead of personal meetings due to the increased 

costs that it would imply. 

  

When Saab visited Company B in the US they were well received by Company B. The 

systems engineer explains that an underlying purpose with visiting Company B was to 

strengthen the relationship with them. During the personal meetings employees from both 

Saab and Company B have been going out for dinner together in order to get to know 

each other better, but apart from that there has not been any other social activities 

arranged. One of the engineers explains that some of the people from Company B have 

Swedish antecedents and therefore they are very interested in Sweden. He means that this 

facilitates the social intercourse between the employees since they have always had 

something to talk about during the meetings. Another engineer however, expressed that 

the different employees had unalike hobbies, and did not feel the same connection to 

Company B.  

 

Due to the fact that the team members at Saab are separately located the development of 

the social relations is to some extent prevented at work, and traveling together can 



53 

 

therefore facilitate the teambuilding. According to a procurement engineer, the social 

relations between the team members at Saab were indeed strengthen during the trips:   

 

“Travelling makes the team tighter and the communication becomes easier when you get 

to know each other on a personal level.” 

 

In order to involve the people that are new in the team one of the engineers means that it 

is important that employees at Saab and Company B meet face-to-face. One of the 

engineers in the project group at Saab is quite new in the group and feels that he has been 

well welcomed by the other members and insists that personal meetings early in his 

involvement contributed to that he could faster adapt to the team.  

 

In general, the social relations to Company B is perceived as good although there can be 

variations on different management levels. For example, the commercial level can have a 

well-functioning dialogue whereas the engineers on the lower levels are experiencing 

difficulties with the relationship between the partners. However, at the time, everyone 

feel that the social relation to Company B is good. 

Follow-up activities 

There has been no meeting or given task regarding documentation of the success of the 

project, or some kind of review on changes that can be made in order to improve the 

project work. The procurement manager however does have review meetings together 

with others in the same role and the strategic sourcing manager reports status to his 

closest manager as well. Sometimes the team members also may take part of the 

information that is shared in these forums. However, the success and the adversity of the 

project are, to some extent, discussed during the weekly meetings.  

5.2.6 Communication 

Saab and Company B generally communicate through telephone, e-mail or face-to-face 

meetings. Due to strict requirements regarding secrecy, communication via telephone can 

be complicated. The safest way of communicating is therefore via e-mail since the e-

mails are encrypted. Nevertheless, this way is instead very time-consuming since the 

procurement office needs to perform the encryption. All the e-mails containing secret 

information thus have to be sent via the procurement office which means that if the 

person responsible for this is not at the office, the communication will be blocked.  

 

The telephone conference that is held every week is arranged via the internal 

communication tool Lync, which means that the meetings are safe from a security 

perspective and the different teams are able to share screens so that they can watch the 

same documents. The time difference that occurs when collaborating with an American 

company considerably complicates the possibilities for telephone communication and, 

basically, there is about 30 minutes of the eight working hours that are overlapping for 

both companies. The team members themselves do not usually contact Company B by 

using the phone apart from these conferences. 
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Company B does have an internet-based portal in which documents can be uploaded 

safely. Saab has access to this portal and may upload documents so that Company B can 

reach them and thereby the companies are able to easily share documents with each other. 

When using this portal there is no need for coding the e-mails and the communication is 

thereby facilitated. 

 

The team members at Saab may also attend to meetings where information could be 

shared with other groups. In general, information is spread within Saab via documents 

and different kinds of meetings. Some of the team members explain that a lot of 

communication and information sharing takes place during the daily work since the 

project team is sitting in an open-plan office. This makes it possible to highlight 

questions as they appear instead of waiting until a formal meeting and it is also common 

that the team members do ask each other a lot of questions during the daily work. 

 

If a problem occurs within the project team at Saab, it is managed by meeting and 

discussing how to solve the issue and typically, the problem is solved mutually within the 

group. Between Saab and Company B, the employees most of the times are able to differ 

between work related issues and personal issues. People understand that a certain 

discussion about technicalities between Saab and Company B is not personal, and when 

the meeting is over, they can socialize without any problem. 

 

A lot of the communication that takes place regards the content of the documentation. 

Despite the general regulations that specify how these documents should be written it 

sometimes occur misunderstandings regarding the content of the documents. There is a 

challenge in finding a reasonable level of extent of the documents and it has occurred that 

too much unnecessary things have been written in the documents due to ambiguous or 

insufficient guidelines. For example, Saab has requested Company B to produce different 

kinds of documents but did not give directions regarding the extent of the content. In the 

beginning of project B, this led to that Company B wrote too much information that Saab 

did not need, which was both time consuming and expensive for both companies. The 

team members explain that it sometimes can be difficult to explain for Company B what 

they mean, as well as it sometimes can be difficult to understand what they mean when 

they discuss the content of the documents. The equipment engineer explains that: 

 

 “It is important that we speak the same language”  

 

meaning that there needs to be an understanding regarding the content of the documents 

in order for the collaboration to be efficient. 

 

In order to prevent misunderstandings like the one just mentioned from happening again, 

Company B nowadays usually is involved in Saab’s work with producing the 

specifications and they can thereby give quick responses to Saab regarding what is 

possible for them to accept. Another advantage with involving Company B during the 

development of the specification is that they, since they are the experts, can tell Saab 

what kind of functions the system actually needs in order to meet the customer 
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requirements. In this way, Saab avoids setting unnecessary requirements and thereby the 

costs can be considerably reduced. 

 

The misunderstandings regarding the scope of the documents were frequent in the 

beginning of the project, since most of the communication took place via e-mails or 

sometimes via telephone. All of the team members agree that the better you get to know 

each other, the easier it gets to work and to interact with each other.  At the first face-to-

face meeting in December 2013, a lot of misunderstandings were resolved and the team 

members all believe that the communication flow after the meeting became much better. 

One of the systems engineers says: 

 

“Before we met Company B in person, the relationship was somehow tentative. The 

personal meeting contributed to building a team spirit.” 

 

During the meeting Saab could clarify what they needed as well as Company B could 

clarify what they were able to deliver, and other issues could be solved as well, as 

explained by the procurement engineer: 

 

“There were some problems with getting an answer from Company B. They took forever 

to respond. But after the first meeting with them in the US this tension was a bit 

released.” 

 

Generally, both companies try to be open towards each other and share as much 

information as possible. However, due to the high secrecy they are not able to share 

everything. Company B is, according to Saab, always clear regarding what information 

they are allowed or not allowed to share. Yet, some of the engineers at Saab feel that 

Company B are a little bit more restricted regarding information sharing than Saab is.  

5.2.7 Culture 

According to the strategic sourcing manager at Saab, the organizational culture at 

Company B is similar to the organizational culture at Saab. Since Company B has spread 

its business around the world, the culture varies even within the company. However, the 

hierarchical organizational structure characterizes the business. For example, the export 

legislation in the US is relatively tough, which is reflected in the organization, making it 

bureaucratic and a lot of documentation is necessary when dealing with the company. 

Also, there is a big distance between the technicians and the decision makers within 

Company B, which results in frequent time delays. Saab has experienced that when 

requests are sent out to Company B, there sometimes is a considerable time delay before 

they receive an answer, if they receive an answer at all. This time delay can sometimes be 

so long that the information becomes out of date and the work needs to be redone.  

 

The distance between employees at Company B is also expressed in that that people from 

different offices at Company B, located in different cities or even countries, have not met 

each other. For example, the commercial issues must be managed by the office in 

England, resulting in that Saab sometimes communicates with the employees in England 

via the contact at Company B in the US, since this is the official communication way. 
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The project team at Saab has however met both of the departments separately and has a 

social relationship to both of them.   

 

The team members at Saab experience that there is a lot of focus on roles and titles at 

Company B, and that the hierarchical organizational culture influences their business. 

The hierarchical culture is also noticed during times when Saab asks questions beyond 

the agreement. Company B needs to have in-house funding in order to be allowed to 

work with a new task. Before they have got acceptance from the higher management that 

they are allowed to spend time on this issue, Saab experiences that Company B might be 

a bit slow in their communication with Saab and are not able to find the resources needed 

to solve the issue. However, as soon as the funding is given, Saab believes that Company 

B is very helpful.  

 

The team members at Saab do not experience any significant linguistically problems 

when communicating with Company B. They mean that the Americans make efforts to 

speak slowly and articulate, making them easy to understand.  

 

The culture within the Saab team is perceived as relaxed and prestigeless and the team 

members help each other out when needed. The team members at Saab did not all know 

each other when the project started and there have been some circulation of team 

members as well. There was no organized get-to-know-each-other activity in the 

beginning of the project, neither within the Saab group nor together with Company B. 

One of the engineers means that before everyone had found their place and role within 

the group and before they had got to know each other, it was sometimes difficult to 

distribute tasks and divide responsibilities among the members. He advocates the 

importance of personal meetings early in the project, both in-house and with the partner, 

in order to facilitate the team work and create a common culture, and believes that doing 

so may actually contribute to that the group can achieve good results faster. 

 

The creation of a common culture amongst employees at Saab and Company B is 

facilitated by the understanding of the national cultures and the organizational 

differences. In order to create this understanding the partners try to interact as much as 

possible. According to the procurement engineer it is important to always give and take, 

and both sides need to compromise in order to create a sustainable collaboration. 

However, it is also important to be straightforward and to work hard to solve issues. The 

procurement engineer therefore asserts the importance of being honest as well as to keep 

promises and undertakings and work according to the agreed guidelines: 

 

“If a deadline or delivery is not going to be met, the best you can do is always to tell the 

other part so that they have a chance to react to this. Being honest is better than trying to 

hide the problem.” 

5.3 Summary of empirical results 

Because the description of each case is quite extensive, it is appropriate to end the 

empirical results with a brief comparison of case A and case B. Table 5-1 shows a 
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summary of the empirical findings and aims to give an overview of some of the 

similarities and differences between the cases.  

 
Table 5-1 Summary of Case A and Case B 

Comparison Case A Case B 

Country UK US 

Starting point of project  2009 2013 

Status of project Design phase Contract phase 

Project team at Saab 15-20 people 4 people 

Project team at partner  150 people None 

Location of teams (Saab and partner) Dispersed Dispersed 

Location of team (Saab) Together Dispersed 

Social relations Good Good 

Weekly meetings between Saab and 

partner 

No Yes 

Face-to-face meetings Regularly Unregularly 

Common IT-systems No Yes 
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6 Analysis and discussion 
In this chapter the theory and the empirical data are compared with the aim of relating 

empirical observations to the theory. The chapter starts with an analysis for each of the 

identified factors, i.e. common knowledge and social capital, regarding their impact on 

knowledge integration within R&D collaborations. Thereafter, the knowledge integration 

mechanisms that have been found in the empirics are analyzed based on the theory and 

with the aim of clarifying how the mechanisms facilitate knowledge integration between a 

high-tech company and its partners. In addition to the analysis, there is also a discussion 

embedded in the chapter meaning that the authors’ thoughts and opinions regarding the 

empirical findings are presented. 

6.1 Common knowledge 

In both case A and case B the importance of speaking the same language when working 

closely with external partners has been stressed, which corresponds with what Grant 

(1996) emphasizes, i.e. having a common language is a prerequisite for communication. 

However, the language itself is perceived to be a relatively small part of the common 

knowledge, which may be because we have studied collaborations where English is the 

native language of both of the strategic sourcing partners and Swedish people normally 

speak and understand English quite well. Hence, the empirical findings indicate that 

speaking a common language involves more than just speaking the same language which 

is consistent with how Grant (1996) describes that common language can involve 

anything from speaking the same language to sharing an advanced computer system. For 

instance, in case B the importance of understanding the extent of the content of the 

documents in order for the collaboration to be efficient was highlighted. At the same time 

though, misunderstandings of course occur due to the fact that employees at Saab has a 

different native language than employees at Company A and Company B. In the 

collaboration with Company A, the employees have learned that it is effective to use 

metaphors and symbols to overcome language difficulties. Hence, the empirical findings 

indicate that figurative language is mainly used to bridge the language gap between 

employees in inter-organizational collaborations between companies from different 

countries. This insight differs somewhat with theory and the reasoning of Nonaka (2007) 

who describes that figurative language is effective to foster commitment and create 

creativity amongst people. However, the employees in both of the studied cases draw 

pictures in order to make the complex technology that they work with more 

comprehensible during e.g. meetings where people that are not as familiar with the 

technology are present. In this regard, the empirical findings are consistent with how 

Nonaka (2007) describes that a figurative language can be used to increase the level of 

common knowledge. In inter-organizational collaborations between high-tech companies, 

there is an especially great need to adapt the language in order to make sure that issues 

concerning complex techniques is understood by everyone, no matter what knowledge 

each person possess.  

 

In addition to using figurative language, the empirical findings indicate that the 

opportunity to use body language is crucial in order to be understood by the other party. 
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The fact that common knowledge is a broad term (Grant, 1996) is thus further reinforced 

by the empirics through the finding of body language and its impact on communication. 

In order to be able to use both figurative language and body language as means of 

facilitating communication, the employees have to meet in person. This insight 

emphasizes that common knowledge is not only about the exchange of words and 

furthermore, it explains why the employees in both case A and case B in general prefer 

personal meetings as a way of communicating. In project A, conflicts are often solved 

when Saab and Company A meet face-to-face. This might be because when sensitive 

issues are discussed, the opportunity to look each other in the eyes facilitates the 

communication since both parties are thereby able to determine reactions and 

immediately adapt the way of delivering different messages according to the reactions. 

This way of using social skills in order to adapt messages is important because how a 

message is delivered can be more important than the content of the message. Because 

issues discussed between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners involves high costs and 

complex techniques, it is especially important to convey messages properly. 

 

The fact that employees seek personal ways of integrating knowledge indicates that they 

prefer more tacit ways of communicating which is effective but at the same time, it could 

be a problem when dealing with physical distance, which is the case in both the 

collaboration with Company A and Company B, since the opportunity to communicate 

face-to-face is provided less often. Because tacit knowledge is harder to communicate 

than explicit knowledge (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004) the opportunity to interact socially 

and use e.g. body language to convey messages is crucial in order for a person to be 

understood by the other party. It is moreover likely that employees understand each other 

better when they meet in person because their social relations are enhanced which means 

that the employees’ attitude towards helping each other is improved, i.e. they want to 

help each other because they are friends. The fact that the employees prefer tacit ways of 

communicating furthermore increases the risk that when employees leave a project, their 

knowledge is lost. This happens due to the fact that tacit knowledge that has been 

transferred from one person to another never becomes explicit and therefore the 

knowledge cannot be utilized by the whole organization (Nonaka, 2007). This is one of 

the limitations of creating knowledge through socialization, i.e. integrating tacit 

knowledge between individuals (Nonaka, 2007). 

 

In both case A and case B, communication is largely conducted through documents of 

various kinds, e.g. SoW and specifications. The documents create a way for the 

companies to facilitate communication because they enable usage of the same terms, 

headings etc. For example, in project B the usage of similar terms that have the same 

meaning for both Saab and Company B is highly facilitating the collaboration. In the 

same manner, the fact that in both case A and case B, Saab and the strategic sourcing 

partners have agreed upon using common work methods furthermore benefit the level of 

common knowledge since it ensures that the terms related to the work methods have the 

same meaning for both Saab and Company A and Company B. These empirical findings 

are consistent with theory, since Grant (1996) argues that having this kind of 

communality of vocabulary improves communication between individual specialists. The 

communality of vocabulary between Saab and Company B has emerged during all the 
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years that they have collaborated with each other. Thus, the longer the inter-

organizational collaboration has lasted, the higher the level of common knowledge 

between the companies seems to be. This would imply that the level of common 

knowledge in the collaboration with Company A is lower than in the collaboration with 

Company B since Saab has collaborated with Company B for a longer time than they 

have collaborated with Company A. However, the project members in project A have 

developed other ways of ensuring that they understand each other and speak in the same 

terms, e.g. the project manager at Company A likes to call project members at Saab after 

having sent a document in order to ensure that the information in the document is 

correctly understood. This is a way of increasing the level of common knowledge through 

the use of both explicit and tacit ways of communication and furthermore, it is a way to 

prevent misunderstandings from happening. By extension, the prevention of 

misunderstandings results in better social relations and hence also affects social capital in 

a positive way. 

 

Project B uses several different computer systems, namely an internet-based portal and an 

internal communication tool that is named Lync, and each one of these play an important 

part in facilitating the communication between the two companies. In contrast, project A 

does not have these communication tools (yet) and several of the interviewed project 

members in project A have expressed their frustration regarding the lack of computer 

systems, since this makes it a lot harder to communicate with Company A in an efficient 

way. Thus, the empirical findings are consistent with Grant (1996) who emphasizes the 

importance of having an advanced computer system in order to communicate with 

external partners. However, the empirical findings indicate that at the same time, the lack 

of computer systems opens up for other ways of communicating. For example, in case A 

the project members at Saab and Company A meet each other face-to-face at JST 

meetings once a month. 

 

At different stages in the projects and depending on which role the project members have, 

different ways of communicating are preferred. This has to do with to what extent the 

employees have to understand each other in different phases, e.g. employees within 

procurement must be absolutely certain that they understand each other correct in the 

initial stages when negotiation is in progress and contracts are about to be signed. As a 

result of this need, an interesting empirical finding is that in both case A and case B, Saab 

and the strategic sourcing partners arrange different meetings for employees with 

different roles, e.g. project managers talk to project managers at PRM. In addition, 

project A arranges JST sessions where engineers talk to engineers. This is a way of 

increasing the level of common knowledge because employees with similar roles and 

work tasks use the same technical terminology and therefore understand each other better 

and can thus communicate easier. It is furthermore necessary to hold meetings at different 

levels in order to achieve a well-functioning collaboration because the organizational 

culture at Company A and Company B requires that employees with certain positions are 

present when making decisions. However, because common knowledge involves 

integrating separate areas of specialist knowledge (Grant, 1996), it is also important to 

arrange forums where specialists within different areas can meet and learn from each 

other. These kinds of meetings are arranged regularly at Saab (internally) but occur less 
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frequently between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners (externally). The fact that 

specialists within different areas at Saab and the strategic sourcing managers meet more 

seldom might entail that it is hard for the employees to gain the overall picture of the 

collaboration/project which, by extension, might result in the loss of long-term solutions. 

Moreover, in order to benefit from synergies, which are created when employees with 

different roles meet, employees with different roles at Saab and the strategic sourcing 

managers should meet more often.  

 

The empirical findings highlight the importance of creating a common group culture 

amongst the project groups at Saab and the strategic sourcing partners. The study showed 

that project members in both project A and project B have somewhat adapted their 

behavior and learned how to best interact with employees from Company A and 

Company B. For example, project members in project A have learned to be more distinct 

in their communication, meaning that they have learned to use the right words in the right 

situation. Moreover, the importance of both giving and taking in order to support the 

collaboration was stressed in both of the studied cases. This indicates that the employees 

in both cases have understood what Williams (2012) highlights as very important, namely 

to build and sustain common cultures that encourages collaboration and teamwork. In 

order to achieve well-functioning collaborations, the empirical findings additionally 

stress the importance of establishing a group culture characterized by values such as 

honesty, openness and trust. Not only does a culture like this improve the common 

knowledge but also, it affects social capital in a positive way, since trust is central for 

developing good social relations. In general, neither differences in the national culture 

nor in the organizational culture do affect the collaborations that much in the studied 

cases. However, examples of how these culture dimensions have affected the 

collaboration can of course be found. For example, employees at Saab have learned to 

understand and accept the hierarchical organizations of Company A and Company B. In 

case B, employees have for example learned that the reason that it takes time for 

employees at Company B to reply is not due to laziness, but instead it is due to the fact 

that the company requires that employees must have obtained funding before they begin 

to work on new issues, which can take time to get.  

6.2 Social capital 

An interesting empirical finding in this thesis is that if the people vary, the collaboration 

varies too. This means that the employee turnover most likely affects the degree of social 

capital and, by extension, the knowledge integration. Since social relations develop over 

time as the employees at different companies get to know each other (Yli-Renko et al., 

2001), social capital can be seen as a resource that has to be built up and carefully 

managed in order to be maintained. It is therefore logic to conclude that each time a 

project member is replaced, the social relations that this specific person had built up are 

lost and a lot of time and effort is required for the newly hired project member to rebuild 

this social capital. Furthermore, because projects conducted at Saab often involves a lot 

of people and concerns development of high-tech and complex products, it takes time for 

newly recruited project members to establish a network, learn their work tasks and build 

up new competence. This means that social capital may take even longer time to rebuild 

due to the fact that Yli-Renko et al. (2001) argue that a fundamental part in the 
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development of social capital is that partners need to be comfortable with each other’s 

competence and reliability. In both project A and project B, the employee turnover at 

Company A and Company B has been low which has affected the collaboration in a 

positive way. For example, it is very helpful that the employees at Company B have a lot 

of experience of working with the Gripen platform since project members in project B 

then are able to solve emerging problems a lot faster. However, the social relations are 

not only affected by the employee turnover, but they are also dependent on how good the 

team members get along with each other. As emphasized in case B, the interests of the 

team members affected the social relations since they found it easier to communicate 

when they had common interests. Therefore, the empirical findings indicate that it 

becomes important to consider the different team members’ personalities, as well as their 

interests, when putting together teams. If a person do not socially match the others, it may 

actually be necessary to replace him or her, in order to create good social relations. 

 

In both case A and case B, the social relations between the employees at Saab and the 

employees at Company A and Company B have varied during the time they have been 

collaborating which is consistent with how Bhandar et al. (2006) describe social capital 

and its development in a project. Additionally tough, since projects at Saab normally are 

running over such a long time, approximately 5 - 15 years, it appears that the three phases 

described by Bhandar et al. (2006) are reached already in the first phases of the DAS 

process, which is the process that the NPD projects follows at Saab, and therefore the 

variation in the social relations do not totally correspond to the theory. The phases, that is 

the pre-study and the contract phase and sometimes also the design phase, may take 

several years to work through and the project teams therefore have plenty of time to 

create social relations and experience the three phases of social capital described by 

Bhandar et al. (2006) faster. 

 

The fact that in the initial phases of project A there was a conflict regarding the 

involvement of Company A in the development of product A, made the start-up of the 

project a bit tense which affected how much information Company A was willing to give 

Saab. It turned out that being clear and avoid confusion in the beginning of the project 

and making sure that the goal of the project was clear as well as it was clear which 

responsibilities the partners had to each other was needed in order for the companies to 

trust each other and thereby be able to integrate their knowledge. This is consistent with 

what Bhandar et al. (2006) believe is important in the first phase of a project, namely to 

identify potential benefits, align the different partners to a common goal and clarify 

obligations between the companies in order to build trust and promote social relations. 

However, the good relationship between the original project managers at Saab and 

Company A most likely was crucial in order to create a collaborative culture within the 

project teams. This indicates that it is important that persons with a key role within the 

project, e.g. a project manager, do possess social capabilities so that these persons are 

able to create good prerequisites for the project in terms of social relations as well as a 

common culture. Thus, it is once again emphasized that individuals and their personality 

can be critical for the success of the project. In order to create trust and at the same time 

make sure that Company A did not hide information from Saab, team members of project 

A for instance tried to set an example by always being honest themselves. This way of 
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trying to create a common group culture between the project teams and at the same time 

create trust has resulted in that the team members are satisfied with the collaboration 

today. The study also showed that having good social relations to the partner facilitate the 

daily work, since it for example is easier to make a telephone call and ask a question 

when the employee know the person he or she is calling on a personal level, or that an 

employee is more willing to help a colleague that he or she get along with. 

 

The empirical findings indicates that the best way of solving conflicts is to meet in person 

since the employees then are able to immediately explain further if something is unclear 

and by doing so misunderstandings can be prevented. In case B for instance, the first 

meeting was crucial for the social relations between the employees. However, it took 

place quite late in the process, meaning that there has not been that much time for the 

teams to develop mutual trust and norms, which Bhandar et al. (2006) mean is the 

foundation for social capital as a motivator. Although project B is still in its very early 

stages the team members are trying to make effort in order to prove for Company B that 

they can be trusted, for example by being well prepared for meetings. Also, having good 

knowledge in Company B’s techniques is a way for the project team at Saab to increase 

the trust in them to be competent co-workers and collaboration partners. This is in line 

with what Yli-Renko et al. (2001) describes, that is, when partners get comfortable with 

each other’s competence and reliability, the social relations develops to the better.  

Furthermore, the team members at Saab still trust Company B, since Company B has 

shown a great commitment to the collaboration and also they do not want to sell the most 

expensive product, but rather a product of right quality to the right price. In order to be 

able to integrate knowledge between the teams, the social capital should be based on 

shared understandings of each partners’ requirements (Bhandar et al., 2006), which are 

created along with trust and social relations.  

 

In case A, the project has recently entered the design phase and the project team at Saab 

have met a few people from Company A in person several times. Each time they meet 

they eat dinner together, which means that they have had many occasions to get to know 

each other on a personal level, build social relations and thereby also create trust, which 

Bhandar et al. (2006) refer to as a motivating role of social capital which occurs in the 

beginning of a project. This indicates the importance of meeting early in the project, in 

order to be able to take advantage of the motivating role of social capital. The project 

teams in case A do not yet share resources in the sense that they are co-located, although 

they are planning to do so in the future. Co-located teams are suggested by Bhandar et al. 

(2006) to facilitate extensive integration since social capital could be used as an 

integrator of knowledge. Since Saab and Company A have been able to develop good 

social relations to each other, they feel a responsibility towards each other and they trust 

each other in sharing information. This is exemplified in case A through the fact that the 

contact between Saab and Company A is relatively informal which, according to Krause 

et al. (2006), means that trust has been established between the companies and that the 

well-developed relationship facilitates communication. Also, both companies are looking 

for a long-term, sustainable partnership and they are willing to compromise in order to 

get there, which is in line with what Bhandar et al. (2006) believe happens when social 

capital is used as a facilitator. 
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In case B, the project teams are still trying to get to know each other on a more personal 

level. During the first year of the collaboration there were misunderstandings regarding 

the formulations of the documents as well as it arose some irritation due to slow 

communication. The communication took place mostly by using e-mails and sometimes 

the telephone, which resulted in that the team members at Saab felt that it took a long 

time to get answers from Company B. However, during the first face-to-face meeting the 

project team at Saab experienced that it was easier to understand Company B and that the 

misunderstandings could be resolved right there and then, which indicates that when the 

possibility to meet and interact socially is given, so that personal relationships can be 

developed, the daily work is facilitated since it becomes easier for the teams to 

communicate with each other. As previously discussed in Chapter 6.1, it is also important 

to meet in person in order to use body language and metaphors to facilitate 

communication. This is consistent with how Newell et al. (2004) describe that team 

members within a project team must develop social connections in order to create a 

common understanding and thereby being able to resolve misunderstandings and, by 

extension, improve the effectiveness of the team. In addition, the empirical findings 

indicate that, when meeting in person, the employees get a better understanding of what 

the problem really is. For example, in case B the first meeting made the team members 

realize that for example the slow communication was not due to the people but rather due 

to cultural differences in a hierarchical organization. They were hence able to differ 

between work-related issues and personal issues which led to easier communication after 

the meeting, since it, as previously mentioned, often is easier to e.g. call someone that 

you know personally. Thus, the importance of meeting early in the project is emphasized 

once again. Furthermore, the fact that employees from Saab and Company B end the 

working day by going to a restaurant and eat together further improves the social 

relations and, by extension, the creation of a common culture between the groups as well 

as the communication between employees.  

 

At Saab, informal networks are important in order to get access to external information 

within the company. This finding is consistent with theory and the observation made by 

Newell et al. (2004) regarding the importance of networks when it comes to providing 

individuals with an access to the information of others. However, when it comes to 

accessing external information that resides outside the company (Saab) there do not exist 

any informal networks. Instead, both the collaborations are governed by rules and 

regulations set up by the business agreements, which, among other things, results in a 

limited number of point of contacts with the strategic sourcing partners. In other words, 

only a few Saab employees have established networks with employees from Company A 

and Company B. This may be partly due to cultural demands, apparent in both case A and 

case B, regarding that the right person with the right title has to speak with the 

corresponding title at Saab. This is also closely connected to what was previously 

discussed in Chapter 6.1, namely that different roles need to meet in order to create 

synergies. Additionally, meeting at different levels also create the possibility to build a 

broader network outside of the original project team.  
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In both case A and case B the relations between the individuals in the project groups at 

Saab (internal) are very good, meaning that e.g. the group members trust each other, help 

each other if needed and work together towards achieving the goals. For example, 

whenever project B encounters a problem it is solved mutually by the group members 

through meetings and discussions. This empirical finding is consistent with the theory 

and what Newell et al. (2004) emphasize regarding the importance of developing strong 

bonds within a project team in order to create a shared sense of purpose and be able to 

solve misunderstandings. Furthermore, according to Newell et al. (2004), having strong 

social bonds within a project team creates favorable prerequisites in terms of using social 

capital as a tool for integrating knowledge. This means that the project groups within 

Saab in both case A and case B have good chances to succeed with integrating their 

knowledge and learn from each other. 

6.3 Knowledge integration mechanisms 

Many different knowledge integration mechanisms are used in order to facilitate and 

manage knowledge integration between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners in case 

A and case B. Table 6-1 shows a summary of the different mechanisms that were 

discussed in Chapter 3.6 and which of these that are used in case A and case B. The fact 

that many different knowledge integration mechanisms are used in both cases is 

consistent with the recommendation made by Cumming and Teng (2003) regarding the 

use of various and numerous integration mechanisms when dealing with physically 

distant collaborations in order to improve the effectiveness of R&D teams. Since the 

physical distance in both case A and case B limits the number of possible knowledge 

integration mechanisms that can be used effectively, it is important to compensate for this 

by using numerous mechanisms. In addition, it is beneficial to use multiple mechanisms 

because different individuals prefer different ways to communicate, interact and learn 

from each other. The following text analyses how the different mechanisms are used in 

case A and case B and what type of knowledge that is associated with each mechanism. 

 

To begin with, a lot of documentation is required in the daily work at Saab because of the 

different processes that needs to be followed. This is especially evident in case B since 

project B is currently in the initial phases of the DAS process, in which negotiations 

regarding several different documents are taking place. The formulation of the documents 

needs to be particularly well performed due to industry-wide, very strict requirements 

regarding e.g. airworthiness. In both the collaboration with Company A and Company B, 

the documents are sent back and forth between the partners in order to be evaluated and 

authorized by the right people. The way that the documents are formulated and being sent 

back and forth between Saab and its partners are crucial for the understanding between 

the companies, since this forces common knowledge, and more precisely the 

communality of vocabulary, to be created as well as it enables the partners to integrate 

their knowledge when they are formulating the documents. Thus, when formulating these 

documents, a combination of the different partners’ knowledge takes place, which is 

exactly what happens in the combination phase described by Nonaka (2007). In other 

words, the use of documents mainly concerns transferring explicit knowledge between 

individuals. However, in order for a document to be formulated, there first has to be a 

transition from tacit to explicit knowledge, which Nonaka (2007) refers to as articulation. 
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The articulation enables the knowledge to be shared with others (Nonaka, 2007), which is 

yet another reason for the importance of writing the documents. 

 

Communication via documents requires the ability to express the content in a clear and 

explicit way, since the person that reads the document cannot ask for a further 

explanation of the text and need to interpret the information in the right way. Since 

immediate feedback becomes hard to give, misunderstandings are more likely to occur 

when using documentation as an integration mechanism. In case B, there have been 

misunderstandings between Saab and Company B due to insufficiently formulated 

guidelines in the documents which led to that Company B wrote too much information 

that Saab did not need, which was both time consuming and expensive for the companies. 

In both case A and case B, a lot of time is spent on discussing the formulation of the 

documents in order to avoid mistakes like the one just mentioned from happening. For 

example, nowadays project B involves Company B not only in the evaluation of their 

specifications but also Company B is involved in Saab’s work with producing the 

specifications. 
 

Information sharing meetings between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners happen 

regularly in both collaborations, however with different frequency. Information sharing 

meetings in case A could be equalized with the face-to-face meetings because no other 

types of meetings where information is exchanged between Saab and Company A are 

arranged. In contrast, in case B the telephone conference that is held once a week can be 

seen as an information sharing meeting, as well as the face-to-face meetings that have 

been arranged two times. During the information sharing meetings the team members 

have the possibility to integrate explicit knowledge, since they for instance keep each 

other updated on what they have been doing the last week, which is knowledge that is not 

especially difficult to convey. However, if there are uncertainties regarding for example a 

document, they also have the possibility to integrate tacit knowledge since they can 

explain and discuss the formulations together.  

 
Table 6-1: Knowledge integration mechanisms that are used in the collaboration with Company A 

and Company B. 

Knowledge integration mechanisms Case A Case B 

Documentation X X 

Information sharing meetings X X 

Face-to-face meetings X X 

Figurative language X  

Lessons learned from previous 
projects 

  

Project reviews (feedback) X X 

Briefings by external experts    

Direction X X 

Routines  X X 

Management control systems X X 
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The face-to-face meetings were emphasized in both case A and case B to be important for 

both facilitating communication and integrating knowledge. The empirical findings 

indicate that meeting in person enables the knowledge integration since it is an efficient 

way of working and getting quick responses from the other party. This is consistent with 

theory and supported by Cummings and Teng (2003) who highlight personal meetings as 

important mechanisms for knowledge integration. Since the majority of the interviewees 

in both case A and case B experience that their knowledge is integrated at meetings, these 

occasions become important mechanisms when it comes to integrating knowledge. It is 

likely to believe that the misunderstandings that occurred in project B were partially due 

to that the team members were not able to integrate their tacit knowledge by using only 

documents or the telephone. Therefore, since the personal meetings have been occasions 

where misunderstandings have been cleared, this indicates that the team members have 

had the possibility also to integrate their tacit knowledge during the meetings, and 

thereby they have been able to clear up the confusions. The meetings are not only 

important forums for integrating technical or work related knowledge but also, they are a 

good way for the employees to stay in touch with each other on a social level. This means 

that information sharing meetings are not only knowledge integration mechanisms, but 

they are also occasions where social relations facilitate the integration of knowledge, 

which Yli-Renko et al (2001) argue becomes possible through social processes. Also, the 

meetings are important occasions during which the employees from Saab and the 

strategic sourcing partners develop and maintain a common group culture. 

 

The JST meetings that take place about once a month in project A is a possibility for the 

different team members to socialize, integrate knowledge and create new knowledge. 

During these workshops the employees at Saab and Company A have the possibility to 

make sure that they understand each other and they may discuss issues in order to create 

synergies, which has shown to be valuable in case A. This is consistent with theory and 

what Becker & Dietz (2004) emphasize, namely that the possibility to combine resources 

in order to create synergies has potential to improve the effectiveness of R&D 

collaborations and by extension, improve the development of new products. These kind 

of personal meetings are not that frequent in case B, probably due to the fact that project 

B has not been going on for as long as project A. However, since the project teams from 

the different companies are geographically dispersed in both projects and the JST 

meetings are only held once a month, it is difficult to create circumstances when 

socialization, i.e. the first step in order to combine tacit knowledge from different 

individuals (Nonaka, 2007), is likely to occur. Within the project team at Saab in both 

project A and project B, the employees are able to learn from each other by e.g. step by 

someone’s office and ask a question during the daily work. Today, this way of socializing 

is not possible in order to manage the knowledge integration between Saab and the 

strategic sourcing partners because of the physical distance between the project teams at 

Saab and Company A and Company B. 

 

In order to facilitate the communication when meeting face-to-face with Company A, the 

team members from project A try to use pictures, drawings or other symbols so as to 

overcome linguistic difficulties and explain for the other team in an easier way what is 

meant. Project A furthermore uses visual tools, such as whiteboards and colorful post-its, 
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to get an overview of responsibilities and time plans. This way of using more creative 

methods in order to communicate and integrate knowledge is consistent with the theory 

and the integration mechanism described by Nonaka (2007) that is called figurative 

language, and can be seen as a way of integrating tacit knowledge that otherwise is 

difficult to articulate. However, meanwhile Nonaka (2007) argues that the use of 

figurative language, such as metaphors, trigger creativity within project teams, the 

empirical findings instead indicate that figurative language is mainly used in order to 

overcome linguistic difficulties between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners. In 

project B, a figurative language is not mentioned to be actively or consciously used but 

most likely, without specifically considering it, project B uses a figurative language too.  

  

Of the knowledge integration mechanism that is listed in Table 6-1, it is mainly two of 

them that are not used particularly often in neither of the cases. These mechanisms are 

lessons learned and briefings by external experts. Lessons learned is according to 

Atuahene-Gima (2007) a useful mechanism in order not to waste knowledge that exists 

from previous projects. This knowledge, which could be both tacit and explicit although 

it is formulated into specific advices, could be useful for future projects. Because the 

employee turnover is quite high within the project teams at Saab in both case A and case 

B, and due to the fact that project members in project B believe that knowledge 

somewhat disappear with the leaving persons, lessons learned could be assumed to be a 

valuable mechanism for Saab to use in order to integrate the knowledge between different 

project members and projects over time. However, the use of lessons learned is very 

limited in both case A and case B and not mentioned as particularly central in neither of 

the studied cases. Instead, project reviews are seen as a common way of learning from 

each other at the information sharing meetings. For example, the shared action list used in 

project B creates opportunities for learning since it forces project members to evaluate 

their current work methods and get help from others in order to be able to finish actions 

in time. In a similar way, the weekly report that Company A sends to Saab is an 

important status up-date that opens up for discussions regarding project A and whether 

e.g. work methods have to be evaluated or changed in order to meet the time plan. Thus, 

both explicit and tacit knowledge is integrated by using project reviews. Nevertheless, in 

both cases the success or the adversity of the current project is discussed without any 

concern of previous projects. Just like lessons learned, briefings by external experts in the 

terms of external consultants are not used in neither of the cases. These briefings could be 

for example a consultant report filled with information for the team members to consider. 

However, in both case A and case B, if there is a need, experts within hardware or 

software from Saab or the strategic sourcing partners can be involved temporarily in the 

project teams in order to help with technical issues.  

 

Since the companies operate in industries that are characterized by strict requirements 

regarding secrecy, most of the working methods have been developed based on rules, 

directives and operating practices, which are summarized into direction (Grant, 1996), 

that take into account the safety aspects. Direction is emphasized by Grant (1996) as one 

of the primary mechanisms for integration of knowledge. At Saab, external requirements 

such as rules regarding airworthiness or export laws characterize the daily work in both 

cases. These rules and directives are knowledge that is put into words in order to be 
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shared with the entire organization, and thus directions primarily concerns explicit 

knowledge, meaning that these kinds of mechanisms are easy to communicate to the 

different teams. However, except from the DAS process that is followed in both the 

collaboration with Company A and Company B, there do not exist any specific rules 

between the companies regarding for example the setup of the collaborations. Instead, 

meeting procedures in both project A and project B have e.g. been developed over time 

through discussions between Saab and the strategic sourcing partners and thus are 

operating practices that have emerged because they were needed. Furthermore, the 

culture at Saab tends to appreciate informal leaders, which means that competent and 

experienced engineers may be as likely to make formal decisions for the project as a 

formal leader, and it is thereby possible for the experienced engineers to make quick 

decisions without establishing them with someone outside the project team, making rules 

in these terms less significant. The team members in both case A and case B have 

experienced that sometimes it is confusing not knowing who has made a decision or what 

directives to follow which could be a result of the lack of authority-based relationship 

that Grant and Baden-Fuller (2004) argue is necessary for direction to be an efficient 

integration mechanism. 

 

Routines, which can be seen as patterns of coordination (Grant, 1996), have emerged in 

the application of different rules. Although they are quite hard to find in the 

collaborations, routines regarding e.g. meetings, such as meeting agendas, have been 

developed over time. Due to the fact that the routines are not written down as rules that 

need to be followed and that the team members themselves had trouble in realizing what 

the routines were, they can be considered to mainly concern tacit knowledge that is 

included in the daily work, which the team members integrate without reflecting on it. 

There are, for example, no rules regarding how often the project teams in project A and 

project B must meet. The team members are instead able to decide this by themselves 

which e.g. can be seen in case A where the project managers cancel meetings in case they 

are not considered necessary. However, when Saab has a meeting with either Company A 

or Company B, this is an occasion when the project members learn a lot from each other. 

For instance, in project B in which the project team at Saab is not placed in the same area, 

the routine of regularly visiting colleague team members was developed by one of the 

team members, in order for the colleagues to be able to ask questions or in order to ask 

them how they are proceeding. This is in line with how Grant and Baden-Fuller (2004) 

argue that routines enable individuals to integrate their specialized knowledge. Because 

the employees at Saab and Company B are not co-located, this kind of behavior is 

however difficult to develop amongst employees at Saab and Company B. The project 

members at Saab and Company A experience the same problem. 

 

The last integration mechanism listed in Table 6-1 is management control systems. At 

Saab, the fundamental believe is that trust is established by letting go of the control. This 

is exemplified in project A where, in the first two phases of the DAS process, guidelines 

regarding e.g. openness were not written down in documents but instead more of 

informal agreements between Saab and Company A with the hope of encouraging trust 

and transparency. Furthermore, the SoW was written in a way that trust and transparency 

would be encouraged amongst Saab and Company A. The idea of establishing trust by 
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letting go of the control contradicts theory and the suggestion made by Coletti et al. 

(2005), namely that firms should use control systems in the beginning of the 

collaborations in order to create trust between the partners and after a while, when the 

trust is established, they can to some extent let go of the control. However, the operations 

conducted in collaboration between Saab and its strategic sourcing partners are already 

heavily controlled due to e.g. strict requirements regarding secrecy in the defence and 

security industry. Hence, Saab’s believe that trust is created by letting go of control 

makes sense considering the industry in which the company operates. Still, it is possible 

to find examples of control systems used in the collaborations that Saab and its partners 

have agreed upon using even though they do not have to. One example of a control 

system used in the collaboration can be found in project A where Company A sends a 

status report to Saab every week in order to keep the team updated on the work. The use 

of management control systems in this example is mainly a way to integrate explicit 

knowledge in the form of e.g. numbers and statistics between the teams.  
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7  Conclusions 
This chapter presents the conclusions of the thesis with the aim of answering the overall 

purpose of the study. More precisely, the research questions presented in Chapter 1 are 

answered. The chapter begins with a general discussion regarding how to manage 

knowledge integration between a high-tech company and its partners in which the inter-

relation between the two factors common knowledge and social capital is emphasized. 

The chapter continues with a discussion regarding the thesis’ theoretical contributions 

and its managerial implications. Lastly, the chapter ends with an argumentation 

regarding the generalizability of the study and a short ethical discussion.  

7.1 How to manage knowledge integration between a  

high-technology company and its partners 

The purpose of this study was to explain how knowledge integration could be managed 

between a high-technology company and its partners. To begin with, a central finding in 

this thesis is that the people involved in the inter-organizational collaborations ultimately 

determine whether knowledge integration between a high-tech company and its partner is 

successful and, by extension, whether the collaboration is successful or not. In short, if 

the people vary, the collaboration varies too. This means that when recruiting project 

members, the employees’ personalities are central. More precisely, from the very 

beginning of the project it is important that key persons in the project, such as project 

managers, possess the right kind of characteristics since these employees lay the 

foundation for the common group culture. This culture should encourage collaboration 

and teamwork through for example emphasizing the importance of both giving and taking 

in order to support the collaboration. Values such as honesty, openness and trust should 

furthermore characterize the group culture. Because projects within R&D conducted 

through inter-organizational collaborations between a high-tech company and its partners 

often extend over several years, project members quit and are replaced by new employees 

meaning that the employee turnover affects these types of collaborations. In order to 

maintain the common group culture throughout the lifetime of the projects, and thereby 

creating conditions for successful collaborations, it is wise to keep at least some of the 

original project members as long as possible in the project. Not to replace project 

members too fast furthermore benefits the building of social capital since it takes time to 

develop social relations. The social relationships are important to preserve because they 

help reinforcing the common group culture by e.g. enhancing trust.   

 

The importance of trust in inter-organizational collaborations has been emphasized 

throughout this thesis. Trust forms the basis of good social relations as well as it is an 

important part of creating a common culture in which team members feel secure and 

confident. Having trust for the partner means that problems, issues or conflicts are more 

likely to be stressed once they occur, and the project members from the collaborating 

companies can thereby develop solutions together, meaning that knowledge needs to be 

integrated in order to solve the problems. Furthermore, having good social relations to the 

partner, i.e. being friends with these persons, leads to an obligation and a responsibility of 

not withholding important information or disappointing the colleagues. For example, it is 
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more likely that employees pick up the phone and check, just to be sure, that project 

members at the other company have understood the issue correctly if the employees are 

friends with each other, meaning that knowledge integration is improved when the social 

relations are good. 

 

Another central finding in this study is that meeting in person in order to be able to 

integrate knowledge is important for several reasons. For example, meeting face-to-face 

enables socialization and the integration of tacit knowledge, which can be difficult to 

manage when using other types of integration mechanisms. Furthermore, when meeting 

in person body language as well as a figurative language can be used in order for a person 

to be better understood, which also increases the common knowledge between the 

partners. Additionally, a figurative language can be used in order to overcome 

linguistically difficulties. The use of body language and figurative language indicates that 

the exchange of words per se is only one part of the communication and the knowledge 

integration, meaning that personal meetings enables an easier way of communicating than 

for example e-mail or telephone and, thus, personal meetings also enables the knowledge 

integration, since the possibility to use both words and a figurative language exists. In 

inter-organizational collaborations there often exists a physical distance between the 

collaborating teams, which impede both the building and the maintenance of a common 

group culture and the development of social relations. Thus, arranging personal meetings 

becomes even more essential in order for the teams to manage these difficulties and are, 

consequently, very important for facilitating knowledge integration.  

 

The work performed by high-tech companies is heavily influenced by directions such as 

rules, directives and operating practices due to extensive requirements regarding secrecy 

and security. The level of common knowledge is decreased because these types of 

directions create limitations in terms of what the employees are allowed to talk to each 

other about and thus, it becomes harder to communicate and understand the other party. 

However, this thesis has shown that as long as the collaborating companies agree upon 

common work methods that take into consideration the secrecy aspects, the level of 

common knowledge is increased since common work methods ensures that the terms 

related to the methods have the same meaning for both the high-tech company and its 

partners. At the same time though, it is difficult to build trust when the employees are not 

allowed to be completely open and honest with each other. It therefore becomes 

important not to introduce additional knowledge integration mechanisms that focus on 

controlling the operations even harder, like management control systems. The risk when 

controlling a project too much is that the work is hindered because the employees are not 

given any room for own initiatives and learning. However, although inter-organizational 

collaborations between a high-tech company and its partners are characterized by 

directions, this thesis has also concluded that if the collaborating companies tend to have 

informal leaders, the efficiency of directions is decreased since an authority-based 

relationship is necessary for direction to be an efficient integration mechanism.    

 

In conclusion, a recurrent insight in this study is the importance of establishing a 

common group culture amongst the employees working in projects conducted through 

inter-organizational collaborations between a high-tech company and its partners. Even 
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though differences in national culture and organizational culture between the high-tech 

company and its partners affect the collaborations, the findings in this thesis indicate that 

these types of cultural differences are not as crucial for the success of the collaborations 

as the group culture is. Through the establishment of a common culture within the project 

group, in which honesty and trust are the foundation for encouraging collaboration, most 

of the difficulties associated with inter-organizational collaborations can be overcome, 

such as misunderstandings and issues related to physical distance, and thus enables 

knowledge integration between employees.  

7.2 Theoretical contributions 

This study has indicated that a figurative language can be used in order to facilitate 

communication and overcome linguistically problems, which somewhat differ from how 

Nonaka (2007) suggests that it can be used, i.e. for fostering commitment to a creative 

process. Furthermore, the study has indicated the importance of creating forums in which 

employees from different organizational levels can meet, in order for different types of 

roles, possessing different kinds of knowledge, to meet and thereby combine their 

knowledge and create synergies for the entire collaboration. On the contrary to this, the 

theory, in particular Grant (1996), has rather emphasized the importance of meeting at 

the same level in order to increase the common knowledge and facilitate communication 

among specialists. 

 

Moreover, closely connected to the development and maintenance of both common 

knowledge and social capital, employee turnover turned out to be a factor that likely 

affects the knowledge integration within R&D projects that are running over several 

years. 

 

Lastly, it is likely to believe that national as well as organizational culture do affect 

international inter-organizational collaborations and the knowledge integration within 

them. However, this study has rather emphasized the creation of a common group culture 

between the collaborating teams to be crucial for successful knowledge integration. 

7.3 Managerial implications 

As the findings in this study demonstrate, managing inter-organizational collaboration 

between a high-tech company and its partners is a challenging task. It is therefore 

important that managers have an understanding of the challenges discussed in this thesis 

in order to proactively managing them. Several insights have arisen during the course of 

this thesis that are of a more practical nature and hence important for managers to 

consider. To begin with, before starting up a project in collaboration between a high-tech 

company and its partner, managers should make sure that employees with the right 

personalities and social skills are recruited to key positions within the project group, such 

as project managers. These employees should be able to lay the foundation for a common 

group culture that encourages collaboration and teamwork which, as this study has 

shown, means that they should value openness, honesty and trust. It is important that the 

culture that is created initially focuses on facilitating the collaboration since when the 

culture has been established, it is difficult to change it. 
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Once the project has begun, it is important that the project members at each company 

meet in person early in the project in order to initiate the development of social relations 

and the creation of a common group culture. Furthermore, since there exist many 

uncertainties in the beginning of a project, it is important to, early on, meet face-to-face 

in order to sort out potential misunderstandings. 

 

Managers should furthermore keep in mind that it is not only important that project 

members that are specialists within the same area meet and integrate their knowledge 

through the use of various integration mechanisms, but it is also important that project 

members with different roles and responsibilities meet in order to integrate their separate 

knowledge areas. This is important because employees with different roles need to meet 

each other in order to obtain the overall picture of the project which, by extension, results 

in that long-term solutions that benefit the whole project can be found since synergies are 

created when employees with different roles meet. 

7.4 Generalizability of the study 

The conclusions drawn in this thesis are likely applicable to high-technology companies 

operating in the same industry as Saab, i.e. the defence and security industry. However, 

because the defence and security industry is an industry that distinguishes itself from 

other industries, due to e.g. strict requirements regarding secrecy, the conclusions should 

be considered with caution since they may not be applicable to other industries. It is 

furthermore worth emphasizing that the outcome of this thesis has been developed based 

on a study of only one company meaning that the generalizability of the study, even 

towards companies operating in the same industry, may be questioned. At the same time 

though, the selected literature presented in the frame of reference is of general 

significance since it has been developed based on studies performed at various types of 

companies within a variety of industries which means that high-technology companies in 

general most likely experience the issues regarding inter-organizational collaborations 

that have been discussed in this thesis. The difficulties associated with inter-

organizational collaborations are likely apparent not only in collaborations between 

companies with different nationalities but also in collaborations between companies 

operating within the same country. This is due to the fact that different organizations will 

always have different organizational cultures no matter what country they operate in. 

7.5 Ethical discussion 

Since this thesis has been performed at a company that operates within the defence and 

security industry and develops products like e.g. fighter jets and weapons, it is 

appropriate to end this thesis with a short discussion regarding ethical aspects. The 

purpose of the products may of course be questioned but at the same time, it is important 

to take into consideration several aspects when discussing the industry. To begin with, 

the most important thing to keep in mind is perhaps that it is a human right to feel safe 

(UN, 2014a). Sweden is a small country that has chosen to be neutral and non-aligned. 

The political parties are united on this subject. This position requires Sweden to have its 

own defence and defence industry in order to ensure the availability of defence materiel. 

Saab is currently the dominant defence industry in Sweden with a broad product portfolio 

that supplies all types of weapons, ranging from fighter aircrafts to radars and missiles. 
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Exportation of these products has become an increasingly important aspect in order to 

sustain the industry and its abilities. The Swedish government is ultimately responsible 

for the export of Swedish weapons. The export is hence governed by strict regulations 

designed to prevent that the products fall into the wrong hands. (svenskafreds, 2014) 

 

Sweden is furthermore a member of the United Nations (UN), which comes with certain 

obligations (UN, 2014b). According to UN every nation has the right and duty to be able 

to defend its territory and to be able to assist if UN decides to use force against any other 

organization or nation (UN, 2014a). This is what happened in 2011 when Sweden made 

the decision to participate in the UN mission in Libya by sending five Gripen fighters for 

reconnaissance (defencetalk, 2014).  
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8 Future research 
The focus in this thesis was on knowledge integration in inter-organizational 

collaborations, i.e. collaboration between different firms. However, there still remain 

some uncertainties regarding the knowledge integration in intra-organizational 

collaborations, i.e. in collaborations within a firm. It is therefore suggested to investigate 

how knowledge integration could be managed if teams within a high-tech company are to 

collaborate with each other, meaning that there probably already exists some common 

knowledge. Furthermore, there is also a need for investigating how other factors, in 

addition to common knowledge and social capital, impact knowledge integration, 

regardless if it is inter- or intra-organizational collaborations that are being studied.  

 

Since this study investigated collaborations with English-speaking companies, i.e. the 

companies had cultures and languages that did not differ that much from the culture of 

the case-company, culture differences did not seem to have a large impact on the 

collaborations. However, it is likely to believe that when collaborating with other, more 

different cultures, such as Latin America or India, the culture differences will be more 

prevalent and thus, it becomes interesting to perform a more in-depth investigation 

regarding how the common knowledge, or culture differences, would differ from the 

collaborations investigated in this thesis.   
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Appendix A - Role descriptions 

The following text describes the different roles mentioned in the report. 

  

Strategic Sourcing Manager 
A Strategic Sourcing Manager works at the procurement department and is responsible 

for the procurement of devices in new development projects. This person is involved 

early in new development projects, working with strategic issues such as updating and 

developing agreements regarding for example price or technicalities. Apart from this, the 

Strategic Sourcing Manager also takes the role as a Partner Account Manager, which 

means that he or she has an overall responsibility for the strategic, long-term relationship 

with one specific strategic supplier (or partner). It involves being a commercial contact 

between the partners as well as trying to coordinate different affairs with this specific 

partner within Saab.   

 

Project manager 
The main responsibility for the project manager is to make sure that the project is 

performed according to the project specification and that the goals are met. The project 

manager should also identify and introduce improvements of the working methods, as 

well as propose changes in the contract. The project manager follows the project 

management process that applies to the whole company.  

 

Procurement Engineer 
The procurement engineer is a key person who, together with the project manager and the 

strategic sourcing manager, is responsible for the procurement of complex systems. It is 

the procurement engineer who possesses the technical knowledge about the system and 

therefore this person is responsible for the procurement of the function and the quality of 

the system. The procurement engineer can be seen as a deputy project manager, 

supporting and coordinating the project and the procurements as the right hand of the 

project manager. The procurement engineer is at most active during the contract phase 

when the RFI and the RFQ need to be specified, which means that he or she turns into 

having a more monitoring role later in the DAS-process. 

 

Equipment Engineer 
The equipment engineer is responsible for pushing the work with one or more systems 

forward during the developing and operating periods of the products. The equipment 

engineer is also responsible for the construction of the system, as well as writing, 

controlling and updating the technical parts of the contract documents (spec and SoW).  

 

Systems Engineer 
The system contains both hardware and software and it is the systems engineer that is 

responsible for the integrated system as a whole. This means that the systems engineer is 

responsible for writing, controlling and updating the contract documents (spec and SoW), 

with focus on the information in comparison to the equipment engineer. The system 

engineer may also be responsible for the system security, and works with improving the 

processes for the system security. 



ii 

 

Appendix B - Interview Strategic Sourcing Manager 

The purpose of this interview is to have an open dialogue in which we can discuss the 

collaboration with company X and also what is your role in this collaboration. 

Especially, we want to, in consultation with you, find a subproject which we can further 

investigate by interviewing people involved in that project. 

  

1. Tell us about yourself. What is your role at Aeronautics? 

a. Job assignments, areas of responsibilities etc. 

2. Tell us briefly about the collaboration with company X. How did it work from a 

previous/historically perspective? 

3.  What is the reason that you chose to collaborate with partner X specifically? 

4. What are your long-term goals with this collaboration? 

5. Do you believe that these goals correspond to the ones set up by company X? 

6. What are the advantages of collaborating with partner X? 

7. What are the disadvantages of collaborating with partner X? 

8. Please describe the organizational culture at Aeronautics 

9. Please describe the organizational culture at company X 

10. How do you communicate with company X? 

 

The following questions regard the specific subproject that we are investigating. 

11. Tell us about the subproject 

a. What is the status? When did it start and when is it planned to be finished? 

b. What is the purpose of this project? 

c. Why are you collaborating with company X in this subproject? 

d. What is your role in the subproject? 

e. Who is the Project Manager? Is there a Project Manager from each partner 

respectively or just one Project Manager? 

 

Final questions 

12. Could you please recommend feasible persons within this project which we also 

could interview? 

a. Project Manager 

b. Project Team Member 

c. Someone from company X? 

13. Is there a possibility for us to observe at a status review meeting or a Management 

Review Meeting? 

14. Is it OK to contact you if we have any complementary questions? 

15. Can we use your name in our report?  
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Appendix C - Interview Project Manager 

The purpose of this interview is to have an open dialogue in which we can discuss the 

collaboration with company X and also what is your role in this collaboration. 

Especially, we want to, in consultation with you, find a subproject which we can further 

investigate by interviewing people involved in that project. 

 

1. Tell us about yourself. What is your role at Aeronautics? 

a. Job assignments, areas of responsibilities etc. 

The Project 

2. Tell us about the project 

a. What is the purpose of this project? 

b. What is the size of the project? How many people are involved from 

Aeronautics and company X? 

c. When did it start and when is it planned to be finished? 

d. What is your role in the subproject? 

e. What does the organizational structure look like? Who is responsible for 

what? (Aeronautics vs. company X) 

f. What are the advantages of collaborating with partner X? 

g. What are the disadvantages of collaborating with partner X? 

h. How are profits and risks shared?  

i. Did company X invest money in this project? How does that make a 

difference? 

The Project Team 

3. Tell us about the Project Team 

a. Which competences does the team consist of? What background do the 

team members have? 

b. Are the team members specialized in only one specific area, or are the 

competences widespread (broad)? 

c. Is the team mixed with employees originating from both Aeronautics and 

company X? 

d. How is the team located? Are they placed in the same office in the same 

country or are they allocated at different places? 

e. How often does the project team or parts of the team meet? 

The Collaboration 

4. Tell us briefly about the collaboration with company X in this subproject. How 

did the collaboration work during the project? 

5. What are the advantages of collaborating with partner X? 

6. What are the disadvantages of collaborating with partner X? 

7. What do you think is important in order to succeed in this collaboration? Why? 

8. How does the collaboration vary throughout the development process, i.e. from 

idea to completed product? 

a. What do you do in order to learn from each other? 

9. How is the balance between protecting knowledge (due to security reasons) and 

sharing knowledge (in order to be more effective) working, according to you? 

a. How do you manage IPR? Agreements? 
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Communication and culture 

10. How do you communicate with company X? (Language, data tools etc.) 

11. Please describe the organizational culture at Aeronautics 

12. Please describe the organizational culture at company X 

13. Do you believe that cultural differences do have an impact on the collaboration? 

How? 

14. How do you work in order to create a common culture in the team, which is 

suitable for both Aeronautics and company X and which also encourage a good 

collaboration? 

Social relationships 
15. How would you describe the social relationship between Aeronautics and 

company X? Good/Bad? 

a. How has the relationship been changing during the project? 

16. Did you perform some special activities in order to strengthen/improve the 

relationship? 

17. How do you personally work in order to strengthen the trust between Aeronautics 

and company X? 

18. Have there been occasions when you did not agree? Conflicts? 

a. How did you solve the issues? How long time did it take? 

19. Please describe the social relations between the individuals in the project team 

a. How do you work with solving misunderstandings and managing issues 

within the team? 

b. How have the social relationship between the individuals been changing 

during the project? 

20. Please describe the social relations between the project team and other groups at 

Aeronautics 

a. How dependent is the project team on other groups at Aeronautics and 

company X? 

b. How is information spread to external partners (beyond the project team)? 

c. How have the social relationship between the groups been changing 

during the project? 

21. Did the team members know each other before the project started? 

22. When would you say that you usually share your knowledge? (Formal meetings, 

coffee break etc.) 

Working processes 

23. Did you agree on common ways of working/working processes? How did you 

agree on these? What do they look like? 

a. How would you say that these processes support the learning from each 

other? (Aeronautics vs. company X) 

24. Do you have rules/instructions for how to work? What are they? How are they 

decided and by whom? 

25. Do you have routines that impact your work? What are they? How did they 

emerge? 

26. If the team members are not co-located, how do you manage to learn from each 

other? 
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27. How do you use metaphors, symbols or similarly in your project work (in order to 

stimulate creativity or start discussions)? 

28. How do you ensure the quality in decisions that are made? 

29. How do you document lessons learned from the project? 

a. Is this done during the project as well? 

30. How often does the project team, or parts of the team, meet? 

Final questions 

31. Is it OK to contact you if we have any complementary questions? 

32. Can we use your name in our report?  
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Appendix D - Interview Project Team Member 

The purpose of this interview is to have an open dialogue in which we can discuss the 

collaboration with company X and also what is your role in this collaboration. 

Especially, we want to, in consultation with you, find a subproject which we can further 

investigate by interviewing people involved in that project. 

 

1. Tell us about yourself. What is your role at Aeronautics? 

a. Job assignments, areas of responsibilities etc. 

The Project 

2. Tell us about the project 

a. What is the purpose of this project? 

b. What is the size of the project? How many people are involved from 

Aeronautics and company X? 

c. When did it start and when is it planned to be finished? 

d. What is your role in the subproject? 

e. Who is responsible for what? (Aeronautics vs. company X) 

f. What are the advantages of collaborating with partner X? 

g. What are the disadvantages of collaborating with partner X? 

The Project Team 

3. Tell us about the Project Team 

a. Which competences does the team consist of? What background do the 

team members have? 

b. Are the team members specialized in only one specific area, or are the 

competences widespread (broad)? 

c. Is the team mixed with employees originating from both Aeronautics and 

company X? 

d. How is the team located? Are they placed in the same office in the same 

country or are they allocated at different places? 

The Collaboration 

4. Tell us briefly about the collaboration with company X in this subproject. How 

did it work during the project? 

5. What are the advantages of collaborating with partner X? 

6. What are the disadvantages of collaborating with partner X? 

7. What do you think is important in order to succeed in this collaboration? Why? 

8. How does the collaboration vary throughout the development process, i.e. from 

idea to completed product? 

a. What do you do in order to learn from each other? 

9. How is the balance between protecting knowledge (due to security reasons) and 

sharing knowledge (in order to be more effective) working, according to you? 

a. How do you manage IPR? Agreements? 

Communication and culture 

10. How do you communicate with company X? (Language, data tools etc.) 

11. Please describe the organizational culture at Aeronautics 

12. Please describe the organizational culture at company X 
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13. Do you believe that cultural differences do have an impact on the collaboration? 

How? 

14. How do you work in order to create a common culture in the team, which is 

suitable for both Aeronautics and company X and which also encourage a good 

collaboration? 

Social Relationships 

15. How would you describe the social relationship between Aeronautics and 

company X? Good/Bad? 

a. How has the relationship been changing during the project? 

16. Did you perform some special activities in order to strengthen/improve the 

relationship? 

17. How do you personally work in order to strengthen the trust between Aeronautics 

and company X? 

18. Have there been occasions when you did not agree? Conflicts? 

a. How did you solve the issues? How long time did it take? 

19. Please describe the social relations between the individuals in the project team 

a. How do you work with solving misunderstandings and managing issues 

within the team? 

b. How have the social relationship between the individuals been changing 

during the project? 

20. Did the team members know each other before the project started? 

21. When would you say that you usually share your knowledge? (Formal meetings, 

coffee break etc.) 

 

Working Processes 

22. Did you agree on common ways of working/working processes? How did you 

agree on these? What do they look like? 

a. How would you say that these processes support the learning from each 

other? (Aeronautics vs. company X) 

23. Do you have rules/instructions for how to work? What are they? How are they 

decided and by whom? 

24. Do you have routines that impact your work? What are they? How did they 

emerge? 

25. If the team members are not co-located, how do you manage to learn from each 

other? 

26. How do you use metaphors, symbols or similarly in your project work (in order to 

stimulate creativity or start discussions)? 

27. How do you ensure the quality in decisions that are made? 

28. How do you document lessons learned from the project? 

a. Is this done during the project as well? 

Final Questions 

29. Is it OK to contact you if we have any complementary questions? 

30. Can we use your name in our report?  

 


