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Title: Shop employees as a source of innovation. A study of Dutch franchise retail
organizations
Background: These days in uncertain circumstances and economic downturn,
innovation is very important for organizations. This applies also on Dutch franchise
retail organizations (DFRO’s) and its suppliers, which are in focus in this thesis. The
authors argue that shop employees working in the physical shops are a valuable source
of innovation and can function as a pass-through of consumer information to the
management of a DFRO and its suppliers.
The main question is, if and how DFRO’s and its supplier use shop employees as a source
of innovation?
Purpose: To describe and explore the involvement of shop employees in the innovation
process of Dutch franchise retail organizations and its suppliers; and to find out possible
advantages and disadvantages of shop employees’ involvement in the innovation
processes, and directions of innovation in which shop employees are involved.
Method: This thesis is written from a social constructivism perspective with the use of a
deductive approach. A holistic multiple case-study of eight Dutch franchise retail
organizations was applied by using qualitative method. To collect the empirical data 23
semi-structured interviews with shop employees were conducted in combination with
several observations. The collected empirical data was analyzed by using cross-case
synthesis method. The research quality is based upon trustworthiness and authenticity.
Results and conclusions: The highest degree of involvement of the shop employees in
the innovation process by both management and suppliers takes place in the last three
stages of the innovation process, which are validation, commercialization and
evaluation, in offer- and support-related directions of innovations. In other words, the
shop employees are more involved in the innovation process in their own working
environment rather than in the decision-making level. The results of the study show that
shop employees are willing to be more involved in the innovation process and see more
advantages than disadvantages for management, suppliers and themselves.
Suggestions for future research: Since this thesis gives interesting results, the future
research could be done to strengthen and expand those. The authors suggest to increase
the amount of researched DFRO’s; to research multiple shop locations of the same
DFRO; to take the position, responsibilities and working period of the shop employees
more into consideration. Also the authors see a necessity of future research to confirm
the mentioned possible disadvantages and advantages of shop employees’ involvement
out of a different perspective.
Key words: innovation process, source of innovation, franchise retail, shop employees,
stages of innovation process, supply chain integration.

1

Acknowledgement
In the beginning of the thesis we were on a highway in a certain direction, but as it always
goes one changes direction writing a thesis. We took several exits and drove on different
highways.
Firstly, we want to thank our tutor Rana Mostaghel and our examiner Helena Forslund for
the great job they did as being our traffic signs.
We also would like to thank all the shop employees who gave us the car needed to make
this journey and reach our final destination.
Finally, we would like to thank our seminar members and all others for their repairs on our
car during the travel.
Växjö, May 2012

Maria Zakharova

Tim Kruisman

2

Table of contents:
Table of contents: ............................................................................................................................................ 3
Abbreviations ................................................................................................................................................... 6
List of Tables ..................................................................................................................................................... 7
List of Figures ................................................................................................................................................... 8
1.

Introduction .............................................................................................................................................. 9
1.1.

Background ...................................................................................................................................... 9

1.1.1. Retail ................................................................................................................................................ 9
1.1.2. Retail in the Netherlands ...................................................................................................... 11
1.1.3. Visual presentation ................................................................................................................. 12
1.2. Problem discussion ......................................................................................................................... 14
1.2.1. Importance of innovation ..................................................................................................... 14
1.2.2. Sources of innovation ............................................................................................................ 14
1.2.3. Integration .................................................................................................................................. 15
1.2.4. Importance of information .................................................................................................. 16
1.2.5. Innovation directions of shop employees involvement ........................................... 17
1.2.6. From problem discussion to research questions ........................................................ 17
1.3. Research Questions ........................................................................................................................ 18
1.4. Purpose................................................................................................................................................ 18
1.5. Theoretical and practical relevance ......................................................................................... 19
1.6. Structure of the thesis.................................................................................................................... 20
2.

Methodology .......................................................................................................................................... 22
2.1. Research philosophy ...................................................................................................................... 22
2.2. Research method: Qualitative vs. Quantitative .................................................................... 22
2.3. Research approach: Inductive vs. Deductive ........................................................................ 24
2.4. Research Design ............................................................................................................................... 26
2.4.1. Research strategy .................................................................................................................... 26
2.4.2. Type of Case study................................................................................................................... 26
2.5. Population and Sample.................................................................................................................. 27
2.5.1. Sampling...................................................................................................................................... 27
2.5.2. Sample size ................................................................................................................................. 28
2.6. Data collection .................................................................................................................................. 29
2.6.1. Primary and secondary data ............................................................................................... 29
2.6.2. Type of data collection........................................................................................................... 29

3

2.6.3. Interviews and observations............................................................................................... 30
2.6.4. Type of interviews................................................................................................................... 31
2.6.4.1. Semi-structured interviews and observations ......................................................... 32
2.7. Data procedures ............................................................................................................................... 32
2.7.1. Data recording procedures .................................................................................................. 32
2.7.2. Interview procedures ............................................................................................................ 33
2.7.3. Preparations for the interview ........................................................................................... 33
2.7.4. Overview of interviewees ..................................................................................................... 35
2.8. Data processing and analysis ...................................................................................................... 36
2.9. Research quality............................................................................................................................... 37
2.9.1. Credibility ................................................................................................................................... 38
2.9.2. Transferability .......................................................................................................................... 39
2.9.3. Dependability ............................................................................................................................ 39
2.9.4. Confirmability ........................................................................................................................... 39
2.9.5. Authenticity ............................................................................................................................... 40
2.10. Methodology Map ......................................................................................................................... 40
3.

Theoretical framework ..................................................................................................................... 42
3.1. Innovation .......................................................................................................................................... 42
3.1.1. Innovation an ambiguous word ......................................................................................... 43
3.1.2. Innovation in retailing ........................................................................................................... 44
3.2. Integration.......................................................................................................................................... 45
3.2.1. Retailers as “innovation hubs” ........................................................................................... 46
3.2.2. Retail Integration ..................................................................................................................... 47
3.3. Integrated innovation process ................................................................................................... 49
3.3.1. Sources of innovation ............................................................................................................ 49
3.3.2. Stages of innovation ............................................................................................................... 51
3.4. Involvement of the non-managerial or lower-level employees .................................... 55
3.5. Directions of innovations ............................................................................................................. 55
3.6. Operationalization .......................................................................................................................... 58

4.

Empirical Data ...................................................................................................................................... 61
4.1. Empirical data summary of interviews from 8 DFROs. .................................................... 61
4.1.1. Perfume and beauty products. ........................................................................................... 61
4.1.2. Sports shop ................................................................................................................................ 63
4.1.3.

Garden and pet products (two locations) ................................................................. 66

4

4.1.4.

Supermarket ........................................................................................................................ 69

4.1.5.

Shoe store.............................................................................................................................. 70

4.1.6.

Clothing store ...................................................................................................................... 72

4.1.7.

Retail bakery ........................................................................................................................ 74

4.1.8.

Drugstore .............................................................................................................................. 75

4.2.
5.

Observations ................................................................................................................................. 78

Analysis and discussion .................................................................................................................... 80
5.1. Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process............................................ 80
5.1.1. Defining criteria for comparison ....................................................................................... 80
5.1.2. The shop employees involvement per stage by management ............................... 82
5.1.3. The shop employees involvement per stage by suppliers ....................................... 87
5.2. Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employees integration in the
innovation process. ................................................................................................................................. 93
5.3. Directions of innovations in which shop employees are involved. .............................. 95
5.3.1. Directions of innovations per DFRO................................................................................. 95
5.3.2. Comparison of directions of innovation between management and suppliers
.................................................................................................................................................................... 97
5.4. Discussion........................................................................................................................................... 98

6.

Conclusions .......................................................................................................................................... 100
6.1. Answers to the research questions ........................................................................................ 100
6.2. Contribution .................................................................................................................................... 102
6.2.1. Theoretical contribution ..................................................................................................... 102
6.2.2. Managerial contribution ..................................................................................................... 103
6.3. Limitations ....................................................................................................................................... 104
6.4. Future research .............................................................................................................................. 104
6.5. Reflection .......................................................................................................................................... 105

References: ................................................................................................................................................... 106
Appendix 1. Interview guide .................................................................................................................. 114
Appendix 2. Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process per DFRO ........ 117
Appendix 3. The explanation of differences between location 1 and location 2 of the
garden and pet shop .................................................................................................................................. 122
Appendix 4. Reflective notes of observations ................................................................................. 124

5

Abbreviations
FRO – franchise retail organization
DFRO – Dutch franchise retail organization
NPD – new product development
SCI – supply chain integration
EDI - employee driven innovation
SFSC - store-friendly supply chain

6

List of Tables
Table 1. Franchise Retail in the Netherlands ______________________________________________________ 11
Table 2. Differences Qualitative and Quantitative _________________________________________________ 23
Table 3. Differences deductive and inductive _____________________________________________________ 25
Table 4. Overview of interviewees ______________________________________________________________ 35
Table 5. Relationship between research questions and theory _______________________________________ 42
Table 6. Comparing theories of the innovation process' stages _______________________________________ 52
Table 7. Comparing theories of the directions of innovations ________________________________________ 56
Table 8. Operationalization for involvement of shop employees in the innovation process. ________________ 59
Table 9. Operationalization for advantages and disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation
process. ___________________________________________________________________________________ 60
Table 10. The analysis of shop employees’ involvement in the innovation process of management __________ 82
Table 11. The explanation of percentages _______________________________________________________ 83
Table 12. The analysis of shop employees’ involvement in the innovation process of suppliers _____________ 87
Table 13. The summary of directions of innovations in which shop employees are involved ________________ 95

7

List of Figures
Figure 1. Turnover retail in the Netherlands ______________________________________________________ 12
Figure 2. Purposed research model ____________________________________________________________ 13
Figure 3. Structure of the thesis _______________________________________________________________ 20
Figure 4. Methodology map __________________________________________________________________ 41
Figure 5. Retailers as “innovation hubs” ________________________________________________________ 47
Figure 6. Involvement in the idea generation and product specification phase __________________________ 48
Figure 7. Involvement in the concept development and prototype testing phase ________________________ 48
Figure 8. Sources and stages of integrated innovation process ______________________________________ 54
Figure 9. Directions of innovation ______________________________________________________________ 57
Figure 10. Involvement in the scoping stage by management _______________________________________ 84
Figure 11. Involvement in the defining the project stage by management _____________________________ 84
Figure 12.Involvement in the validation stage by management ______________________________________ 85
Figure 13. Involvement in the commercialization stage by management _______________________________ 86
Figure 14. Involvement in the evaluation stage by management _____________________________________ 87
Figure 15. Involvement in the scoping stage by suppliers ___________________________________________ 88
Figure 16. Involvement in the defining the project stage by suppliers _________________________________ 89
Figure 17. Involvement in the development stage by suppliers _______________________________________ 89
Figure 18. Involvement in the validation stage by suppliers _________________________________________ 90
Figure 19. Involvement in the commercialization stage by suppliers __________________________________ 91
Figure 20. Involvement in the evaluation stage by suppliers _________________________________________ 92
Figure 21. Number of DFRO’s involved per stage by management and suppliers ________________________ 92
Figure 22. Number of DFRO’s involved per direction of innovation by management and suppliers __________ 97

8

1. Introduction
This introduction chapter is meant to give the reader an overview of the subject and the
motivation for this thesis. It starts with information about innovation and a brief history of
retail organizations and especially franchise retail organizations in the Netherlands.
Furthermore, the reader gets an insight in innovations within the retail industry. The
purposed research model is presented.
The problem discussion leads to the main research questions of this thesis. Moreover, the
theoretical and practical relevance are considered and finally the structure of the thesis is
presented.

1.1.

Background

These days in uncertain circumstances and economic downturn (European Commission,
2009), innovation is very important. Mahroum (2008) writes: “During economic
downturns, innovation is the single most important condition for transforming the crisis
into an opportunity (BusinessWeek, 2008)”. This view is also supported by the West
Midlands regional Observatory (2009), this organization states, firms have to adapt and
innovation is particular important to survive (WMRO, 2009).
To give the reader a better insight in the topic one definition and one model which are
used in this thesis are shortly presented here. The definition is the one for innovation:
“Innovation is the successful application of new ideas in practice in the form of new or
improved products, services or processes (Bruce and Bessant, 2002, p. 32). “ The use of
this definition is in line with the definition which the Dutch agency for homeland
statistics (CBS) has for retail: “Retail is the trading of goods and services, which are not
produced in the own organization, to private persons (CBS, 2012)”. Nevertheless,
processes are needed to make the trading of goods and services possible.
The model will explain the innovation process. The innovation process can be described
as different stages. The authors will use a mix of the stage gate model of Cooper (2001)
the model of Dervitsiotis (2010) and the model of Ulrich and Eppinger (2000). This is
the final model with in total 6 stages: 1) Scoping; 2) Defining the project; 3)
Development; 4) Validation; 5) Commercialization 6) Evaluation. The reasons why this
definition and model are chosen are presented in Chapter 3 of this thesis.
1.1.1. Retail
This thesis has a focus on retail organizations. Retail has a long history from trading
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goods to global operating retail organizations. Continuous evolution process in retailing
have brought changes in structures, regulations, relationships, geography and many
other aspects of retail that we have today (Dawson, 1980). In Europe in the 20th century
retail came from shortages of product and workers after World War II (Dawson, 2000).
Until the beginning of the 1970s the retail industry was mainly presented by single-store
and small chain retailers (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007). At the end of the 20th century the
retail sector grew dramatically. Global networks of retailers arise all over the world, like
for example, METRO Group has become one of the third-largest retailer in the world
during the last fifteen years (Krafft and Mantrala, 2006). In 2007 retail was the 8th
biggest sector of the world economy (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007).
Innovations bring a lot of changes to retail. New developments in transportation and
constructions gave a big growth to retail (Dawson, 2000). Creation of World Wide Web
browser in 1990 brought a huge novelty into retail – it gave an opportunity to create online retail shops and gave start to e-commerce expansion (Kalakota and Robinson,
2003). In less than ten years in the United States 48 million people used Internet to shop
on-line (Fellenstein and Wood, 2000). In 2009 total retail trade in US was 3 648 471
million dollars including 145 214 from e-commerce which is 4% (US Department of
Commerce, 2010).
Some theories tried to explain the evolution of the retail structure. The most known one
is “Wheel of retailing” that says that at the entrance to the market retail attracts
customers only by low price, then it increase quality of the products and therefore
increase their own status (Dawson, 1980). While reaching more customers retailers
become vulnerable and it lead to the next and last form of innovation (Dawson, 1980).
Another theory, called “Institutional Life Cycle”, connects the retail life cycle to the
stages of the product life cycle: birth, growth, and mature and decline (Anitsal and
Anistal, 2011). If one calculates such life cycles for downtown department stores,
supermarkets, and discount stores, the life cycles are respectively 80, 35, and 20 years
(Anitsal and Anistal, 2011). To conclude it can be said that innovation is a driving force
in retailing for sustainability and further development (Krafft and Mantrala, 2006;
Anitsal and Anistal, 2011).
There are several forms/formats of retail organizations. Dawson (1980, p 157) said
about retail structure that “retail organization or structure relates to the form of retail
management, whereas retail technique refers to the method of selling”. According to
Dawson (1980) there are three main forms: the consumer co-operative societies, the
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multiples or corporate chains and the independents. These three forms have plenty of
different types, i.e. techniques of retail: local stores, street markets, e-commerce, etc; but
this thesis is focused on franchise retail organizations. Since the 1980s franchising has
expanded in retailing by opening networks of stores that were relatively cheap
(Doherty, 2005). One of the main and well-known supporters of this type of retail in the
beginning was “The Body Shop” that nowadays has over 2,500 stores in more than 60
markets worldwide (Doherty, 2005; The Body shop, 2012).
1.1.2. Retail in the Netherlands
The authors of this thesis will put the focus on Dutch franchise retail organizations
(DFRO). Several reasons are the basis for this choice. First of all the numbers presented
in Figure 1, show the importance of retailing in the Netherlands. Another reason is the
convenience for the authors, to get access to these organizations, since one of the
authors is Dutch and has been working for some franchise retail organizations in the
Netherlands. The possibility to do research in the mother language of the researcher and
the researched object is also an advantage.
A closer look at retail and especially franchise retail in the Netherlands shows
interesting figures. According to the Dutch Federation for Retailing (HBD), in 2010 more
than 820.000 people, which is 9.5% of the Dutch working population (Dutch
government, 2010), are working in retail, in more than 120.000 organizations (HBD,
2011). This percentage shows the importance of retail in the Dutch economy and
supports the choice made by the authors. Table 1 shows the numbers for franchise
retailing in specific.
Table 1: Franchise Retail in the Netherlands (adapted from NFV, 2011).

Retail food
Retail non-food
Hotel/restourant/pub
Services
Remaining
Total

Retail food
Retail non-food
Hotel/restourant/pub
Services
Remaining
Total

Amount of franchisors
2008
2009
2010
90
90
85
200
200
190
80
80
85
260
270
290
60
60
65
690
700
715
Amount of employees
2008
2009
2010
115000 116000 102000
76000
72000
70000
36000
33000
35000
32000
35000
38000
15000
13000
13000
274000 259000 258000

Amount of franchise shops locations
2008
2009
2010
5600
5300
5300
11000
11000
10800
2200
2100
2200
8200
8100
8700
2400
2500
2500
29400
29400
29500
Turnover in EUR (*1000)
2008
2009
2010
11370
11835
12590
11040
10275
9775
1740
1500
1650
3400
3850
3850
2530
2200
2315
30080
29660
30180
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Out of those 820.000, almost 260.000 people are working for a franchise retail
organization. In Figure 1, it is visible that the turnover in franchise retail was just above
the 30 billion euro inclusive VAT in the year 2010. The turnover history of the whole
Dutch retail is presented in Figure 1. The solid line represents the turnover volume and
the dotted line represents the price level index.

Figure 1: Turnover Retail in the Netherlands (CBS, 2011).

It is clear that the turnover went down in the year 2009 and recovered in the year 2010
with a small dip in October. This is in line with the turnover, presented in Table 1, for the
franchise retail in specific. The predictions made by NFV, Dutch Franchise Association,
and the CBS, Dutch agency for homeland statistics, for the year 2011 are that the
turnover will increase slightly, but the final figures are not presented yet and for 2012
the NFV expects a small decrease in turn over (NFV, 2012).
1.1.3. Visual presentation
Figure 2 shows the part of supply chain, which is in focus of this thesis. The following
members of the supply chain will be considered: customer, franchise retail organization
(FRO) and its suppliers. According to Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007) it is a limited
dyadic integration: integration between focal company and its customers on one hand
and focal company and its suppliers on the other hand. Shop employees are also the
focal company in the case of the relation with the headquarters/management and
consumers.
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In this thesis suppliers are seen as the new product developers, i.e. as manufacturers of
the new product. The physical manufacture process could also take place in other
companies. To make it more clear one example is provided: Apple designs its products in
California and produces them mainly in China. In this thesis the authors will use the
term suppliers.
As illustrated in Figure 2, the authors see a franchise retail organization as two parts: the
management/headquarters and the shop employees working in the physical shops. This
division of the FRO is based upon several reasons. One of the reasons is the geographical
location: the headquarters and the shops are not at the same geographic location.
Another reason is that the decision making process takes place at headquarters and the
sales in the physical shops. This separation of franchise retail organizations into two
parts is also described in several articles (Whysall, 1997; Chang and Harrington, 2000).
Moreover, it is visible that both the shop employees as the headquarters have
interaction with each other and with the suppliers. The small arrows show the
interaction between shop employees and consumers and the interaction between
headquarters/management and suppliers. The big fat arrows represent the relations,
which will be studied in this thesis. These relations and interactions are also presented
in literature (Whysall, 1997; Chang and Harrington, 2000).

Figure 2: Purposed research model
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1.2. Problem discussion
1.2.1. Importance of innovation
As written in the background, innovation is important during economic downturn.
Europe was and still is in an economic downturn (European Commission, 2009) and the
consumer confidence indicator for the EU and the euro area are still negative (European
Commission, 2012). These figures show the importance of innovation for organizations
nowadays.
The importance of innovation is not only supported by research, but also by several
business people from different fields. According to David MacNair, chief science and
technology officer of Schweppes, “It’s innovation that is giving us the step up to higher
growth” (Collins, 2007, p.14). Also “Whirlpool decided it is needed the whole company
to innovate in ways that would keep customers coming back, since a 10% increase in
customer loyalty would be worth $2.75bn on annual sales” (Collins, 2007, p.17).
Not only in general is innovation of high importance, but also for franchise retail
organizations in specific. Using innovation and being creative is important for retailers
to build up sustainable businesses (D’Andrea et al. 2006). Moreover, Becheikh et al.
(2006) state that organizations have to innovate to be sustainable competitive. These
examples show, not only the importance of innovation itself, but also the effects that
innovation can have on an organization (if applied in the right way), for example growth,
sustainability of the organization and an increase in customer loyalty.
1.2.2. Sources of innovation
Since innovation is so important, the question is where does this innovation come from?
In other words what are the sources as Von Hippel (1988) describes in his book
“Sources for innovation”.
If one takes now a closer look at a franchise retail organization, one can see that the
whole organization can be divided in two main parts, the headquarters and the physical
shops, as the authors have described earlier in Figure 2. If one looks even deeper the
people that are working in the physical shop, the shop employees, can be seen as an inhouse source for innovation for the franchise retail organization as a whole. The
importance of human capital for innovations is supported by many researchers
according to Andries and Czarnitzki (2011). Moreover, Andries and Czarnitzki (2011,
p.7) state also that “non-managerial employees’ skills, education and job experience are
important for the organizations human capital”. Also Cassiman and Veugelers (2006)
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state that the use of both external and internal sources of innovation are complementary
and it is important to use both.
The following case is an example of a successful implementation of shop floor employees
as source of innovation in a production company:
In the Netherlands there is a company called Nedtrain (maintenance & service for trains),
which already implemented shop floor employees as a source of innovation in an organized
and successful way. Almost 20 percent of the ideas (506) are implemented (AWVN, 2010).
The shop employees are working every day with the processes, which are applied in the
franchise retail organization. They have their opinions about it, both positive and
negative, opinion about the assortment, and opinion about several aspects of the
company. In this way the shop employees could be used as a source for innovation
within the retail organization. This view is also supported by the Danish confederation
of trade unions or LO (LO, 2008). LO calls this “employee driven innovation or EDI (LO,
2008)”.
1.2.3. Integration
Traditional way of managing businesses and supply chains by so-called fragments has a
lot of inefficiencies in order to fulfill customers’ needs and expectations and achieve
possible profitability (Evangelista et al., 2012). Supply chain integration (SCI) is aimed to
eliminate these inefficiencies and improve the performance of the supply chain and its
members (Evangelista et al., 2012). It was also emphasized by Cooper et al. (1997a) who
argued that to improve the performance of the supply chain and organizations within
this supply chain the coordination between actors is needed. In this thesis this
coordination exists out of integration of processes between the headquarters and the
shops, and between DFRO’s and suppliers. It can help actors of integrated supply chain
to: reduce the response time and inventory investment; increase customer service; cross
boundaries and close gaps; maximize the business process efficiency and effectiveness;
improve competitiveness and profitability; building competitive advantage (Cooper et
al., 1997a). Stank et al. (2001) found that better operating performance can be improved
through enhancing the supply chain integration.
Integration with consumers and suppliers during the innovation process helps to
provide better products and services and create higher customer value (Stenmark et al.,
2011). Integration is the way in which a supplier gets access to the information and
knowledge of innovation hubs (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007), which are the shops of
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DFRO. This reflects the importance of integration during the innovation process as
Sandmeier et al. (2010) and Cooper et al. (1997a) stated.
1.2.4. Importance of information
The information that shop employees receive from consumers can be very valuable, for
not only the headquarters of the franchise retail organization, but also for suppliers of
the products sold in the physical retail shops (Andries and Czarnitzki, 2011). For the
supplier as well as for FRO shop employees can be seen as the “users” of products. Since
consumer orientation is the major source for creating competitive advantage rather than
the previous attempts for purely internal improvements beneficial to one own
organization (Woodruff, 1997). This is because the consumer is standing at the
connection of starting point and the end point of value creation (Andersson and Larsson,
2006). Knowing this makes knowledge and information from the consumers very
important.
As written above, the shop employees have this consumer information daily on their
shop floor and they also have their opinion, ideas and experiences about the franchise
retail organization itself, since they can be seen as knowledgeable agents (Prasad, 2005;
LO, 2008; Andries and Czarnitzki, 2011). This view that each employee is important or
even has the possibility to become an expert was already confirmed in 1980 by Dreyfus
and Dreyfus (1980). Nevertheless, it is important to mention that according to Boswell
et al., (2006) there is a requirement that employees have to fulfill before becoming
useful in the innovation process. It is necessary for the employees to know the
organizational strategic goals and objectives of the organization. The terminology Line
of Sight (LOS) is introduced and this is defined as follows “an employee’s understanding
of the organization’s goals and what actions are necessary to contribute to those
objectives” (Boswell et al., 2006, p500).
The question is how the management of a franchise retail organization and the suppliers
are using this valuable source of information for possible innovation (Von Hippel, 1988;
Tidd and Bessant, 2009a). Some questions which can be raised here are: Do the
suppliers use this consumer information, which shop employees have? Does the
management listen to the shop employees and their information? Do suppliers research
shop employees as part of their market research programs? Is the management
interested in the opinion of their shop employees? Do suppliers use shop employees in
their innovation process?
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1.2.5. Innovation directions of shop employees involvement
Shop employees have their own view on the process in the shop and see what can be
improved to make processes more efficient. In this way they can contribute to offerrelated, support-related and organization-related direction of innovations (Hristov and
Reynolds, 2007). More information about directions of innovations can be found in
section 3.5.
Their contribution to the innovation is important since they have a very special position.
They are in daily contact with the consumers of the products the franchise retail
organization is offering. They see the consumers daily and are able to interact with them
within the shops. They hear their comments on the products, both positive and negative.
They hear the decision making process done by consumers, what is good and what is
maybe better about a competing product. They hear consumers talking about the price
setting and about what they miss in a product or what could be better. They hear what is
missing in the assortment and they hear why some products are not as popular as other
products.
These examples of receiving information from the users can make the shop employees,
messengers or a “pass-through” of information. Moreover, all this gathered information
can be related to the offer-related direction of innovation since it can help to improve
products and services. Next to their daily contact with consumers, the shop employees
are also working on a daily base with the processes, which are used in the DFRO.
Therefore, they can also contribute to the support-related direction of innovation
(Hristov and Reynolds, 2007; Mitchell and Skrzypacz, 2007; Knight, 1967; Tidd and
Bessant, 2009a). Shop employees can also contribute to the more strategic choices of a
DFRO, which relates to the organization-related direction of innovation.
The importance of employees in the innovation process is supported by Andries and
Czarnitzki (2011) and also by Hristov and Reynolds (2007), who see retail organizations
as “innovation hubs” between customers and suppliers in the supply chain.
Nevertheless, Andries and Czarnitzki (2011) state that it is less likely for a nonmanagerial employee to be involved in the organization-related direction of innovation.
1.2.6. From problem discussion to research questions
The problem and the questions, which are mentioned earlier lead to the research area. It
will be interesting to see in which stage of the innovation process shop employees are
involved. It would be also interesting to find out in what kind of direction of innovation
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the shop employees are involved. Moreover, the involvement of shop employees may
cause both positive and negative effects on the innovation process in the employees’
point of view, which the authors would like to find out. The uncommon aspect of this
research is that only shop employees are researched, while management and suppliers
are neglected. The authors made this choice since most research is aimed at the
management (Van de Ven et al., 2000; Tidd and Bessant, 2009a; Nijhof et al., 2002). To
get the most valuable information about a certain subject, it is important to get this
information as close as possible from the source. In this case the information will come
directly from the researched shop employees themselves. This leads to the following
research questions.

1.3. Research Questions
RQ 1: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the
innovation process by the management of Dutch franchise retail
organizations?
RQ2: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the
innovation process by suppliers of Dutch franchise retail organizations?
RQ 3: What are the possible advantages and disadvantages in the shop

employees’ point of view of involving them in the innovation process?
RQ 4: In which directions of innovation are shop employees involved?
Since the research questions contain the ambiguous term “innovation process” a
description has to be presented. The authors of this thesis will use the following
description, as already mentioned earlier. The innovation process can be described as
different stages. The authors will use a mix of the stage gate model of Cooper (2001), the
model of Dervitsiotis (2010) and the model of Ulrich and Eppinger (2000). This is the
final model with in total 6 stages: 1) Scoping; 2) Defining the project; 3) Development; 4)
Validation; 5) Commercialization; and 6) Evaluation.

1.4. Purpose
The objective of this thesis was to describe and explore the involvement of shop
employees in the innovation process of Dutch franchise retail organizations and its
suppliers. The research also sought possible advantages and disadvantages of shop
employees’ involvement in the innovation processes, and directions of innovation in
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which shop employees are involved. The focus in this research was totally on shop
employees of DFRO’s. The research itself was conducted in the physical shops of several
DFRO’s in the Netherlands.

1.5. Theoretical and practical relevance
As it was mentioned before this thesis has a focus on franchise retail organizations in the
Netherlands. There are plenty of studies made about innovation where the use of shop
employees’ work was not taken into consideration out of the shop employee’s point of
view. Van de Ven (1986) based his research on management of innovation and the
issues he found out after analyzing responses of more than 30 CEO’s of different
organizations. Van de Ven et al., (2000) continues the research on management of
innovation without attention to shop employees impart in the innovation process. There
is a case study made on innovatory aspects of market entry of Tesco Fresh and Easy
(Tidd and Bessant, 2009d). The study is based on interviews with executives and
describes how the team of executives had a role of “knowledge activists” in product
innovation based on consumers’ demand. The main point here is that the study
emphasizes the importance of management as knowledgeable agents in innovation
process without any involvement of employees in. Another study made on “Innovation
in the UK retail sector” is also based on information from CEO’s of different retailers in
UK (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007). In this study Hristov and Reynolds (2007) emphasize
the role of top management refers to produce the ideas and support the innovation
process. Also Wales et al. (2011), Axtell et al. (2000) and Slevin and Terjesen (2011)
state that there is not that much focus on the role of non-managerial and lower-level
employees in the innovation process. Axtell et al. (2000) state that even if there is an
understanding of shop employees’ importance in the innovation process there is not a
lot of research done on this topic. The non-managerial employees are in this thesis the
shop employees. All the examples mentioned above show that the general trend over the
last decades has been focused towards the role of management in the innovation
process.
The authors have to mention that there are studies made about involving employees in
the innovation process but not specifically for the franchise retail organizations. There
is, for example, a study done in the Netherlands on medium sized companies and the
role of the employees in the innovation process (Nijhof et al., 2002). Nevertheless, this
study was done ten years ago.
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Therefore, the authors of this thesis decided to focus on shop employees’ point of view
regarding their involvement within the innovation process of franchise retail
organizations. The theoretical relevance of this thesis is based upon the new approach
and research field which will contribute to the body of literature.
To distinguish the practical relevance the authors think that this thesis can be useful for
management/headquarters of the Dutch franchise retail organizations and suppliers of
DFRO’s. It can give them insights in the use of shop employees in the innovation process
and how the shop employees see their involvement. Moreover, this thesis can also give
the awareness about the innovation process for shop employees, their possible position
they may take in this process and input they can give to improve the innovation process
and in this way the organization and their position.

1.6. Structure of the thesis
Figure 3 illustrates the structure of the thesis. In chapter one the authors gave an
introduction, that includes short information about the importance of innovation, a brief
history of retail in general and retail in The Netherlands in specific. Also the introduction
part provided the problem discussion that leads to four research questions and the
purpose of the thesis.
Chapter two contains the methodology part, where methods used in this thesis are
described. Also the research approach and data collection techniques are defined. Then
the design of questionnaires and research process is explained. Finally the authors
describe the quality of the research and provide the methodology map.
Chapter three elaborates on the theories used in the thesis. It is divided into four main
parts according to the four research questions: innovation, integration, integrated
innovation process, and directions of innovations. The authors also present the model
that visualizes the process of innovation. At the end of the theoretical chapter the
operationalization of this thesis is presented.
In chapter four, data gathered from 23 interviews and observations is presented per
researched DFRO. The presentation consists out of summaries labeled with three
different themes representing the first three research questions. The fourth research
question is presented in Chapter 5.
In chapter five the analyses of the empirical data is presented according to the four
research questions. Tables and figures were used to present the information in an
organized way. Nevertheless, all the tables and figures are explained in text. In the end
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an integrated discussion is presented.
Finally in chapter six the conclusions and answers on the four research questions are
given. Moreover, theoretical contribution, limitations, future research and reflections
are presented.

Figure 3: The structure of the thesis
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2. Methodology
This chapter presents the methodology body of this thesis. It contains along with the
research philosophy, method, approach and design; sampling method, data collection, and
data analysis. The chapter concludes with the quality of the research and the methodology
map.

2.1. Research philosophy
Creswell (2009) describes the different scientific perspectives as “worldviews” (p.6).
There are several worldviews, but it will go to deep to discuss them all. The authors of
this thesis will present briefly the scientific perspective, which they have chosen - social
constructivist. This view is typical for qualitative research. The main points within this
view are: individuals are looking for understanding the world around them; the
individual develops subjective meanings to objects and things through their experiences
(Creswell, 2009). Moreover, there is not a single observable reality (Merriam, 2009).
If social constructivism is related to research and the researcher, certain aspects can be
discovered. The research relies as much as possible on the participants’ point of view. In
this thesis the point of view of the shop employees is the most important. The interview
questions are broad and open-ended and in this way the participant is able to create
their own meaning. Moreover, the researcher focus on the context and the researcher is
aware of their own background and put himself within the research. The intention of the
researcher is to interpret and describe the meaning others give to certain situations. All
these aspects were part of this thesis research, as will become clear in the rest of the
methodology chapter.

2.2. Research method: Qualitative vs. Quantitative
When starting a research, initiators have to decide what kind of data they want to
collect. According to Myers (1997) and Yin (2009) this is important, since it influences
how the data is collected and this influences the results. Bryman and Bell (2011),
introduce two general directions in which a research can be conducted: qualitative and
quantitative research. The latter, according to the authors, puts its emphasis, as the
name says, on the quantification in data collection and analysis (Quinn, 2002). It
includes the deductive approach, which connotes to show a relationship between
research and theory, and particularly to test those theories. This direction furthermore
follows the natural science model and sees the social reality from an objective
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perspective.
The qualitative research on the other hand puts its focus on the inductive approach,
which involves the relationship between research and theory, where the main focus is
set on the finding of theories. It is a way to find out in-depth how individuals perceive
certain situations (Fisher, 2007). Moreover, the qualitative approach consists often out
of interviews and observations. Table 2 shows the differences between the qualitative
and quantitative research approach:
Table 2: Differences Qualitative and Quantitative (Based upon Ghauri and Gronhaug, 2005, p110).\

Qualitative Approach

Quantitative Approach

Emphasis on understanding
Focus on understanding from
interviewee's/information's point of view

Emphasis on testing and verification
Focus on facts and/or reasons for social
events

Observations and measurements in
natural settings

Controlled measurement

Subjective 'insider view' and closeness to
data

Objective 'outsider view' distant from
data

Process oriented
Explorative orientation

Result oriented
Hypothetical-deductive, focus on
hypothesis testing

Holistic perspective
Generalization by comparison of
properties and contexts of individual

Particularistic and analytical
Generalization by population
Membership

The authors of this thesis used the qualitative approach to do the research. The choice
for this decision will be validated with several examples out of literature.
Corbetta (2003) describes the nature of the data in quantitative research as hard,
objective and standardized, while in qualitative research it is soft, rich and deep. This
shows that the choice for the qualitative approach is justified, since the authors of this
thesis were looking for deep and rich information in order to present the role of the
shop employees in the innovation process. Moreover, the authors wanted to present the
employees’ point of view on their involvement within the innovation process.
The best way to answer the research questions, which were presented in Chapter 1 of
this thesis, in order to gain valuable and relevant information/deep and rich
information, was to follow the qualitative approach. The qualitative approach is also
supported by Grinnell and Unrau (2005), since a researcher is more likely to use the
qualitative approach if the researcher has small or no knowledge about the field. The
authors of this thesis initiated this research based on their own knowledge and
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experience, which one of the researchers has gained during working for franchise retail
organizations. In this perspective, the knowledge is highly subjective and in that view
limited. Moreover, according to Morse and Mitchham (2002), the qualitative research is
appropriate for fieldwork. The data collection in this thesis was mainly done through
field research. In addition, the qualitative approach is “to investigations focusing on the
psychological or personal experiences of human subjects” (Morse and Mitchham, 2002,
p.34). This is in line with the research, which the authors have done. The focus was on
the individual shop employee. Moreover, it gave the possibility to have follow-up
questions during the interviews.
The qualitative approach can range from a small list of answers, to open-ended
questions in an online questionnaire further to more complex data like transcripts of indepth interviews or complete policy documents (Saunders et al., 2009). In conclusion,
the characteristics of the qualitative approach and the way in which the research was
conducted were in line with the aim of the authors.

2.3. Research approach: Inductive vs. Deductive
A research approach should be always customized to the findings a researcher wants to
obtain. Gummesson (2000) suggests two different ways to do this; the deductive and the
inductive approach. Both methods start from different angles and have different
research results as their goals. The deductive approach is used to test theories and
hypothesizes which were previously constructed, through the collection of scientific
data, about a certain domain (Saunders et al., 2007). The hypothesizes are then verified
or falsified (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
The aim of the inductive approach on the other hand is the derivation of theories from
collected empirical data, also known as the ‘real world data’ (Gummersson, 2000). Table
3 illustrates the major differences between the deductive and inductive approach to
research.
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Table 3: Differences between deductive and inductive (Based upon Saunders et al., 2009, p127).

Deduction emphasises

Induction emphasises



Scientific principles





Moving from theory to data





The collection of quantitative
data
The application of controls to
ensure validity of data



The operationalization of
concepts to ensure clarity of
definition
A highly structured research














Gaining an understanding of the
meanings humans attach to
events
A close understanding of the
research context
The collection of qualitative
data
A more flexible structure to
permit changes of research
emphasis as the research
progresses
A realization that the researcher
is part of the research process
Less concern with the need to
generalize

Researcher independence of
what is being researched
The necessity to select samples
of sufficient in order to
generalize conclusion

This thesis followed mainly a deductive tendency, since the research questions are
based upon existing theories, which the authors use in a different setting, namely Dutch
franchise retail organizations (Pettigrew, 1997). Moreover, personal experiences of the
authors were also a basis for this thesis. According to Bryman and Bell (2011) each
deductive research has also characteristics of the inductive approach in itself.
The theories, which are presented in the theory chapter, were used for shining light
upon the involvement of shop employees within the innovation process of DFRO’s and
its suppliers and in the context of the other research questions.
Most of the time it is said that a deductive approach is mainly for quantitative research,
but this is not always the case (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Moreover, Bryman and Bell
(2011) are stating, “to a large extent, deductive and inductive strategies are possibly
better thought of as tendencies rather than as a hard-and-fast distinction” (p.14). The
authors agree upon this and this mix of inductive and deductive is clearly visible in this
thesis. This mix can be explained by the lack of theory in the specific field chosen by the
authors.
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2.4. Research Design
2.4.1. Research strategy
According to Creswell (2009), there are five different strategies of qualitative research:
ethnography, grounded theory, case studies, phenomenological research and narrative
research. The authors have chosen case study strategy, which “explores in depth a
program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals” (Creswell, 2009, p13). The
in-depth characteristic of this strategy is in line with the purpose to describe and
explore the involvement of shop employees in the innovation processes of DFRO’s and
its suppliers in an in-depth way. Yin (2009) is stating that a case study approach is
suitable for research questions, which are “how” questions. This was also in line with the
authors’ research questions. Moreover, a case study gives a wider understanding than
other strategies, since it takes place in the real life (Merriam, 2009). The “real life” in this
research was the physical shop floor of DFRO’s. Furthermore, it is always important to
also take the weaknesses of a research strategy into consideration (Merriam, 2009).
According to Yin (2009), case studies have a lack of systematic approach, lack of rigidity,
it is ambiguous and subjective. Nevertheless, despite the weaknesses of a case study the
advantage of the opportunity to go in-depth was more important for the authors
(Merriam, 2009).
2.4.2. Type of Case study
The next step after choosing the case study as a research design was to choose the type
of case study. The main choice that had to be made was if the research is based upon a
single or multiple case study. According to Bryman and Bell (2011) is a basic case study
based upon a single case. Nevertheless, there is also the possibility to have more than
one case within a case study research (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Yin (2003) presents four
types of case study designs, single-case holistic, multiple-case holistic, single-case
embedded and multiple-case embedded. The authors have chosen for a holistic multiple
case study. Multiple-case is explained by the several different cases or DFRO’s, which
were researched. A multiple-case study gives several advantages, a greater confidence in
the findings, the research is more robust, a wider array of evidence, (Yin, 2003; Yin,
2009; Yin, 2012). These advantages were also supporting the authors’ choice. However,
there are also some disadvantages, like for example, more time and money consuming in
comparison with single-case studies (Yin, 2009).
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2.5. Population and Sample
2.5.1. Sampling
According to Merriam (2009) it is important to know where, when, whom and what to
study in order to get relevant data. In this thesis the whole population of shop
employees working in a DFRO was around the 260.000 persons in 2010. To do research
in this field a sample is necessary. Sampling gave the authors the possibility to find
patterns and characteristics of the population (Sekaran, 2000).
There are two main ways to do sampling, probability and non-probability (Merriam,
2009). The probability sample gives each unit (unit is a shop employee) of the
population the same chance to be selected, and the non-probability sample gives some
units a higher chance to be selected than others (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
The authors of this thesis used the non-probability sampling and this is in line with the
qualitative approach of this thesis. If the authors try to understand, discover and get
insight in the topic, the most suitable and used sampling method is purposeful sampling
(Merriam, 2009). To use purposeful sampling one needs to state a list of criteria and the
reason why they are important (Merriam, 2009). The criteria used in this thesis were
the following:


Unit has to work for a DFRO; this is in line with the requirements stated in the
research questions.



Unit has to work at the specific DFRO for at least 6 months; the authors think this
time period is sufficient enough to have knowledge about the involvement in the
innovation processes.

Nevertheless, there are a lot of different sampling possibilities within the purposeful
sampling, like “typical, unique, maximum variation, convenience, and snowball or chain
sampling” and judgmental (Merriam, 2009, p.78; Patton, 2002; Marshall, 1996). The
authors have chosen a mixture of convenience, judgemental and snowball sampling. For
this reason three samplings will be presented shortly. Convenience sampling is when the
sample is based on time, location, money and so on (Merriam, 2009). In this research the
country choice was mostly based upon the convenience sampling and the shop locations
were also mostly based upon convenience sampling. Not just only convenience sampling
was used to select the DFRO’s for the research. Partly it was also based upon judgmental
sampling, when the researcher actively searches for productive units (Marshall, 1996).
This was supported by the efforts made by the authors to actively search for productive
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units within different franchise retail organizations. It was also the aim of the authors to
find within a DFRO different employees, based upon experience and position.
Furthermore the aim was to find also franchise retail organizations, which were active in
different segments. For example, pet shop, clothing store, supermarket and so on.
Snowball sampling is when the sample according to Merriam (2009) is “locating a few
key participants (units) who easily meet the criteria of the study” (p.79). Those key
participants are asked to refer the researcher to other participants who meet the
criteria.
This snowball sampling was done both between the DFRO’s as within the DFRO’s itself.
The units used in the snowball sampling, are sampled according the knowledge of the
authors and the expected information-rich characteristics of them and their knowledge
of more information-rich units (Patton, 2002). These units are working for DFRO’s in the
neighborhood of one of the authors. Moreover, one of the authors was also working for
the garden and pet shop DFRO, of which units were selected. The working experience,
explains the higher amount of interviewees from this specific DFRO (see Table 4).
Moreover, the interviewees were from two different shop locations of this DFRO.
Nevertheless, the authors consider these two locations as one case. This is since they
belong to the same DFRO.
The authors have chosen a combination of these three sampling strategies, but with the
main focus on judgemental sampling based upon convenience sampling and followed by
snowball sampling, since this gives good interviewees (Patton, 2002). Patton (2002)
calls this “combination or mixed purposeful sampling” (p.244). Moreover, Marshall
(1996) states that most qualitative researches are based upon a mixture of sampling
strategies and to combine the three sampling methods was to get more information-rich
samples since only convenience sampling is not enough (Patton, 2002).
The authors have approached the gatekeepers at the beginning of the snowball sampling
of the researched DFRO’s in order to get access to the shop employees. The gatekeepers
were contacted and provided with a brief introduction of the research (Creswell, 2009).
Informing the gatekeepers is important in order to gain access. Most of the gatekeepers
were the shop managers and in some cases the assistant shop managers. Nevertheless,
in one case the authors did not use a gatekeeper to get access.
2.5.2. Sample size
After choosing the sampling method also the question ‘how many units are needed in
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the sample?’ had to be asked and answered. According to Merriam (2009), it all depends
on the data that has to be collected, the resources one has, the questions that are asked
and so on. Patton (2002) even states that there is no rule about the sample size in
qualitative research and that there is always a choice between seeking breadth and
seeking depth.
One way is to do it according to the “saturation or redundancy” method, when no new
information is gathered from new units the samples are enough (Merriam, 2009). Patton
(2002) gives examples how many units are needed for a quantitative approach. In this
thesis there is a population of 260.000 units and with a 95% confidence level, 384 units
are needed. These examples are often used to judge if a qualitative sample is enough or
not. According to Patton (2002) this cannot be used in this way and is not useful at all.
The authors of this thesis have chosen in the beginning of the research to see which
sample size is appropriate and they have used the saturation method. This is since,
improving the understanding of the topic is more important than the generalizability
(Marshall, 1996). In the different DFRO’s this method was also used or in some cases
there were no more shop employees available for an interview.

2.6. Data collection
2.6.1. Primary and secondary data
There are two different types of data, which can be used when conducting a research:
primary data and secondary data (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The primary data is used to
answer the research questions directly. In this thesis, this was done, through semistructured interviews with shop employees and partly through observations. Secondary
data is out of second hand as the name already implies. This means that the data is
retrieved from other existing sources (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The secondary data used
by the authors, were scientific articles, books, internet sources, working and conference
papers. The Internet sources used were mainly from official and governmental
institutions and organizations and some company websites. The authors tried always to
double check the information found on the Internet.
2.6.2. Type of data collection
There are five different ways to collect data: interviews, panels, questionnaires,
observation, and documentary (Fisher, 2007). Saunders et al. (2007) adds also
experiments and Sekaran (2000) projective tests.
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Coming from the research questions presented in Chapter 1, it is clear that the
methodology used for answering these questions has to be flexible since the topics,
which are researched, are exploratory and descriptive. The research had to have focus
on certain aspects within franchise retail organizations. It had to have focus on the role
of the shop employees in the innovation process.
Observation is a type of data collection, which can be used for the research. This method
can be useful if it is used for a specific situation or process (Swanborn, 1987; Creswell,
2009). Since the role of the shop employees in the innovation process will not be visible
that often, a long period of observation will be necessary and this was not suitable for
this thesis. As it already says the innovation process is an interaction between different
actors, but the real start of the innovation starts inside the mind of an individual. This is
hard to capture through observation. Nevertheless, observation can be used to research
the contact moments between the shop employee and a retail manager from the
headquarters and the contact moments between account manager of a supplier and the
shop employees, who is visiting the physical shops from time to time. Yin (2009) states
that an observation can be useful to gather additional information about the topic. This
is exactly what the authors of this thesis had in mind to get a deeper understanding
through additional information. Moreover, the observations were used to test the
interviewees’ answers.
Another common research method is the one of a written survey. The survey research
can be very useful (Bell, 1996, p. 68), but is not flexible enough for exploratory research
(Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). Moreover, as mentioned before the authors were
aiming for in-depth information and surveys are not providing this.
From the mentioned above, it can be seen that a research method had to be used, which
investigates the role of the shop employee within the innovation process and the
advantages and disadvantages of shop employees as source of innovation. The
methodology had to be more flexible than a written survey, had to have the possibility to
go into the thinking world of the shop employees, which is not possible with an
observation only.
2.6.3. Interviews and observations
Interviews and some observations are in the authors’ opinion the most appropriate
ways to collect the primary data. Nevertheless, interviews were the main method and
that is the reason why the authors are going deeper into this.
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According to Kvale (1983, p. 174) the purpose of interviewing is “to obtain descriptions
of the life world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the meaning of the
described phenomenon”. This was in line with the purpose of this thesis to describe the
involvement of shop employees in the innovation process of Dutch franchise retail
organizations and its suppliers.
There are several advantages of interviews. First of all it gives the researcher the
opportunity to directly interact if there is any un-clarity after an answer, or in other
words the opportunity to go in-depth (Marshall and Rossman, 2006). Secondly, the
researcher is able to go back to questions asked earlier in the interview if this is
necessary (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Thirdly, it gives the researcher more flexibility
during analyzing the data (Marshall and Rossman, 2006). Fourthly, it gives the
researcher the possibility to gain historical information (Creswell, 2009). Moreover, it
reduces

possible mistakes,

misunderstandings and misinterpretation

by the

respondents (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Finally, it overcomes the poor response rate of
questionnaires (Barribal and While, 1994). These advantages were in line with the
research approach.
Next to the advantages, there are also some disadvantages mentioned by Creswell
(2009): it is indirect information filtered by the interviewee, the information is gained
outside the original setting and the presence of the researcher may influence the
responses. That the information is filtered by the interviewee, was in this research not a
problem since the focus was on the personal view of the interviewee.
2.6.4. Type of interviews
According to Saunders et al., (2009) interviews can be conducted in three ways:
structured, semi- structured and unstructured. The structured interviews are based on a
“predetermined and standardized or identical set of questions (Saunders et al., 2009, p.
320)”. This method is suitable to gain quantifiable data and in a quantitative research.
“One way to provide more structure than in the completely unstructured, informal
conversational interview, while maintaining a relatively high degree of flexibility, is to
use the interview guide strategy” (Patton as cited in Rubin and Babbie, 2001, p. 407)
Semi - structured interviews consist of a list of themes and questions that need to be
covered, these can vary from interview to interview. This list is most of the time referred
to as interview guide (Saunders et al., 2007).
Unlike in the structured interview the order of the questions asked may vary or even
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some questions can be eliminated. This is an advantage according to Bryman and Bell,
(2011), since there is space for answers and insights, which are not covered in the
interview guide.
The unstructured interview is the informal way to conduct an interview. Those are used
to investigate a general area in detail, in which one is interested. This type of interview
is also called ‘in-depth’ interview. The in-depth interview and the semi-structured
interview are mostly used for qualitative research (Saunders et al., 2007).
The authors of this thesis conducted their research using the semi-structured interview.
The first reason to choose this type of interview was that when a researcher starts the
research with a clear focus, instead of aiming for a wider understanding and exploration
of the topic. In this case a semi-structured interview has to be used to be able to touch
upon more specific issues (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Secondly, it also ensures that all
questions are answered and answered by the respondent himself or herself without
assistance, and also non-verbal signs are visible (Barribal and While, 1994). Thirdly,
since the authors were looking for a new insight, in this case through the eyes of the
shop employee, the semi-structured interview was the most suitable one(Saunders et al.,
2007).
2.6.4.1. Semi-structured interviews and observations
In conclusion of data collection, the empirical data was gathered through mainly semistructured interviews with shop employees of franchise retail organizations in the
Netherlands and partly through observations as an observer of the interacting of a retail
manager and account manager of the different suppliers on the physical shop floor.
These observations gave the authors several advantages: “first-hand experience with the
units, record information as it occurs; unusual aspects can be noticed, useful in exploring
topics that may be uncomfortable for participants” (Creswell, 2009, p.179). In the
authors opinion a mixture of these two data collection types was an advantage. This mix
of qualitative research was also used by Hawthorne studies between 1927 and 1932
(Bryman and Bell, 2011, p.12).

2.7. Data procedures
2.7.1. Data recording procedures
Since the authors had a two-way collection of data, semi-structured interviews and
observations both procedures will be discussed shortly. To start with the observations,
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the observations took place on the physical shop floor at different geographical locations
in the Netherlands. The author, who did the observations, was working at one of the
physical shops, which was researched. During this research the author was a participant.
For another franchise retail shop the author was conducting the observation as an
observer. The observational protocol (Creswell, 2009) was a notebook divided in two
sections: one for descriptive notes and the other for reflective notes. In this way both
hard data and the reflective observers’ data were recorded. This approach is also
supported by (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Lofland and Lofland (1995) introduce three
types of field notes, mental notes if it is inappropriate or not possible to write something
down, jotted noted as very brief notes and full field notes. In this thesis all three types
were used, but mainly the mental notes.
As mentioned before, the main data collection was conducted through semi-structured
interviews. The procedure of recording was done according the following: conducting
the interview, audiotape the interview and transcribe the interview. Since the interviews
were conducted in the Dutch language a translation was needed from the audiotape
recordings to the transcripts. Not all participants in the interviews wanted to be taperecorded, in these cases the author decided to write down all the information directly
during the interview itself. This in order not to forget anything what was said.
2.7.2. Interview procedures
Before each interview the interviewee was informed about who was the interviewer and
about the topic and the purpose of the interview (See Appendix 1). Also the interviewee
was given the opportunity to object against tape recording the interview. In those cases
the author made only notes during the interview. All the interviews took place face-toface in this way also the body language was visible and was used as an indicator for
additional questions.
At the end of each interview, the interviewer asked the interviewee if he or she was calm
and if they wanted to add something to the answers they gave. All the interviewees
responded that they were calm and gave all the information within the interview itself.
2.7.3. Preparations for the interview
Before the interviews were conducted, the authors of the thesis made clear for
themselves which information was necessary to collect according to the purpose. The
following step was to make a list with questions, which functioned as an interview guide
for the interviewer. This guide helped the interviewer to keep on track and make sure all
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the topics were touched upon. Using an interview guide gave the interviewer enough
flexibility to add questions and go back to some questions.
The guidelines given by Bryman and Bell (2011) were used to make the questions
including no ambiguous terms, no long questions, no double-barreled questions, not to
general questions, no leading questions, and so on. Moreover, it was important not to
ask questions which are going too far back in history, since the human memory has its
limits and make sure that the respondents have the knowledge you as researcher is
looking for. Following the judgmental sampling the last point is covered. Furthermore,
the snowball sampling helped to find more knowledgeable agents/shop employees.
In this research the authors made use of pre-testing the questions and the general topic
on some shop employees. One of the authors went to the Netherlands to visit a DFRO
and asked permission to the gatekeeper to interview some of the shop employees. There
was not a real interview, but more a kind of discussion and getting insight in the world
of the shop employee. The main aim for this pre-testing was to see if and how the shop
employees understood the questions addressed and how they were thinking about the
topic. This visit has been very helpful to the authors in order to improve the research.
This pre-testing is also advised by Bryman and Bell (2011): “it is always desirable, if at
all possible, to conduct a pilot study” (p.262). Moreover, the final interview guide was
tested on two more shop employees to see if the final questions were good to gather the
necessary information. This two interviews lead to some minor adjustments in the final
interview guide.
The ‘pre interviews’ were also used to practice the author’s skills to be an active listener
and to become a better interviewer.
One more result of this pre-visit and test-interviews was that the shop employees would
like to conduct the interview being anonymous. The reason for this was that they would
feel more comfortable and more open to answer all the questions. This information was
very helpful for the authors to conduct the real interviews. Creswell (2009) also
comments on sensitive ethical issues and stated that these have to be discussed. The
authors decided to give all the shop employees the possibility to be anonymous.
In Appendix 1 there is the final interview guide used for the interviews with the shop
employees. Since, the authors used a semi-structured interview also additional
questions were asked, which were not planned before the interviews. In this way a high
degree of flexibility was possible. Moreover, there was the possibility to go back to
certain questions when this was necessary.
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The location where the interviews were conducted, were the physical shops. The
authors used preferably closed rooms without any disturbance from other employees.
This is in order to make sure there was no pressure of other shop employees. Not in all
cases this was possible, because not all shops had this opportunity. In those cases the
quietest place with the least disturbance was chosen to conduct the interview. One
interview took place outside the physical shops, since this was the only opportunity.
Since the interviews were conducted in the Netherlands the Dutch language was used
for the interviews. The downside of this was that only one of the authors was able to
conduct the interviews. The other author had not enough knowledge of the Dutch
language.
2.7.4. Overview of interviewees
Table 4 shows the positions of 23 interviewed shop employees in 8 different DFRO’s.
Table 4: Overview of interviewees

Case

DFRO

Number of
interviewees
2

1

Perfume shop

2

Sports

3

3

Garden and pet
products

7

4

Supermarket

Positions
assistant shop manager
shop employee
assistant shop manager
shop employee
shop employee
shop employee responsible for the garden department
shop manager
shop employee responsible for the pet department

2

assistant shop manager
shop manager
shop employee responsible for the garden department
shop employee responsible for the pet department
shop employee responsible for the fruit & vegetables
department
shop employee working at the meat department

5

Shoe store

2

6

Clothing store

2

7

Retail bakery

3

8

Drug store

2

shop manager
shop employee
shop manager
shop employee
shop employee
shop manager
shop employee
shop employee
shop manager
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2.8. Data processing and analysis
After collecting the data through the interviews and observations, the next steps are
processing and interpretation of the data.
According to Yin (2012) and Saunders et al., (2009), there is no “cookbook”,
standardized rules or automated algorithm for analyzing case study data. Even if one is
using a computer program, the researcher still has to make the codes and creates his
own “unique algorithm” (Yin, 2012). Saunders et al., (2009) states that the use of
computer programs for analyzing qualitative data is not widely spread yet amongst
university students. This was also the case in this thesis, since the authors did not have
directly access to these programs.
Moreover, this thesis was based upon a deductive approach and in this way the authors
made the choice to also use theory as a framework for organizing and analyzing the data
(Yin, 2003). The authors have chosen to make use of the direct replication logic in the
cross-case synthesis, since all eight single DFRO were predicted to give the same results
(Yin, 2012). This choice is also supported by Yin (2003), since this research consisted
out of more than two cases.
Before organizing and analyzing the data of the interviews the authors first transcribed
all the interviews, which are available upon request. The transcribing has several
advantages, reduces limitations of the human resources and other researchers have the
opportunity to evaluate the analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2011). After transcribing the
researcher had to read all the data in order to get a good overview. Moreover, the
researchers read the observations to complement their understanding of the topic.
When this was done, the coding process could start, organizing the data in meaningful
categories and label these (Saunders et al., 2009). The coding was used to come up with
“themes or categories” within the data (Creswell, 2009). In this research the themes
were organized around the four research questions stated before, which were based
upon theory as mentioned before. Nevertheless, the fourth research question could only
be answered by analyzing all the data and is therefore not presented in the empirical
data chapter as a separate theme, but in Chapter 5 as analysis. Also the reflective notes
of the observations are presented in Chapter 5.
The first theme was “the shop employee and innovation process of the headquarters”,
the second one “the shop employee and innovation process of the suppliers”, the third
one “possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the
innovation process”, and the fourth theme was “directions of innovation in which shop
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employees are involved”.
The presentation of the data in the different themes was done according to the
‘summarizing or condensation’ of meanings method offered by Saunders et al. (2009)
and can be found in Chapter 4.
After summarizing the data, which was collected by doing the semi-structured
interviews with 23 shop employees, the authors made several tables and figures to
visualize the data in Chapter 5 and Appendix 2. This was done since according to
Saunders et al. (2009), gathering data in a matrix or table is part of the analysis.
Moreover, this technique of making tables to come to cross-case conclusions is also
mentioned by Yin (2003). This technique gave the authors the advantage to have a more
in-depth and complex analysis than “simply analyzing single features” (Yin, 2003,
p.135). This cross-case synthesis is strongly based upon argumentative interpretation or
in other words the researcher has a strong influence (Yin, 2003). Not only tables were
used in this cross-case synthesis, but also narratives to explain the tables in a more
detailed way.
After analyzing all the data the authors came up with analytic generalizations from this
multiple case study. The logic for generalizations was based upon the theoretical
framework (Yin, 2012). According to Yin (2012, p.19) these generalizations are most of
the time not like “proof in geometry”, but more a “working hypothesis”. The way to
present these generalizations was partly done with the help of figures.

2.9. Research quality
In literature there is a discussion about the usefulness of the criteria of validity and
reliability (Bryman and Bell, 2011). According to Mason (1996), validity is “you are
observing, identifying, or “measuring” what you say you are” (p.24). Moreover, more
terms are introduced: external reliability, internal reliability, internal validity and
external validity (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p.395). Some say that both quantitative as well
as qualitative researches are able to use this (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
Nevertheless, there is also another point of view when it comes to evaluate qualitative
research. Guba and Lincoln (1985) introduce two criteria for a qualitative study,
trustworthiness and authenticity. They have mainly done this, because they do not
believe that there is a “single absolute account of social reality feasible” (Bryman and
Bell, 2011, p.395). Furthermore, there is always an intersubjective aspect since
everything has a context and background (Guba and Lincoln, 1985). It has to be said that
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some say that Guba and Lincoln (1985) just have named the concepts differently and
that it is basically the same (Merriam, 2009).
In this perspective the authors of this thesis made the choice to follow Guba and Lincoln
(1985) approach to describe and display the quality of this thesis. The authors think that
the traditional labels of validity and reliability cannot be applied one on one to
qualitative research, since they are grounded and based upon quantitative research.
Moreover, the authors disagree with Merriam (2009), and think that there is a difference
in the criteria and not just a re-labeling. The main criteria within this approach of
trustworthiness are credibility as internal validity, transferability as external validity,
dependability as reliability and confirmability as neutrality. Moreover, the criterion of
authenticity is introduced.
2.9.1. Credibility
Since there is not only one account of social reality it is the credibility of the account that
will show if it acceptable for others or not (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Not only conducting
the research in a good way is important, but also the so-called respondent validation and
triangulation are important (Bryman and Bell, 2011). To touch upon the first point of
conducting the research in a good way, the authors can say that all data used in this
research was relevant to the research. In this way the credibility is high. Moreover, the
interview guide was especially designed to get the right data from the shop employees
and this improved the validity.
To come to the respondent validation, the authors have chosen to ask the shop
employees for a validation of the interviews, in order to see if the authors understood
their social world in a correct way. In the authors’ opinion also the possibility for an
evaluation of the interview after each interview, helps to improve the credibility of the
research.
Another technique within the credibility is the one of triangulation. Not only different
sources of data are meant with this, but also multiple observers and methodologies
(Bryman and Bell, 2011). In this thesis there was triangulation of the sources of data,
since both observations and semi-structured interviews were done. Nevertheless, there
was no total triangulation if it comes to the multiple observers. The research took place
in the Netherlands and only one of the authors has Dutch as his first language. On the
other hand both authors did the analysis.
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2.9.2. Transferability
Transferability is the possibility if the thick descriptions or findings can be transferred
to other “milieux" (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p.398). The main focus within this thesis was
to describe the involvement of the shop employees within the two different innovation
processes and not directly aiming for generalization. Nevertheless, since multiple
different DFRO’s were within the research with a broad focus on the different types of
DFRO’s, and in-depth or thick descriptions. This information can be used as a database
for other researchers (Bryman and Bell, 2011). In this way the authors think that a
generalization to a certain extent was justifiable.
2.9.3. Dependability
Dependability is about keeping track of all what a researcher is doing and keep this in a
structured way or keeping complete records of all phases in the research process
(Bryman and Bell, 2011). The authors of this thesis kept all the information, like for
example the interview guide, data analysis, field notes and so on. In this way the
trustworthiness level was increased. Nevertheless, this was never an easy task since
qualitative research generates often a lot of data (Bryman and Bell, 2011). According to
Krefting (1991), having a dense description of the research method also helps to
increase the level of trustworthiness. In the authors’ opinion, this was accomplished.
The dependability is mainly like for example reliability. The question is, if someone else
is doing exactly the same research would he or she get the same results? The authors
argue that even if everything is done in the same way, the context in which it is
conducted is always changing. In this perspective it can be said that getting the same
results is not possible.
2.9.4. Confirmability
This is the last of the four criterion of trustworthiness. It deals mainly with the
objectivity of the research, but in the understanding that complete objectivity does not
exist (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
The authors think by presenting their relation to the topic and the relation to certain
shop employees, which were part of the research, are done in an honest way. This gives
the reader the possibility to judge about the confirmability. Moreover, the role of the
tutor and examiner and the help of other master students in the same program helped to
increase the confirmability. Since they could take the role of the ‘devil’s advocate’.
Krefting (1991), states that reflexivity also increases the level of trustworthiness. The
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authors presented in the final chapter of this thesis a reflection on the total thesis.
2.9.5. Authenticity
The first criterion for authenticity is ‘fairness’, the question is if all the different
viewpoints of the social group are presented in a fair way (Bryman and Bell, 2011). In
this thesis only the viewpoints of the shop employees were presented and the
viewpoints of the management and the suppliers were neglected. This choice was made
based upon the specific research questions and the purposes. The authors were aiming
to describe and research the position/role of the shop employees in the innovation
process, only through the eyes of the shop employees.
The authors think that this research helped the shop employees to understand better
their role within the DFRO and also their relationship with the suppliers according to
the innovation process. In the authors point of view this research could help the
management and the suppliers to understand the position of the shop employee in a
better way, but additional research is needed. These two points can be seen as
ontological and educative authenticity (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Since ontological
authenticity is, if the members of the social milieu understand their situation better and
educative authenticity is if members understand the perspectives of others in a better
way (Bryman and Bell, 2011).
The other two authenticities are ‘catalytic’ and ‘tactical’ explained, as was the research a
driving force for change the circumstances and was the research empowering the
members to take the necessary steps for change (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The answers
on these two are not easy to find. The authors think after conducting the pre-visit it was
already clear that the questions asked were some kind of eye-opener for some
employees, so in this case there was catalytic authenticity. Nevertheless, the authors
think that additional research next to this thesis is necessary to fully answer and
understand these cases of authenticity.

2.10. Methodology Map
Figure 4 shows the methodology choices made by the authors. This map gives the reader
a brief presentation.
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Research
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Research
approach

Research
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Data
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Research
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•Social constructivism

•Qualitative

•Deductive

•Holistic multiple case study
•Non-probability
•Mix of convinience, judgemental and snowball sampling
•Semi-structured interviews
•Observations as observer
•Cross-case synthesis

•Trustworthiness
•Authenticity

Figure 4: Methodology map
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3. Theoretical framework
In this chapter the authors introduce theories that are relevant to answer the research
questions. It will start with section 3.1 mentioning theory about innovation: its definitions
and innovations in retail. Section 3.2 of the theoretical chapter includes definitions of
supply chain integration, and retail integration. Section 3.3 explains the integrated
innovation process by introducing the sources and stages of innovation and presenting a
model the authors came up with based on the literature review. This model helped to
discuss and analyze the theory and empirical findings in order to answer the research
questions. In section 3.4 the involvement of non-managerial and lower-level employees in
the innovation process is touched upon. Section 3.5 explains the directions of innovations.
At the end of this chapter in section 3.6 the operationalization table is presented. Table 5
shows the connection between research questions and theories that helped to find answers
to these questions.
Table 5: Relationship between research questions and theory

RQ 1

How and in which stage (stages) are shop
employees involved in the innovation process
by the management of Dutch franchise retail
organization?

RQ 2

How and in which stage (stages) are shop
employees involved in the innovation process by
suppliers of Dutch franchise retail organization?

RQ 3

RQ 3: What are the possible advantages and
disadvantages in the shop employees’ point of
view of involving them in the innovation process?

RQ 4

RQ 4: In which directions of innovation are shop
employees involved?

Innovation (what is innovation and
innovation in retailing);
Integration (what is SCI , retailers as
innovation hubs, retail integration);
Integrated innovation process (Sources
and Stages of innovation)

The answers to this RQ are based upon
personal opinions of interviewed shop
employees and supported by theory about
involvement of non-managerial/lowerlevel employees
Directions of the innovation process

3.1. Innovation
The essence of innovation is often stated in the literature. “Innovation is consistently
found to be the most important characteristic associated with success” (Tidd and
Bessant, 2009a, p.5). During the last decades, the amount of books and articles written
about innovation increased rapidly. If we search for innovation as a topic in the scientific
database Scopus, we get 161,649 results (SciVerse Scopus, 2012).
The concept of innovation is not new. For example “the history of weaponry, machinery
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and transportation are all filled with instances of invention and innovation that
transformed individuals, companies, countries, and economies (Smith, 2008)”. In the
beginning of the industrial revolution, innovations became more and more important in
all kind of industries. In 1929, General Motor's chairman Charles Kettering speaks
already about the essence of innovation in a conference with the United States Chamber
of Commerce: "I am not pleading with you to make changes. I am telling you, you have
got to make them—not because I say so, but because old Father Time will take care of
you if you don't change. Advancing waves of other people's progress sweep over the
unchanging man and wash him out. Consequently, you need to organize a department of
systematic changemaking (Smith, 2008, p.5)".
Since the concept is not new, multiple definitions were given during the past years.
Some of them are often used and accepted and well established nowadays, others still
provide some new insights.
3.1.1. Innovation an ambiguous word
Since innovation is an old concept and thoughts about what innovation is changed over
the years, there are a lot of definitions these days in literature. This makes it hard to
define what innovation is and what is not. It depends on how you see innovation and
how you interpret. Even when you ask ten random people around you what innovation
is, you will get probably ten different answers. In this light the authors think it is
important to present the different definitions and to present the definition, which the
authors want to work with. Knowing what innovation is is not enough. Also knowing
what innovation is not makes it clearer.
A dominant understanding of innovation is the definition of Schumpeter. Schumpeter
(1939) distinguishes between innovation and the innovator. His meaning of innovation
is that not always invention is necessary to have an innovation. Ruttan (1959) also
wrote the differentiation between innovation and inventions.

“Innovation is possible

without anything we should identify as invention, and invention does not necessarily
induce innovation, but produces of itself ... no economically relevant effect at all. (Ruttan,
1959, p. 597)”
Schumpeter argued that “economic growth emerges from the search by entrepreneurs
for monopoly profits which could be gained from being the first to introduce a
completely new idea in product or process (Schumpeter, 1950, p. 659)”.
Another dominant writer and speaker about innovation is Drucker. He argues in his
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book “Innovation and Entrepreneurship” that: “innovation is the specific tool of
entrepreneurs, the means by which they exploit change as an opportunity for a different
business or a different service. It is capable of being presented as a discipline, capable of
being learned, capable of being practiced (Drucker, 1985, p. 17)”.
The initial definitions of Schumpeter and Drucker are still used nowadays. Bruce and
Bessant (2002) support Schumpeter’s and Drucker’s understanding of innovation. They
write that innovation is the application of new ideas to come up with both new and
improved products. Their definition is: “Innovation is the successful application of new
ideas in practice in the form of new or improved products, services or processes (Bruce
and Bessant, 2002, p. 32).”
Luecke and Katz (2003) give meaning to innovation only as a successful introduction of
a new thing or method that creates an entirely new product. Improvement is not taken
into consideration in their approach. Their definition is: "Innovation . . . is generally
understood as the successful introduction of a new thing or method . . . Innovation is the
embodiment, combination, or synthesis of knowledge in original, relevant, valued new
products, processes, or services (Luecke and Katz, 2003, p.2).”
Westland (2008) came up with his own definition. Westland excludes innovation
processes. Nevertheless, the basics of his definition can be found in dominant definitions
of, for example Drucker (1985) and Schumpeter (1939). The definition of Westland
(2008) is: “An innovation is a product or service with a bundle of features that is new in
the market, or that is commercialized in some way that opens up new uses and
consumer groups for it (Westland, 2008)”
Since this thesis aims at innovation in products, services, and processes the definition of
Bruce and Bessant (2002) suits well to this research. Moreover, the definition is
supported by dominant definitions which make it more reliable to use.
“Innovation is the successful application of new ideas in practice in the form of new or
improved products, services or processes (Bruce and Bessant, 2002, p. 32).”
3.1.2. Innovation in retailing
Like in general there is also no single definition of innovation in retailing. Hristov and
Reynolds (2007) asked more than 50 executives of retailers in UK to define the term of
innovation within retail. The following definition gives the summary of their responses:
“Elements of the retail offer (i.e., products, range, services, retail format, etc.) in tandem
with the underpinning organization and technologies needed to deliver these to the
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market, which are new or significantly improved as a result of the retailer’s existing
market or technological knowledge (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007, p.27)”. This definition
is in line with the chosen definition of Bruce and Bessant (2002). The three elements,
products, services and processes are presented and also both new and improved is
taken into consideration as innovation.

3.2. Integration
Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007) explained SCI based on scope (number of members in
integrated supply chain), levels (operational/strategical) and layers (on which aspects
to base the integareation) of integration.
Lambert et al. (1998) discussed the importance of identifying members of supply chain
and which business processes to integrate.
Stank et al. (2001) sorted integration to customer, internal, supplier integration,
technology, measurement and relationship integration.
The authors of this thesis use the explanation of SCI given by Cooper et al. (1997a) - the
integration of supply chain exists out of integration of processes and functions within an
organization and between organizations (Cooper et al., 1997a). The authors will also
identify the members of supply chain as was stated by Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007)
and Lambert et al. (1998).
Cooper et al. (1997b) defined several business processes which can be integrated across
the supply chain: customer relationship management, customer service management,
procurement, NPD and commercialization, demand management and so on. In this
thesis the focus is on the integration of the innovation process that touches upon several
processes mentioned by Cooper et al. (1997b). The authors of this thesis want to find
out the integration of the innovation process in purposed research model (see Figure 2)
by answering the following questions: how shop employees are involved in the
innovation process; and in which stage and what direction of innovation they are
involved, that refers to functions they have during the innovation process.
Actors/members in supply chain are companies with whom the focal company interacts
directly or indirectly, up- and down-stream through its suppliers and customers
(Lambert et al. 1998). The number of members can be defined by the scope of SCI:
•

Dyadic could be upstream namely limited dyadic upstream, i.e. integration
between company and suppliers; downstream namely limited dyadic
downstream, i.e. integration between company and customers, or both ways
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but separately namely limited dyadic (Fabbe-Costes and Jahre, 2007).
•

Tryadic integration is an integration between suppliers, focal company and
customers without differentiating upstream and downstream relationships
(Fabbe-Costes and Jahre, 2007)

•

Extended integration includes more actors in supply chain like suppliers’
suppliers, customers’ customers or other stakeholders (Fabbe-Costes and
Jahre, 2007).

3.2.1. Retailers as “innovation hubs”
In this thesis the authors are talking about limited dyadic integration: integration
between the focal company and its customers on one hand and the focal company and
its suppliers on the other hand (Fabbe-Costes and Jahre, 2007). The focal company is
represented by shop employees (see Figure 2). As this thesis is about the innovation
process, the authors see here the connection with Hristov and Reynolds (2007), who see
retail organizations as “innovation hubs” between customers and suppliers in the supply
chain.
The retailers have a vital position in the supply chain, which is between end customers
and suppliers. Hristov and Reynolds (2007) consider retailers as an aid to two-way
diffusion (Figure 5):
•

Supply diffusion – new products go downstream to customers through retailer.

•

Demand diffusion – information about customer’s needs go upstream through
retailer.
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Figure 5: Retailers as “innovation hubs”. (Hristov and Reynolds, 2007).

3.2.2. Retail Integration
If one considers the integration between retail and suppliers, a retail organization in this
case can be seen as a customer. As it was mentioned before, in this thesis suppliers are at
the same time manufacturers of the new product.
Companies pay increasing attention to customer’ needs because it becomes a major
success factor of a new product development (NPD) (Khoo et al., 2002); customer
integration has a positive impact on NPD and it can be considered as a successful
strategy to improve new product success (Sandmeier et al., 2010). However, an
organization cannot involve customer blindly because of different customer types. They
should chose and measure customer and involvement degree based on company’s
strategy, customers’ ability, and some other aspects (Brockhoff, 2003). Stenmark et al.
(2011) made a study to understand how and to what extent customers are involved in
NPD. They classify customer into three groups: users, retailers and professional users.
Retailers are seen as a link between users and company that can be connected to
“innovation hubs” described by Hristov and Reynolds (2007). Professional users were
identified in case of specific user requirements for the product use. The answer to the
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question “What are your most important sources of information when developing
ideas?” was: users (46%), Professional users (17%) and Retailers (14%) (Stenmark et
al., 2011, p.540). The answer to another question: “What are your most important
sources of information when developing and testing product concepts/prototypes?”
was: users (44%), Professional users (23%) and Retailers (9%) (Stenmark et al., 2011,
p.540). Figures 6 and 7 show the involvement of these three groups of customers in the
idea generation and product specification phase, and concept development and
prototype testing phase according to the company size. It is visible on the figures below
that small companies need more involvement of users in both phases. Professional users
are a specific case and intend to have a great degree of their involvement in both phases.
Retailers seem to be more involved in both phases no matter which size a company has.
Users

Retailers

Professional users

Figure 6: Involvement in the idea generation and product specification phase. Crosses - companies with 1-50
employees. Circles - companies with more than 50 employees (adapted from Stenmark et al., 2011).

Users

Retailers

Professional users

Figure 7: Involvement in the concept development and prototype testing phase. Crosses - companies with 150 employees. Circles - companies with more than 50 employees (adapted from Stenmark et al., 2011).
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Collaborative NPD process together with customers and suppliers touches the layer of
integration defined by Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007) as integration of processes and
activities, innovation process in specific in this thesis. Moreover, communication
between parties’ and information sharing refers to another layer of integration - the
integration of flows. According to Rindfleisch and Moorman (2001), Hansen (1999) and
Bonner and Walker (2004) strong and embedded relations give more rich and complex
information and a higher NPD speed. Susan et al. (2004) emphasized the importance of
information integration between retailers and manufacturers (suppliers in case of this
thesis) in order to create more value of products and services. They divide information
integration between these parties into two groups: information exchange and
collaborative planning. Information exchange includes information sharing about
demand, customers’ needs, and retailer inventory level and so on. Collaborative
planning refers to synchronization of retailer’s and manufacturer’s activities like some
logistics mechanisms (inventory replenishment and so on). But what is more interesting
for this thesis is another aspect of collaborative planning - coordination of NPD and
introduction of new products. Susan et al. (2004) argue that retailers’ knowledge about
users’ desires and problems with existing products complement manufacturer’s
knowledge. Another argument they give is that active involvement of retailers in design
and development stage will make them more willing to promote these new products (for
example by putting the product in a better place in the store or by explaining benefits of
a new product to customers).

3.3. Integrated innovation process
3.3.1. Sources of innovation
Several decades ago there was a basic assumption that new products are developed by
the firm for commercial sale which, lead an organization to form the R&D department in
order to complete the process of NPD (new product development). In other words, the
organization was seen as the only source of innovation ‘in-house’ (Von Hippel, 1988). In
literature such internal way of innovation process called closed innovation (Mayle,
2006). At the end of the 20th century closed innovation began to be replaced by open
innovation, where both internal and external knowledge were used (Mayle, 2006).
Nowadays innovation “is a process of taking ideas forward, revising and refining them,
weaving the different strands of
‘knowledge spaghetti’ together towards a useful product, process or service (Tidd and
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Bessant, 2009a, p.229)”. According to this definition innovation comes from different
sources. Also Cassiman and Veugelers (2006) state that the use of external and internal
source of innovation is complementary and in this way important to use both.
These sources are explained by Von Hippel (1988) in his book “The sources for
innovation”. According to Von Hippel (1988), “the functional sources of innovation
involve categorizing firms and individuals in terms of functional relationships through
which they derived benefits from a product, process and service innovation” (p.3).
Moreover, he mentions in his book that the functional source of innovation can be
subdivided into users who get benefit from using the innovation, manufactures, which
obtain profit from manufacturing and commercializing and the suppliers who produce
the components or material necessary to build the innovation.
To come back to the different sources of innovation, which Von Hippel (1988)
mentioned: (lead) users, manufacturer, suppliers and others. Von Hippel (1988) wrote
the book out of the perspective of the manufacturer and in this way called the
manufacturer ‘in-house’.
The general assumption about users is that they are considered as “passive recipients”
(Tidd and Bessant, 2009a, p.244). The question is, are users really only passive users of
products and services? According to literature not, several studies showed that between
the 70% and 80% of all innovations in certain industries came from the users (Bogers et
al., 2010). Also Tidd and Bessant (2009a) gave several examples in their book “Managing
innovation” about user-based innovation.
Von Hippel (1988) says that users construct their innovations and solutions on personal
experiences and in this way modify the existing products. This is also certainly the case
in the consumer goods market, where a significant part of innovations and NPD are
based upon the consumers of the goods (Von Hippel, 2005; Stenmark et al., 2011). In the
high technology industry something else is going on according to Von Hippel (1988). He
introduces the term “lead users”, these users see needs months or years before the
normal users or market meets them. Since the modifications or innovations on existing
products, which they want to do are too complicated. To come up with new products is
also too hard. Nevertheless, they have the knowledge and ideas, which is valuable
knowledge for manufacturers, who have the resources to modify existing products or
produce new products (Von Hippel, 1988). Using users as a source of innovation has
also a costs benifical effect, since they are effectively create low costs solutions (Lakhani
and Von Hippel, 2003).
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The In-house source of innovation is also of high importance as Cassiman and Veugelers
(2006) stated. Scarbrough (2003) in his research emphasizes changes in innovation
process: importance of networks and the need to integrate knowledge, developed by
individual employees, and actions. He argues “innovations arise at the intersection
between flows of people and flows of knowledge” (Scarbrough, 2003, p. 504). Also
Fairbank and Williams (2001) are supporting the view that each and every employee is
important: “every employee has the potential to produce creative ideas that can
generate valuable innovations for their employer” (p.68).
Tidd and Bessant (2009a) see “watching others” as another possible source of
innovation. This source mainly refers to watch competitors. The watching process
means learning from them in order to imitate or to find better solutions. They also
identified some general sources, like users, and other more specific sources of
innovation like accidents, inspiration, shocks to the system (event, that change the
world), and so on (Tidd and Bessant, 2009a).
Baranano et al. (2005) identified 10 sources of innovation: suppliers, customers, coworkers, competitors, internal R&D, manufacturing, top management, university and
research institutions, and professional journals.
As it can be seen from literature review scientists identify a lot of general and specific
sources of innovation. The authors of this thesis will generate the model of sources and
stages of integrated innovation process, where three main sources of innovation are
included: (lead) users, suppliers, and in-house. This choice is based upon the most
common used sources of innovations, but the model excludes the source of other
companies since other companies are not in focus of this thesis.
3.3.2. Stages of innovation
The authors define six stages of innovation. These six stages together form the
innovation process. To come up with these stages three different models were used. One
of these models is the often used stage-gate model of Cooper (2001). He introduced this
model in his book: “Winning at New Products”. The other model is recently made by
Dervitsiotis (2010) and consists of stages which are the same as those of Cooper. The
small difference can be found in the explanation of the stages. Moreover, Dervitsiotis’
model consists of four stages (Dervitsiotis, 2010, p. 907). The last model of Ulrich and
Eppinger (2000) summarizes six phases of the generic product development process for
tangible product, which is planning, concept development, system-level design, detail
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design, testing and refinement, and production ramp-up. The authors use these three
models because Cooper’s model is often used, accepted and therefore dominating in the
research field of stages of the innovation process; Dervitsiotis’ (2010) model has a new,
simplified approach of the stages of innovation which is still emerging; and the model of
Ulrich and Eppinger (2000) has an important extra stage which includes evaluation of
new products. The authors will base their final model mainly on Cooper (2001) and
Derviotics (2010) models and add the last stage based on the model of Ulrich and
Eppinger (2000). This is because the last model has a limitation of tangible products and
does not include services and processes. According to the authors’ opinion these three
models complement each other what makes it useful to bring them together.
Cooper (2001) and Dervitsiotis (2010) describe that before the innovation can take
place, there has to be input. Out of their models, it can be defined that a company need
two inputs, namely ideas and investments. Ideas in this case can come from four main
sources of innovation: (lead) users, suppliers, others and from in-house and also from
specific sources mentioned earlier in this chapter. The investments can be called as
resources because more assets then only money are necessary to innovate successfully.
Table 6 presents the comparison between several theories about stages of the
innovation process.
Table 6: Comparing theories of the innovation process' stages

Author

Cooper
(2001)

Scoping Defining
the
project
X
X

Stages of innovation process
Development Detail
Validation Commer
Evaluation
design
cialization
X

Dervitsiotis
(2010)

X

X

X

Ulrich and
Eppinger
(2000)

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Cooper (1990) describes the first stage as scoping (or preliminary assessment).
Referring Cooper, “a preliminary market assessment is one facet of Stage 1 and involves
a variety of relatively inexpensive activities: an Internet search, a library search,
contacts with key users, focus groups, and even a quick concept test with a handful of
potential users (Cooper, 2001, p.105)”. The purpose is to determine market size, market
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potential and likely market acceptance. Dervitsiotis (2010) distinguishes the same stage.
In his model, “Idea generation and capture”, which he describes as selecting of different
ideas, give them shape and do research to find out if the new ideas have a future
(Dervitsiotis, 2010, p. 907). The authors call this phase, like Cooper (2001), scoping.
The second phase in the authors’ model is defining the project. Cooper (2001) describes
this second stage as the stage that must verify the attractiveness of the project prior to
heavy spending. And it is the stage where the project must be clearly defined (Cooper,
1990). Like the first phase, Dervitsiotis (2010) notices the same stage in his model. He
describes it as project selection: defining which ideas will become a project within the
process and which are not going to be implemented.
Phase three is where the real development of the initial idea will happen. Again, both
Cooper and Dervitsiotis define the same stage in their models. Referring to Dervitsiotis
(2010), development means working on the project and adjusting the project chosen
before. Regarding Cooper, stage three “involves the development of the product and
(concurrently) of detailed test, marketing, and operations plans. An updated financial
analysis is prepared, and legal/patent/copyright issues are resolved (Cooper, 1990, p.
53)”. The model of Ulrich and Eppinger (2000) divides development into two more
detailed stages: system-level design and detail design. The authors use the explanations
of Cooper and Dervitsiotis and call it development.
In phase four there is a difference between Dervitsiotis’ and Cooper’ perspectives.
Dervitsiotis (2010) points out in his model that phase four is the final stage where the
product is brought to the market. Cooper on the other hand defines another stage
between the development and product launch, namely validation. Validation is the stage
where the new product is being tested. Cooper argues that this can happen in several
ways, for example through in-house product tests, user tests, trail or pilot production
and trial sale.
As said shortly in the explanation of phase four, the last phase according to Dervitsiotis
(2010) and Cooper (2001) is bringing the product to the market. Here all actions which
are necessary to make the new innovation a success come together. This phase “involves
implementation of both the marketing launch plan and the operations plan (Cooper,
1990, p. 53)”. Cooper calls this last phase commercialization. The authors use the same
definition and term for the fifth phase.
The model of Ulrich and Eppinger (2000) has this stage also and it is called “product
ramp-up”. The model considers only tangible product development but in the authors’
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opinion what is important in this stage is that besides commercialization it includes
evaluation of new products. Moreover, in the authors’ opinion such an extra stage is
important for the integrated innovation process between suppliers and shop employees.
For the sixth phase the authors use the term evaluation.
The process of innovation is visualized in Figure 8. As shown in the model, before the
process starts, the input is needed. In this model the inputs are “new ideas” and
“resources”. The output of the process is innovation, which is presented in the middle of
the six stages.
The model in Figure 8 is remodeled by the authors. First the model is simplified, later
there were variables added. The original model is retrieved from Von Hippel (1988),
Cooper (1990; 2001), Dervitsiotis (2010), and Ulrich and Eppinger (2000).

Inhouse

Suppliers

(lead)
users

New idea
Resources

Scoping

Evalua

Defining

tion

Innovations
Commerc
ialization

Develop
ment

Validatio
n

Figure 8: Sources and stages of the integrated innovation process. Based upon Von Hippel, (1988), Stenmark,
et al., (2011), Cooper (1990; 2001), Dervitsiotis (2010), and Ulrich and Eppinger (2000).
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3.4. Involvement of the non-managerial or lower-level employees
In literature there is not much understanding about the contribution of non-managerial
employees on the innovation process (Andries and Czarnitzki, 2011). Axtell et al. (2000)
are stating that even there is an understanding that shop floor employees are important
in the innovation process, not a lot of empirical research is done on this topic.
Nevertheless, that lower-level employees or non-managerial employees have a positive
effect on the innovation of an organization, has been proven by Andries and Czarnitzki
(2011) after conducting a research on small firms. They also state that non-managerial
employees have to get involved within the innovation process.
Axtell et al. (2000, p.267) also support the idea that lower-level employees have to get
involved in the innovation process or in other words get “the ownership of work-related
problems”. If employees are engaged in more processes and also have a higher degree of
control, they are more likely to come up with improvements for their own work. Also
participation in decision-making will result in proposals for innovation (Axtell et al.,
2000). It has to be mentioned that lower-level employees are according to Axtell et al.
(2000, p267), “much more likely to be able to contribute in this domain [incremental]
than to come up with radical new ideas” based upon their position in the organization.

3.5. Directions of innovations
Innovation within retail organizations takes place in products, services and processes as
the definition given by Bruce and Bessant (2002). Hristov and Reynolds (2007)
categorize these different innovations specifically for retail organizations in three
directions: offer-related, support-related and organizational related innovations. The
view that there are different directions, types or categories of innovation was already
stated by Knight (1967) and later on also by Tidd and Bessant (2009a) and Mitchell and
Skrzypacz (2007). Mitchell and Skrzypacz (2007) are dividing innovation in two types:
product innovation and process innovation, Tidd and Bessant (2009a) are coming up
with the 4 P’s of innovation: product innovation, process innovation, position innovation
and paradigm innovation. Knight (1967) splits innovation in four categories: product or
service

innovations,

production-process

innovations,

organizational-structure

innovations and people innovations. All these examples show the importance to divide
innovation in different, directions, types or categories. The authors have chosen to use
the term ‘directions of innovation’. In Table 7 the authors present the differences in
theory about directions of innovation.
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Table 7: Comparing theories of the directions of innovations

Directions
Types
Authors

Offer-related
innovation
product and
service
innovations

Knight (1967)

x

Mitchell and
Skrzypacz
(2007)

x

Hristov and
Reynolds
(2007)
Tidd and
Bessant
(2009a)

x

Support-related innovation
process
innovations

x

productionprocess
innovation

Organisation-related innovations

supportrelated
innovations

position
innovation

x

Organisationrelated
/paradigm
innovation
x

people
innovation

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

As Table 7 shows all the authors state that there is product and service innovation,
which the authors of this thesis named the offer-related direction of innovation. For
example, Lego improved their products: they improved the original Lego bricks to
increase the number of possible combinations of bricks. Now with 2 bricks there are 24
possible combinations, with 6 there are 915 million combinations (Tidd and Bessant,
2009b).
As can be seen in the support-related direction of innovation, the different authors give
different explanations of this direction. Knight (1967) considers only the production
process innovation and Hristov and Reynolds (2007) are talking about support related
innovation. According to Hristov and Reynolds (2007), support-related innovations
refer to innovations in in-store systems and supply chain, or in other words
improvement of processes through technologies and intra- and extranet (electronic
payment, invoicing and delivery systems, etc). The authors have chosen to use the point
of views of Mitchell and Skrzypacz (2007) and Tidd and Bessant (2009a), who defined
the support-related innovation as changes in how products and services are produced,
delivered and offered. This point of view includes the explanations of Knight (1967) and
Hristov and Reynolds (2007). For example, Boots launched Store-Friendly Supply Chain
(SFSC), when 80% of arrived items could go directly to the shelves. SFSC allows saving
time on unpacking and, thus, creating more time and free employees to serve customers
(Hristov and Reynolds, 2007).
The last direction, which the authors of this thesis extracted from the different points of
view, is the direction of organization-related innovation. As Table 7 shows Knight
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(1967) sees ‘people’ as a separate direction next to organizational-structure innovation
and Tidd and Bessant (2009a) are differentiating between position (changing the
context) and paradigm (business plan/company structure). Nevertheless, the authors
have chosen to combine their directions into one direction, because they see both
directions as strategic choices. In this way the authors have chosen to follow the point of
view of Hristov and Reynolds (2007). For example, Zara claimed that “the customer is at
the heart of our unique business model, which includes design, production, distribution
and sales through our extensive retail network (Zara, 2012)”. Guided by this statement
to become more flexible and to know customer preferences as fast as possible, Zara
implemented in its stores new wireless communication technology. Every day after
closing time shop employees in more than 900 stores have to communicate with the
store manager through this wireless system about inventory levels. Information goes to
the order and distribution system. This is the fastest feedback from shops to know
customers’ tastes (in design, colors, etc). This system allows Zara stores to be more
responsive to customer needs (Tidd and Bessant, 2009c).
These choices and directions lead to the model of directions of innovation (see Figure 9).

Organisationrelated

Directions
of
innovation
Supportrelated

Offerrelated

Figure 9: Directions of innovation (adapted from Hristov and Reynolds, 2007; Mitchell and Skrzypacz, 2007;
Knight, 1967; Tidd and Bessant, 2009a).

57

3.6. Operationalization
In Tables 8 and 9 the operationalization of this thesis is presented. Table 8 shows the
operationalization

of

the

involvement

of

shop

employees

by

the

headquarters/management and the involvement of shop employees by the suppliers.
The theoretical part of this thesis was the basis for the dimensions and variables given in
the tables. The innovation process is operationalized according to the 6 stages, which
theory described. The questions in the last column will be used to gain the empirical
data during the interviews.
Table 8 will give answers for the first two research questions: How and in which stage
(stages) are shop employees involved in the innovation process by the management of
Dutch franchise retail organization? How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees
involved in the innovation process by suppliers of Dutch franchise retail organization?
Moreover, it will also answer to the fourth research question: In which direction of
innovation are shop employees involved?
Table 9 will answer the third research question adressed in this thesis: What are the
possible advantages and disadvantages in the shop employees’ point of view of involving
them in the innovation process?
The questions in the last column are totally open, since the authors want to understand
possible advantages and disadvantages out of the shop employees’ point of view. The
authors have chosen to give no direction at all in these questions, because in this way
only the understanding of the shop employees according to disadvantages and
advantages will be reflected.

58

Involvement of shop employees by managemnet

Directions of innovations

Involvement of shop employees by suppliers

Integration

Retail

Innovation process

Innovation

Table 8: Operationalization for involvement of shop employees in the innovation process.

Scoping

Does the management ask you to come up with new ideas concerning
products/services/processes? Does the management present you new
ideas and do they ask your opinion about them?

Defining the
project

Does the management ask you to make decisions about which ideas of
new products/services/processes will be selected to implement?
Does the management ask you to help developing the selected/defined

Development products/services/processes?
Validation
Commer
cializacion

Evaluation

Scoping
Defining the
project

Does the management ask you to test new products/services/processes?
Do you receive specific information about new
products/services/processes?
Are you involved in the marketing planning of new products/services?
Does the management ask you for the planning of the new product
location in your shop?
Do you get sales training provided by the management?
Does the management ask you about the consumers’ opinion about new
products/services, existing products/services, assortment, price setting,
missing products/services and general comments? For example, retail
managers or the headquarters.
Does the management ask you for evaluating
products/processes/services?
Do suppliers ask you to come up with new ideas concerning new
products/services/processes?
Do suppliers present you new ideas and do they ask your opinion about
them?
Do suppliers ask you to make decisions about which ideas of new
products/services/processes will be selected to implement?
Do suppliers ask you to help developing the selected/defined

Development products/services/processes?
Validation

Commer
cializacion

Evaluation

Do suppliers ask you to test new products/services/processes?
Do you receive specific information about new
products/services/processes?
Are you involved in the marketing planning of new
products/services/processes?
Do you get sales training provided by suppliers?
Do suppliers ask you to put their products in a specific place in the
shop?
Do suppliers ask you about the consumers’ opinion about new
products/services, existing products/services, assortment, price setting,
missing products/services and general comments? For example account
managers of suppliers.
Do suppliers ask you for evaluating products/processes/services?
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Involvement employees by
managemnet
Involvement employees by
suppliers

Innovation process

Table 9: Operationalization for advantages and disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation
process.

Advantages

Are there according to you advantages of involving shop
employees in the innovation process by the
headquarters/management? Personal as well as for the organization.

Are there according to you disadvantages of involving shop
Disadvantages employees in the innovation process by the
headquarters/management? Personal as well as for the organization.

Advantages

Are there according to you advantages of involving shop
employees in the innovation process by the suppliers? Personal as
well as for the organization.

Are there according to you disadvantages of involving shop
Disadvantages employees in the innovation process by the suppliers? Personal as
well as for the organization.
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4. Empirical Data
In this chapter the results from the 23 interviews of eight different DFRO’s will be
presented. For each DFRO a summary is made. The summaries are built up according to
the labels which are presented in chapter 2.8, “the shop employee and innovation process
of the management/headquarters”, the second one “the shop employee and innovation
process of the suppliers”, the third one “possible advantages and disadvantages of shop
employee integration in the innovation process”. The fourth theme “directions of
innovation in which shop employees are involved” will be presented in Chapter 5 since first
an analysis is needed to extract the directions of innovations from the interviews.
At the end of this chapter the observations of the author in the role of observer and
participant are presented.

4.1. Empirical data summary of interviews from 8 DFROs.
4.1.1. Perfume and beauty products.
Information about Interviewees:
1. Female, 46 years old, has been working there for 8 years, Assistant shop manager (6
years).
2. Female, 25 years old, has been working there for 3 year, shop employee
Summary:
Both of the respondents think that their opinion is not important for the
management/headquarters. The situation is different with suppliers. One of the
interviewees said that his opinion is more important for suppliers. Another interviewee
said that her opinion is important for some suppliers, but in general it is not really
important.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
After the interviews the authors found out that shop employees are not involved in the
scoping stage by management since they are not asked to come up with new ideas. They
are also not asked to give their opinion about new ideas presented by management.
They are not asked to make decisions about which idea to choose and to help with its
development, i.e. shop employees are not involved by management in defining the
project and development stages.
Shop employees are involved in the validation stage through testing sometimes new
products (perfume and beauty products), but not with services and processes. They can
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take new products for personal use home (to get personal experience) or test/use
products when the retail manager visits the shop and give their opinion about the new
products.
Commercialization: shop employees received quite a lot of information about new
products and processes. Regarding to the involvement in marketing planning shop
employees are not asked to do something by the management or as the assistant shop
manager said: “For the country wide marketing I am not asked to help or give ideas”. But
interviewee 2 is sometimes asked by the shop manager to promote the new product or
give leaflets. The management decides where to locate the new products in the shop
without asking employees for their opinion. The management provides shop employees
with sales trainings and also trainings regarding new products and services.
Shop employees are partly involved in the evaluation stage by the management. The
only thing management asks them is the amount of consumers, if it was busy or not. Also
the management asks them to evaluate the trainings and they get questionnaires about
job satisfaction.
The innovation process of suppliers.
For the scoping: shop employees are not asked by suppliers to come up with new ideas.
But some of the suppliers (10-20%) present to them new ideas and want to know the
employees’ opinion about those ideas.
Shop employees are not involved by suppliers in the stage of defining the project and
also not in the development stage.
Shop employees are involved in validation and commercialization stages. Suppliers
sometimes give to shop employees new products for personal use in order to test them
and give their opinion about them. But they do not ask them to test new services or
processes. Moreover, they receive information about new beauty products and cremes,
changes in services and processes. As the assistant shop manager said this information
is “good and sufficient”. Suppliers also ask employees to give leaflets about new
products and samples to the consumers, i.e. they are involved in the marketing planning.
It happens also more specific that account managers ask the shop employees to hand out
free samples of perfumes to consumers, who are buying certain products. But as was
mentioned by the assistant shop manager it is only regarding new products. Moreover
some of the suppliers ask them to put products in a specific place in the shop. Also
suppliers give trainings about new products and their characteristics and advantages in
comparison with other products.
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Some of the suppliers ask shop employees about consumers’ opinion regarding existing
and new products, services and processes that shows they are partly involved in the
evaluation stage of the innovation process of suppliers. Moreover, both respondents give
evaluation about trainings.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Both respondents think that the advantage of shop employees’ involvement by
management for the organization will be a lot of useful information from and about
consumers. The sales employee noticed that there is a possible disadvantage of overload
of information for the headquarters. Personally shop employees will be more motivated
and feel themselves more important if the management involves them. They will have
the feeling that management takes them serious. Shop employees do not see any
disadvantages for themselves.
Interviewees also see the same advantage for the suppliers of getting more and better,
or as interviewee 2 said “real and good” consumer information. But the sales employee
noticed that there is a possible disadvantage of too much information for the suppliers if
they will ask all the shop employees about their opinion. They will be personally more
attached to the products and feel more positive about the product if they are well
informed and involved, but only if the quality of the product is also good. Moreover, if
the supplier is interested in them, they prefer to sell those specific products over
products from suppliers that are not interested in them. The only disadvantage for shop
employees is that it could be time consuming if all the suppliers involve them.
4.1.2. Sports shop
Information about interviewees:
1. Male, 32 years old, has been working for 7 years, position - assistant shop manager
(for 3 years), before shop employee (for 4 years)
2. Female, 23 years old, has been working for the shop for 4 years, position - shop
employee responsible for the outdoor department.
3. Male, 20 years old, has been working for the shop for 1 year, position - shop
employee working at the shoe department.
Summary:
All three respondents think that their opinion is not important for the
management/headquarters. Two shop employees responsible for different departments
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think the same about suppliers – their opinion is not important for them, while the
assistant shop manager said that it is not important for most of suppliers but some
suppliers take his opinion serious.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
Shop employees of this sports shop are not involved in the scoping stage of the
innovation process by management because they are not asked to come up with new
ideas and also are not asked for their opinion about ideas presented by management.
They are not involved in defining the project and development phases as well.
All the shop employees are partly involved in the validation stage by testing new
processes, like inventory, but not products or services. Moreover, they are always asked
for the evaluation and feedback after testing them.
Commercialization: all employees receive information about new products, services and
processes through the intranet. But they are not involved in marketing planning and
locating new products in the shop. They get infrequent (1-2 times per year) sales
training concerning sales techniques (extra sales, selection of the right product for
customer).
Shop employees of this sports shop are partly involved in the evaluation since they have
never been asked about the consumers’ opinion, but they get questionnaires from the
management about trainings.
The innovation process of suppliers.
None of the respondents are asked to come up with new ideas. Shop employees in the
shoe and outdoor departments are also not asked for their opinion about ideas
presented by suppliers. The assistant shop manager also thinks he is not involved in
scoping stage. They are not involved in defining the project and development phases.
The assistant shop manager and the shop employee of the outdoor department are
involved by suppliers in testing new products, but not services and processes. They get
new products for personal use and the suppliers ask their opinion afterwards. The
assistant shop manager thinks that it is more like presents. The shop employee of the
shoe department was not asked to test new products yet.
Commercialization: departments’ shop employees receive the information about new
products in their department. They do not receive any information about services or
processes but they both said that shop manager is the one who gets this information.
The assistant shop manager gets well informed about all new products and about some
processes like guarantee service. The shop employee of the outdoor department and the
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assistant shop manager are involved in marketing planning by giving away promotional
materials to certain customers who buy certain products. The shop employee of the shoe
department said he is not involved in marketing planning. All shop employees get
training/”information meetings” about certain products. They are not involved in the
decision where to locate the products in the shop. The shop employee of the shoe
department and the assistant shop manager are not involved in the evaluation stage
regarding consumers’ opinion, but the shop employee of the outdoor department said
that there is one account manager who is interested in the customers’ opinions and
experiences. Nevertheless, all of the employees get questionnaires from the suppliers to
evaluate the information meetings, which some suppliers are offering to them.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Shop employees see advantages for the management as information about customers
and their needs. Personally they will feel themselves more important; if they know their
opinion is heard it will motivate them to look for improvements. The assistant shop
manager said: “shop employees know more than the people behind the desk, they are
just sitting behind the desk”. Moreover, he said that involvement of shop employees in
earlier phase may solve problems before ideas are implemented. Interviewee 2 said: “it
will make me feel important like for example with testing some processes. In this testing
I feel that I really can contribute to the process.”
Possible disadvantages for management they mentioned are too much information and
time consumption for management as well as for shop employees.
Concerning possible advantages for suppliers respondents mentioned the same one as
for the management – “first hand” information that shop employees have from
consumers. All the employees think they will feel more important if they are involved in
the innovation process by customer and it will have a positive effect on selling their
products. Interviewee 2 experienced that she is important when the account manager
asks her for the information and opinion she has, and also feels more positive about
products of this supplier. The assistant shop manager said also that it will help to inform
customers better and personally they will prefer to sell more products from which they
have more information but only if the quality of these products is good. There are no
disadvantages according to the sports shop employees except the time consumption for
both suppliers and shop employees.
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4.1.3. Garden and pet products (two locations)
Information about interviewees:
1. Male, 18 years old, has been working for DFRO for 19 months, shop employee
responsible for the garden department.
2. Male, 45 years old, has been working for DFRO for 6 years, shop manager.
3. Female, 38 years old, has been working for DFRO for 6 months, shop employee
responsible for the pet department.
4. Female, 31 years old, has been working for DFRO for 10 years, assistant shop
manager.
5. Male, 35 years old, has been working for DFRO for 2 years, shop manager.
6. Female, 22 years old, has been working for DFRO for 18 months, shop employee
responsible for the garden department.
7. Female, 18 years old, has been working for DFRO for 18 months, shop employee,
responsible for the pet department.
Summary:
All seven respondents think that their opinion about innovation is not important for the
management. With suppliers the situation is different. Three interviewees said that
some suppliers, around 10%, are interested in their opinion and the assistant shop
manager said it is around 60%. Interviewee 6 thinks that her opinion is more important
for suppliers than for the headquarters.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
Shop employees from different departments are not asked by management for new
ideas. The shop manager is really seldom asked for new ideas about processes. The
assistant shop manager said she is not asked for new ideas but mentioned that: “there is
an opportunity to do it by yourself”. Management also does not ask the shop employees
opinion about new ideas they present.
None of the shop employees of this DFRO is involved in defining the project. Two
respondents said that they are partly involved in development stage by filling in the
evaluation forms and the rest said that they are not involved in the development stage
by management. Six respondents have not been involved in validation stage. However, if
the shop is a pilot shop, what means that a new product is tested there in a certain
department; shop employees can be involved in the validation phase like in case with
shop manager who was testing horse feed in this shop.
Commercialization: Each interviewee receives information about products and
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sometimes processes/services from the management. None of them is involved in
marketing planning and planning of product location in the shop. Some of them get
general sales training. One of the shop employees said that these trainings are the same
for a long time, while the shop employee of the garden department said they are well
organized and interesting. There are also product group specific trainings next to the
general sales trainings as was mentioned by several interviewees. However, in the
second shop only the shop manager get trainings and shop employees do not.
All of the shop employees are involved in evaluation stage by management, but only for
evaluation of trainings and workshops.
The innovation process of suppliers.
Suppliers do not ask shop employees to come up with new ideas. But if they present new
ideas they sometimes ask shop employees from the garden and pet departments what is
their opinion. Other shop employees said that they are not asked for their opinion. The
assistant shop manager is also not asked by suppliers but she gives her opinion about
new ideas if it is possible.
Most of the shop employees are not involved in defining the project stage by suppliers.
Only Interviewee 7 is involved in this stage by suppliers by giving her opinion to some
suppliers about the new assortment in the shop. The situation is the same with the
development stage. Most of the shop employees think they are not involved in
development while interviewee 6 thinks she is involved in this stage regarding services
and processes. To prove it she provides an example about a soil test for customers. Five
respondents said they are not involved in testing, except the assistant shop manager,
who said that she is seldom asked to use products for personal use to see what it is.
Commercialization: Only the assistant shop manager gave positive answers to all four
questions of the commercialization stage, including involvement in marketing planning.
All shop employees receive the information from suppliers about existing and new
products and new processes and get trainings about them. The shop employee of the
garden department, shop managers and assistant shop manager are sometimes asked to
plan where to locate new products in the shop. Besides the assistant shop manager, two
shop employees think they are also involved in the marketing planning and they provide
some examples (the supplier of paint asked them to paint a garden house in front of the
shop with suppliers’ paints).
Four out of seven respondents are involved in the evaluation stage since they are asked
for customers’ feedback about new products and assortment. Moreover, one shop
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manager and the assistant shop manager state that they are also asked by suppliers to
evaluate the trainings. Nevertheless, they are not asked for evaluation of
products/services/processes.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
All the shop employees of this DFRO argued that they get a lot of useful information from
consumers, which could be useful for the management/headquarters. Moreover, shop
employees said they have more practical information about processes in the shop and if
the management asks their opinion about it some of the obligated but unnecessary
processes could be eliminated.

It can help not only with eliminating unnecessary

processes but also with improving the existing ones, like interviewee 3 said: “there will
be less distance between theory (headquarters) and practical (shop) and in this way
some processes will be better like for example the planning for the product place in the
shops.” Personally shop employees will feel more positive and attached to the job, and
also important to the organization they are working for and being proud of themselves.
The shop manager also said one important phrase: “when I have the feeling that the
management is listening to shop employees, I will implement new ideas easier”.
As possible disadvantage for management interviewees mentioned overload of
information. In this case it will be hard to select what is important and also may cost a
lot of time for the headquarters. Personally all employees do not see any disadvantages
and most of them are ready to spend some extra time except the shop employee of the
garden department. Moreover, one of the shop managers said that some of the
employees may think that it is not their responsibility.
The possible advantage for suppliers is also information they can get from the shop
employees. Shop employees would like to be more involved in the innovation process
and be closer to products, get more information about them, and test them. All the
employees said that if they are involved by suppliers and have a lot of information about
products they will be more secure and willing to sell these products over products from
other suppliers, which do not provide them with information. However, the product
must have a good quality, as was mentioned by one of interviewee. The assistant shop
manager see 4 advantages for both parties: “1) information, 2) good relationship, 3)
feeling that I am important for the supplier 4) have the feeling that they think in a
serious way about me.”
As disadvantages shop employees see overload of information for suppliers and time
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consumption for both suppliers and shop employees. There were also two interesting
answers given. Firstly, it was mentioned by one of the shop managers, that if he gets
information about products of one supplier they will be sold more than products of
other suppliers. However, similar products of another supplier are perhaps better but
since the shop employee does not have enough information about the product he does
not know it. Secondly, one of the respondents mentioned that it is hard to give customer
information because employees can mix it with their own opinion.
4.1.4. Supermarket
Information about interviewees:
1. Male, 20 years old, has been working for the shop for 4 years, responsible for the
fruit & vegetables department.
2. Female, 42 years old, has been working for the shop for 8 years, working at the
meat department.
Summary:
Both respondents think their opinion is not important for both management/
headquarters and for suppliers.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
Shop employees of this supermarket are not involved in scoping, defining the project,
development

and

validation

stages

of

the

innovation

process

of

management/headquarters.
Both respondents are also not involved in the commercialization and evaluation stages
by management. All the information they receive is coming from the shop manager. The
shop manager also asks them about possible new product locations.
The innovation process of suppliers
Shop employees of this supermarket are not involved in any of the six stages of the
innovation process of suppliers.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Both respondents said that they have useful information about their department and
also provide some examples. One interviewee says that if they use her in the innovation
process, she can give her opinion and expertise about the used machinery and knifes in
the meat department. She says “they (the management) have never worked here, but
they decide what is good for us”.
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The shop employee, who is responsible for the fruit and vegetables department, gives as
an example that he knows better what is missing in the assortment since customers are
asking him for certain products, which they do not offer. If the management is aware of
the fact that there are missing products in the assortment they could take action. They
will be more satisfied with their job and will be more motivated if they are involved.
Interviewee 1 said: “… refilling the store I think this can be better, but they never ask me
anything, so why should I say something, because it is not my job.” Nevertheless, the
shop employees would be happy to be involved, since it will also help them.
About disadvantages by involving shop employees by the management the shop
employees are clear “No, for sure not” and “No, I only see advantages”.
If asked about the advantages of involving shop employees in the innovation by
suppliers, the shop employees see several advantages. The main advantage is
concerning the packaging of products. According to the shop employees, they have
practical expertise, which could improve packaging. Also one shop employee of the meat
department, sees involving shop employees as an advantage for the suppliers of the
machinery. The shop employees have a practical point of view and could come up with
improvements for the machinery. Also here the shop employees do not see any
disadvantage to be involved.
4.1.5. Shoe store
Information about interviewees:
1. Female, 31 years old, has been working for DFRO for 8 years, shop manager.
2. Male, 22 years old, has been working for DFRO for 2 years, shop employee.
Summary:
Both employees of the shoe store do not have a feeling that their opinion is important
for both management and suppliers.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
Both respondents are not asked to come up with new ideas. The shop manager is
involved in the scoping stage of the innovation process by management since she is
asked about her opinion of the new assortment. She is also asked sometimes about how
to decorate the shop. The shop employee is not asked about this.
Both interviewees are not involved in defining the project and the development stage.
The shop manager is asked to test new products in the assortment, and if these are
successful other shops will put them in the assortment too, since this and a couple of
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more shops are responsible for the testing of certain products. However, she is not
asked to test any services or processes. The shop employee is on the other hand not
involved in the validation stage.
Commercialization: both employees receive information about new products. However,
only the shop manager is the one who receives the information from the headquarters
about new services and process, for example administration, warranty and inventory.
They are not involved in marketing planning. The management does not ask directly to
the shop manager to plan the location for the new products in the shop. The shop
employee is not asked about this either. Both shop employees get a basic sales training,
mostly how to serve customers in the best way.
Both of the shop employees are involved in the evaluation stage by management by
asking to do evaluations and answer questionnaires. There is a difference between the
shop manager and the shop employee. The shop manager is asked each year to do an
evaluation about the whole shop, concept, what to improve and evaluation about
specific trainings. The shop employee is only asked to answer a questionnaire about
trainings. Nevertheless, the management asks none of the interviewees about
information of consumers.
The innovation process of suppliers.
According to the answers shop employees of this DFRO are not involved in scoping,
defining the project and development stages by supplies. According to respondents
answers they do not think they are involved in validation. They get some shoes from
suppliers and interviewee 1 thinks it is more advertising, while interviewee 2 is
sometimes asked about his opinion of these shoes. The shop manager think that if they
get shoes from the supplier it can be seen as involvement in marketing planning and
gives a comment on it: “Maybe, the shoes that we get to wear in the shops can be seen as
part of their marketing strategy.”
Another interviewee did not comment on it and said he is not involved in marketing
planning by suppliers. Suppliers do not ask shop employees to plan the location of new
products in the shop and also do not provide them with any sales training.
None of the shop employees is involved in the evaluation stage by suppliers.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Since shop employees said that they “know better the local circumstances than the
headquarters”, “have better idea what to do”. The possible advantage for management is
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useful information about customers and about the shop itself. It can also help to avoid
some mistakes done by management if they will ask the employees opinions. The shop
employees would feel more appreciated if they are involved and the headquarters show
interest in them, but as shop manager said: “everything is done by the headquarters
without even discussing certain topics.” The only disadvantage shop employees see here
is that it could be time consuming for the management to involve all the employees, and
it is time consuming for employees as well.
Possible advantages for suppliers are more or less the same as for the headquarters –
they can get the knowledge about consumers (which products consumers are asking,
what is missing in the assortment), and they can learn from shop employees to avoid
mistakes in an early phase. The disadvantage for suppliers is when they involve all shop
employees it will be time consuming for them as well for the shop employees.
4.1.6. Clothing store
Information about Interviewees:
1. Male, 26 years old, has been working in the shop for 3 years, shop manager.
2. Male, 23 years old, has been working in the shop for 18 months, shop employee.
Summary:
Both of the respondents think that their opinion is not important for the
management/headquarters and for suppliers.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
In the scoping stage the shop manager is asked by the retail manager to come up with
the idea how to decorate and furniture the shop. The shop employees are not asked by
the management about ideas of new products. The management presents new ideas to
the shop employees but do not ask their opinion about the presented ideas.
Shop employees are not involved in defining the project and development stages.
The management sometimes asks the shop manager to test the new processes, but not
products or services, that shows their partial involvement in the validation stage
Commercialization: the shop employees receive quite a lot of information about changes,
but they are not involved in the marketing planning of new products and services. The
shop manager is sometimes asked about the product location but the sales employee is
not. All the shop employees get the sales training offered by the management.
The shop employees are never asked about the consumers’ opinion, but they are asked
to evaluate the trainings and fill in questionnaires concerning job satisfaction.
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The innovation process of suppliers.
Suppliers do not ask shop employees for new ideas. Suppliers present the new ideas
sometimes and sometimes an account manager asks for the shop managers opinion
about this ideas. The account managers do not ask the sales employee. Shop employees
are not involved by suppliers in defining the project, development and validation stages.
Commercialization: shop employees receive the information from suppliers about new
products/new collection, but only the shop manager receives information about
processes. Shop employees do not think that they are involved in marketing planning,
only with handing out some promotional materials. They do not get any training from
suppliers. Sometimes account managers are trying to ask the shop manager to put their
products in a specific place in the shop.
Shop employees are not involved in the evaluation stage by suppliers. The suppliers
never ask them anything about the consumers’ opinion.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Both respondents think that the organization will receive more information, like
consumers’ needs, what do consumers miss in the collection and local information about
the shops’ performances. Personally the shop manager said he would feel more
important if the management involves him in the innovation process. The sales
employee said that he has useful ideas and would like to share them with the
management. Moreover, the shop employee mentioned that it may help closing the gap
between “office mentality (theory based) and the shop mentality (practical based)”.
As disadvantages the respondents mentioned that it will be hard for the management to
select the useful information and it will be time consuming for both employees and
management. This time consuming factor will lead according to one of the shop
employees to less time left for the daily shop tasks. Also one shop employee answers
that some shop employees will not see it as their responsibility to get involved.
Regarding to the involvement by suppliers, the shop employees mentioned that they
would feel more important and appreciated and therefore more positive about suppliers
and their products if these suppliers involve them in the innovation process. Moreover,
this positive feeling the shop employees transfer to the customer: “I think that I will
transfer this positive thinking about the products and the supplier to the customer”. If
asked if this positive transfer onto the customer has any influence on the sales the
employee answers “Yes I think I will sell more from these products than others, for
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example with jeans I have this experience”. One of the shop employees also mentions
that suppliers by involving shop employees get more information about consumers’
wishes and what is missing in the assortment according to them.
As disadvantage both respondents mentioned that it will be time consuming for both
parties like in the case with the management involving shop employees. Also one shop
employee sees the overload of information as a disadvantage for the suppliers.
4.1.7. Retail bakery
Information about interviewees:
1. Male, 20 years old, has been working for DFRO for 3 years, shop employee.
2. Male, 43 years old, has been working for DFRO for 10 years, shop manager.
3. Female, 21 years old, has been working for DFRO for 1 year, shop employee.
Summary:
All the shop employees of this DFRO think that their opinion about the innovation
process is not important for the management and also not for suppliers.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
The management does not ask shop employees to come up with new ideas and also does
not present new ideas. Only the shop manager gets the presentation and is asked for his
opinion.
None of the shop employees is involved in defining the project and development stages
of the innovation process by the management.
All the interviewees said that management asks them to test new products and give the
feedback about how many and to whom these products are sold. This testing consists
out of putting new products in the assortment for a short period of time. Furthermore,
they are not asked to test services or processes.
Commercialization: all the shop employees receive the information about changes in
assortment and processes, but they are not involved in marketing planning and planning
of new product location in the shop. Only the shop manager gets the sales training, the
rest of employees get the general training about safety and hygiene, since they are
working in a fresh food environment.
None of the shop employees is involved in the evaluation stage by management
concerning consumers’ opinion/information. Nevertheless, they are involved in the
evaluation of the training through questionnaires.
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The innovation process of suppliers.
The shop employees are not involved by suppliers in scoping, defining the project,
development, validation, commercialization and evaluation stages. In other words we
can say that shop employees of this DFRO are not involved in the innovation process of
suppliers.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
As possible advantages employees mentioned information for the headquarters about
what is popular and what is missing in the assortment. The shop employees know what
customers are asking and if the shop cannot offer these products. Moreover, as
interviewee 3 mentioned, they also know better about processes. This is since “shop
employees are working every day with the processes in the shop”. Also the practical
experience, which shop employees have, will be an advantage if involved and applied
within the innovation process.
Moreover, the shop employees will feel more appreciated if they are involved. As
disadvantages they mentioned time and money costs for the management. The shop
manager said that not every shop employee is able to participate in the innovation
process “on a high level”. Personally shop employees do not see any disadvantages for
themselves.
Regarding possible advantages for suppliers, practical information about customers will
help the suppliers to choose the right assortment. Also the experience, which shop
employees have with using the machinery, could be useful for the producer/supplier.
Moreover, one employee mentions, that he thinks products could be packed in a
different way and say that this information based on practical experience could help the
suppliers of products. The disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation
process are according to the shop employees, time, resources and not all shop
employees will be useful to involve.
4.1.8. Drugstore
Information about interviewees:
1. Female, 22 years old, has been working for DFRO for 2 years, shop employee.
2. Female, 42 years old, has been working for DFRO for 7 years, shop manager.
Summary:
The first interviewee thinks that her opinion is not important for the management while
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the second interviewee, who is the shop manager, thinks that her opinion is important
for the retail manager. Both of the respondents think that their opinion is not important
for suppliers.
The innovation process of management/headquarters.
The management does not ask shop employees to come up with new ideas. When the
management presents new ideas about processes to employees they sometimes ask the
opinion of the shop manager, but not from another employee.
The shop manager in this DFRO is involved in defining the project stage by giving her
opinion what is the best to do regarding administrative processes and the assortment.
The shop employee is not asked to make any decisions or giving her opinion. Both
respondents are not involved in the development stage.
The shop manager is asked by the management to test new processes (ordering new
products, inventory, human resources-who is working how many hours). The shop
employee is not asked to do this by the management.
Commercialization: the shop employee receives the information from the management
in both ways directly and through the shop manager. They are not involved in marketing
planning, but the management asks the shop manager about new product locations
within the shop, shop manager then discuss it with the rest of shop employees. All the
shop employees get training about new products and services offered by the
management.
Both respondents are involved in the evaluation stage. They both have to evaluate the
offered trainings, but the shop manager also has to evaluate the customers’ opinion
about the shop.
The innovation process of suppliers.
Suppliers do not ask the shop employees to come up with new ideas. When they present
new ideas interviewee 1 said that sometimes they ask her opinion. The shop manager
said that suppliers try to influence them during the presentation so they can influence
the headquarters that is deciding about ideas at the end.
Shop employees are not involved by suppliers in the defining the project stage. The s
hop employee is not involved in development stage while the shop manager said he is
but really seldom.
The shop employees are sometimes asked to test products by using them at home but
they do not ask any feedback. The shop manager is seldom asked to test new processes
concerning administration and to give the feedback.
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Commercialization: All the shop employees receive the information about new products
from suppliers. They are not involved in marketing planning by suppliers. Suppliers
provide DFRO’s shop employees with sales training about new products and sometimes
processes. Suppliers also ask the shop manager about new product locations in the
shop, but in the end the management decides.
Only the shop manager is partly involved in the evaluation phase by suppliers since he is
asked to evaluate trainings.
Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employee integration in the innovation
process.
Advantages for the headquarters, mentioned by employees, are the useful information,
which the shop employees have. One employee says “they (shop employees) have their
own ideas about the organization and possible also improvements”. Another advantage,
which the shop employees see, is that the headquarters do not know exactly how it all
works in a shop and the shop employees know how it works. If this experience, which
the shop employees have is used by the management there will be less problems to
implement “certain processes and certain plannings for the product placement”. One
shop employee describes this as follows “We have a practical point of view”. Another
advantage according to the shop employees is that shop employees will feel more
important and appreciated if they are involved by the management.
As disadvantages respondents mentioned an overload of information for the
headquarters and it will be time consuming “If you want to involve all the shop
employees it will be time costly and you will probably get an overload of information
and not everything will be useful”. Two other disadvantages are according to the shop
employees, it will put more pressure on the shop employees and shop employees do not
want to this extra work without getting paid extra.
Advantages of involving employees in the innovation process by suppliers give firstly
suppliers extra information about consumers. “Shop employees have every day contact
with the consumers and in this way a lot of information”. Another advantage concerns
the packaging of products, mainly the packaging, which is used to transport products to
the shops. The shop employee mentions that she could give improvements for this.
Another advantage according to the shop manager is “when certain suppliers involve me
in a good way and really show interest I feel more comfortable and better about their
products” and “if shop employees get more information from a supplier it is easier for
them to sell these products instead of other products, which are similar. The shop
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manager says that she sees this happening with her own shop employees. As
disadvantage, the shop employees see, time consuming and overload of information as
main problems, but also that it is not the job of the shop employee is seen as a
disadvantage.

4.2.

Observations

The descriptive notes of the observations are presented here, but the reflective notes can be
found in Appendix 4.
Observation in Garden shop, visit Retail manager. Observer as a participant.
Descriptive notes.
When the retail manager is entering the shop he walks around and says hello to most of
the employees available. These contact moments are just short contact moments and an
exchange of the formal way of saying “hello” and “how are you”.
There are no in depth conversations with most employees, but there is an in depth
conversation with the shop manager. They are walking through the shop and as it looks
discussing some things about the shop. At a certain moment also the assistant shop
manager is involved in the conversation.
After a while the retail manager and the shop manager are going both to the office,
which is situated in the shop. The observer is not able to observe the situation here in
the office.
Observation Garden shop of account manager’ visit. Observer as a participant.
Descriptive notes.
The account manager is entering the shop and walks a bit around. He says hello to the
employees, who are working today and with some he makes a small talk.
The account manager is checking the products, which he represents and makes some
notes on a paper that looks like a list to order products.
After a while he joins the team of shop employees to drink coffee, also the shop manager
and the assistant shop manager are there. Here the account manager is just mingling and
talking about the products and what to order. Most of the employees are involved in this
conversation and give their opinions. Opinions are told and decisions are made, with the
involvement of most of the shop employees. The shop employees are all able to give
their opinion about which products could be successful.
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Observation in Sport shop of supplier’ visit. Observer as an observer.
Descriptive notes.
While the observer was in the shop an account manager of a supplier of outdoor
products visited. The account manager went up to the department responsible and
started to talk with her. They were walking around in the department and discussed
some products, which were presented there. The account manager had also a
conversation with the assistant shop manager, but shorter and it did not take place on
the outdoor department itself. At the end of his visit, he went back to his car to pick up
some information leaflets and product brochures, which he gave to the department
responsible.
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5.

Analysis and discussion

In this chapter the analysis of the empirical data is presented. Firstly, the involvement of
shop employees in the innovation process of management and suppliers is presented and
analyzed. After this, figures with percentages on how shop employees are involved in each
stage are presented, followed by disadvantages and advantages of involving shop
employees in the innovation process and with the three directions of innovation in which
shop employees are involved. The authors made use of tables and figures to present the
data in a clear way. In the end of this chapter an integrated discussion of all the research
questions is presented.
To make it more clear for the readers where to find the analysis per research question the
authors present here the sections which are related to each research question.
5.1

RQ 1: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the
innovation process by the management of Dutch franchise retail organizations?
RQ2: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the
innovation process by suppliers of Dutch franchise retail organizations?

5.2

RQ 3: What are the possible advantages and disadvantages in the shop employees’
point of view of involving them in the innovation process?

5.3

RQ 4: In which directions of innovation are shop employees involved?

5.1. Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process
5.1.1. Defining criteria for comparison
Tables 10 and 12 present the analyses of interviews of shop employees’ involvement in
all six stages of the innovation process of management and suppliers (Cooper, 1990;
2001; Dervitsiotis, 2010; Ulrich and Eppinger, 2000).
There are three categories used in these tables: not involved, partly involved and
involved. For an interviewee to get the label “involved” this employee had to have the
following criteria:
Involvement by management:


Positive answer on all the questions about involvement in a certain stage of the
innovation process.



Involvement in the innovation process of all three components: products,
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services and processes in a certain stage.
Involvement by suppliers:
Since there are multiple suppliers, the authors also added the third criteria for
involvement by suppliers.


Involvement in a certain stage of the innovation process by all suppliers.



Positive answer on all the questions about involvement in the certain stage of the
innovation process.



Involvement in the innovation process of all three components: products,
services and processes in a certain stage.

For an interviewee to get the label “partly involved” this employee had to have the
following criteria:
Involvement by management:


Positive answer on at least one of the questions about involvement in the certain
stage of the innovation process.



Involvement in the innovation process of at least one of the components:
products, services or processes.

Involvement by suppliers:


Involvement in a certain stage of the innovation process by at least one supplier.



Positive answer on at least one of the questions about involvement in the certain
stage of the innovation process.



Involvement in the innovation process of at least one of the components:
products, services or processes.

For an interviewee to get the label “not involved” this employee had to have the
following criteria:
Involvement by management:


Negative answer on all the questions about involvement in the certain stage of
the innovation process.



No involvement in the innovation process of all three components: products,
services and processes.

Involvement by suppliers:


No involvement in a certain stage of the innovation process by any supplier.



Negative answer on all the questions about involvement in the certain stage of
the innovation process.
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No involvement in the innovation process of all three components: products,
services and processes.

After analyzing the data of each DFRO the authors decided to add one extra criteria
before labeling each stage. “One-time events”, “really seldom” and “almost never” are
considered belonging to the label “not involved”. In the authors’ opinion these answers
would pollute the final outcome of the research and give a misrepresented picture of the
reality.
5.1.2. The shop employees involvement per stage by management
Note to the reader: the shop employees are divided by the authors into two categories:
(assistant) shop managers and the rest of the shop employees, who are not (assistant) shop
managers.
The analysis of involving shop employees in six stages of the innovation process by
headquarters/management is shown in Table 10. The authors have filtered the answers
given by shop employees according to the theoretical framework of the stages since
some shop employees thought that some acts of involvement belong to a certain stage,
but according to the authors these acts of involvement belong to a different stage.

Perfume shop

Sports

Garden and pet products shop1

Supermarket

Shoe store

Clothing store

Retail bakery

Drug store

Table 10: The analysis of shop employees’ involvement in the innovation process of management

Scoping

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

Defining the
project

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

Development

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

Validation

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

Commercialization

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

Evaluation

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

The explanation of differences between location 1 and location 2 of Garden and Pet shop is given in
Appendix 3
1
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Table 10 shows the combined involvement of all the shop employees per DFRO. The only
stage in which none of the DFRO’s is involved is the development stage. In the defining
the project stage only the drugstore employees are involved. Half of the DFRO’s are
involved in the scoping stage by the management. As we can see in the Table 10 all the
DFRO’s except the supermarket are involved in the commercialization and evaluation
stage. Moreover, in the validation stage also the garden and pet products DFRO is not
involved together with the supermarket. The fact that the employees of the supermarket
are not involved in any stage, could be explained by the following fact: only in the
supermarket there were no interviews with the (assistant) shop manager. This is
important, since in most DFRO’s there was a difference in the level of involvement
between the (assistant) managers of a shop and the other shop employees throughout
all stages of the innovation process.
The following description of each stage gives a better picture of how the shop employees
are involved in each stage by the management. The description is supported by
percentage figures. Table 11 explains the percentages used in the figures.
Table 11: The explanation of percentages

Number of DFRO’s
involved
Percentage

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

12,5%

25%

37,5%

50%

62,5%

75%

87,5%

100%

Scoping
Figure 10 shows the involvement of shop employees in the scoping stage by
management in percentages. The management is actively asking shop employees to
come up with ideas about the shop employees’ own working environment. Moreover, in
one DFRO shop employees are even involved on a strategic level that refers to the
organization-related direction of innovation. In this stage the difference in the level of
involvement based on the shop employee’s position is clearly visible in several DFRO’s.
Most of the times the (assistant) shop manager is involved to a higher degree than the
shop employees.
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Figure 10: Involvement in the scoping stage by management

Defining the project
Figure 11 shows the involvement of shop employees in the defining the project stage by
management in percentages. Only one shop manager is asked to give her opinion about
implementation of new processes and the assortment. This shows that only the
management of one DFRO involves shop managers in defining the project stage.

Figure 11: Involvement in defining the project stage by management

Validation
Figure 12 shows the involvement of shop employees in the validation stage by
management in percentages. The management involves the shop employees mainly in
validating processes (ordering, inventory, etc.), with which the employees are working
on a daily base in their own working environment, this is in line with Axtell et al.,
(2000). Moreover, Figure 12 shows that the management of DFRO’s makes use of pilot
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shops. Pilot shops are shops, which are testing products, processes and services before
the whole organization is implementing them or not. In some DFRO’s the shop manager
is asked to test new processes (administration, etc.) while shop employees are not asked
to test them.

Figure 12: Involvement in the validation stage by management

Commercialization
Figure 13 shows the involvement of shop employees in the commercialization stage by
management in percentages. The highest degree of involvement in the innovation
process is in the commercialization stage. This can be explained by the statement which
Axtell et al. (2000) made, that it is much more likely for employees to come up with
improvements in their own working environment. The commercialization takes places
in the physical shops and this is the working environment of the shop employees. As can
be seen in Figure 13, almost all the DFRO’s receive information from the management.
Moreover, most of them also receive some kind of sales training and to a lower degree
product training. In this stage the difference in the level of involvement based on the
position is also visible, for example, when only the (assistant) shop managers get
information about processes and services. This shows that the shop employees only get
basic information about the products, which they are selling. Another example is related
to the new product location planning within the shop: mainly the shop managers are
asked for their opinion and not the shop employees.
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Figure 13: Involvement in the commercialization stage by management

Evaluation
Figure 14 shows the involvement of shop employees in the evaluation stage by
management. The fact that it is more likely for employees to come up with
improvements in their own working environment can also explain the degree of
involvement in the evaluation stage.
The involvement in the evaluation stage mainly exists out of evaluating offered trainings
and to lower degree consumer information. It is interesting to mention that some shop
managers are interested in the shop employees’ knowledge about consumers, while the
management is not.
The management of DFRO’s also involves shop employees in job satisfaction evaluation
and overall shop performance. However, mainly shop managers are involved in overall
evaluation of the shop performance. The difference between shop managers and the
shop employees in job satisfaction evaluation is smaller.
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Figure 14: Involvement in the evaluation stage by management

5.1.3. The shop employees involvement per stage by suppliers

Perfume shop

Sports

Garden and pet products shop

Supermarket

Shoe store

Clothing store

Retail bakery

Drug store

Table 12: The analysis of shop employees’ involvement in the innovation process of suppliers

Scoping

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

Defining the
project

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

Development

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

Validation

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

Commercialization

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

partly
inolved

partly
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

Evaluation

partly
involved

partly
involved

partly
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

not
involved

partly
involved

Table 12 shows the combined involvement of the employees per DFRO. In the
commercialization stage most of the DFRO’s are involved, followed by the scoping stage,
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validation and evaluation stage. Only the garden and pet products shop is involved in the
defining the project and the development stages. Like it was visible in the involvement
by the management, the supermarket employees are not involved in any stage.
Moreover, the retail bakery employees are also not involved in any stage by the
suppliers.
The following description of each stage gives a better picture of how the shop employees
are involved in each stage by the suppliers. The description is also supported by
percentage figures (see Table 11).
Scoping
Figure 15 shows the involvement of shop employees in the scoping stage by suppliers.
The main difference between the scoping stage of suppliers and the scoping stage of
management is that suppliers do not ask shop employees to come up with new ideas.
They only present ideas and ask for the shop employees opinion about them. Shop
employees are mainly used by suppliers to give their opinion about products and to a
lower extent about processes and services. The difference in the level of involvement
based on the employee’ position is also visible in this stage. The interesting part here is
that mainly the shop managers are more involved, but in one case only the shop
employee is involved.

Figure 15: Involvement in the scoping stage by suppliers
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Defining the project
Figure 16 shows the involvement of shop employees in the defining the project stage by
suppliers. The involvement in this stage is visible only in one DFRO by defining the
assortment. The interesting fact about this is, that only the responsible employee for the
specific product group is involved and not the (assistant) shop manager. Here we can
see the opposite of the trend which is visible throughout this thesis that (assistant) shop
managers are involved to a higher degree.

Figure 16: Involvement in the defining the project stage by suppliers

Development
Figure 17 shows the involvement of shop employees in the development stage by
suppliers. The involvement in this stage is visible only in one DFRO regarding new
products and services. Moreover, also in this stage only the shop employees were
involved and not the (assistant) shop manager.

Figure 17: Involvement in development stage by suppliers
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Validation
Figure 18 shows the involvement of shop employees in the validation stage by suppliers.
The suppliers mainly involve the shop employees to test the products, which they sell
daily in the shops. This is again in line with Axtell et al., (2000). In some DFRO’s shop
employees get new products for personal use to get the user experience. Also in this way
shop employees are involved in the commercialization stage.

Figure 18: Involvement in the validation stage by suppliers

Commercialization
Figure 19 shows the involvement of shop employees in the commercialization stage by
suppliers. The involvement of the shop employees by suppliers in this stage is mainly
receiving product and process information. Also here the shop employees receive
trainings, but mainly about products. We can see that the suppliers involve the shop
employees in the information flow towards the customers by supplying them with
promotional material. Moreover, the suppliers try to interact with the shop employees
to get the best places for their products.
Here we again can see the difference in the level of involvement based on the employee’s
position. For example, in most of the cases all the employees get the information about
products, but only the (assistant) shop managers receive information about processes
and services.
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Figure 19: Involvement in the commercialization stage by suppliers

Evaluation
Figure 20 shows the involvement of shop employees in the evaluation stage by
suppliers. Suppliers ask shop employees to evaluate products trainings and to a lower
extent process trainings. It is interesting to see that suppliers seem to be more
interested in the consumer information, which shop employees have, than the
management. Nevertheless, this could be explained by the fact that each DFRO has only
one management, but multiple suppliers. The 37.5% does not say that all suppliers in
these DFRO’s are asking for consumer information, but at least one.
In this stage there is no a clear difference among the different positions of the shop
employees and the level of involvement.
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Figure 20: Involvement in the evaluation stage by suppliers

5.1.3. The shop employees involvement in the innovation processes per stage

8
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Figure 21: Number of DFRO’s involved per stage by management and suppliers

In Figure 21 the involvement of the number of DFRO’s in each stage is projected. As can
be seen both suppliers as the management are involving shop employees the most in the
commercialization stage, followed by evaluation, validation and scoping. The stages in
which both management and suppliers involve the shop employees to the lowest level
are defining the project and the development stages. Moreover, only suppliers involve
shop employees in the development stage.
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5.2. Possible advantages and disadvantages of shop employees integration
in the innovation process.
Analyzing the answers of all 23 interviews the authors can conclude that most of
interviewees feel positive and are willing to contribute to the innovation process of both
management and suppliers. Moreover, the shop employees see both advantages and
disadvantages in involving them in the innovation processes.
The main advantages of involving shop employees in the innovation process for
management as well as for suppliers is the “real and good” knowledge/information
about consumers, knowledge about local circumstances of the shops and a practical
point of view based upon shop employees’ experiences. The importance of information
integration and its positive influence on the innovation process is emphasized in theory
by several authors (Susan et al., 2004; Rindfleisch and Moorman, 2001; Hansen, 1999;
Bonner and Walker, 2004).
According to most of the shop employees involving and implementing their practical
point of view or as one shop employee stated: “We have a practical point of view”, which
is based upon experience. The involvement will prevent or lower the amount of
mistakes made in the different processes, services and products. Some employees state
this even stronger by saying that their involvement will close the gap between theorybased management/headquarters and the practical based retail shop knowledge. Also
one assistant shop manager describes the gap between the headquarters and the shops
as follows: “shop employees know more than the people behind the desk, they are just
sitting behind the desk”; or a supermarket employee said: “they (the management) have
never worked here, but they decide what is good for us”. Using the practical point of
view, which shop employees have, will also help to eliminate useless procedures and
streamline the organization. According to one assistant shop manager, some procedures
are only done because everyone is used to do it or it is required by the management. She
sees these useless procedures as a burden for the overall performance of the
organization. All these examples show that there is a gap between the management and
the shop employees’ “world”. According to the shop employees this gap between them
and management can be bridged by involving them more in the innovation process.
Moreover, involving the shop employees will also help to implement new ideas easier
into the DFRO. One shop manager described it as follows “when I have the feeling that
the management is listening to shop employees, I will implement new ideas easier”. This
shows that the shop employees want to have the feeling that they are important for and
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involved by the management.
Nevertheless, not all the shop employees are convinced that all of them are useful in the
innovation process. One shop manager said that not every shop employee is able to
participate in the innovation process “on a high level”. It seems that this point of view is
also supported by suppliers and management of the DFRO’s (only one shop manager is
involved in the organization related direction of innovation) and by theory (Axtell et al.,
2000). More about the directions of innovation will be explained in section 5.3.
Shop employees also state an important advantage when suppliers are informing them
and involving them. If the suppliers do this, they will sell their products more than
similar products from other suppliers who are not informing and involving them. This
statement made by the shop employees is also supported by Susan et al. (2004).
Nevertheless, it will not contribute to the sales, if the quality of the offered products is in
the eyes of the shop employee of inferior quality. There are some quotes from shop
employees about this matter: “but only if the quality of the products is also good” or “the
quality of the products has to be good, otherwise information from and involvement by
the supplier will not help”. Next to increased sales, shop employees state that their
personal feeling will be more positive about certain products and suppliers if they are
involved by these suppliers. This positive feeling could result in increased sales too.
Some shop employees also stated in the interviews, that they could have a positive effect
on the packaging of products, since the existing packaging is not the best. Some packages
allow the content to be damaged easily or sizes are not the most convenient in the
physical shop environment. That shop employees have the potential to come up with
valuable innovations, for example packaging in this case is supported by Fairbank and
Williams (2001). They state that each and every employee has the potential to be
valuable for the innovation process for their employer.
As personal advantages, shop employees say that they will feel more important, more
appreciated and more attached/dedicated to their job, if management and suppliers
involve them in the innovation processes. It is supported by the following quote: “If I feel
more connected I will perform better”.
When taking a closer look to the disadvantages shop employees see time consumption
as the biggest disadvantage for all three parties: shop employees, management and
suppliers. Nevertheless, as one of the shop managers stated “if every supplier is going to
ask me a lot of questions I will lose a lot of time, but I think in the end it will be better if
they do.” This shows that unless the time consumption, the involvement is seen as
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positive by this shop manager. This point of view is also widely supported among the
other shop employees. The time factor is especially seen in combination with the ability
to be able to do all the daily shop work. In authors opinion the shop employees see the
involvement as a possible threat to their daily routine and tasks.
Another disadvantage is based upon the amount of information if all shop employees are
involved. The shop employees see a possible overload of useful and useless information
for both the management as the suppliers. This is directly connected with the
disadvantage of time consumption. According to one shop employee it is as follows: “If
you want to involve all the shop employees it will be time costly and you will probably
get an overload of information and not everything will be useful”
Some other disadvantages mentioned by the shop employees were: it is not the
responsibility of shop employees; shop employees can get narrow minded about
products from suppliers who are involving them. If one supplier of a specific product
involves the shop employee and the other supplier of a similar product not, it is possible
that the shop employee sells not the best product for the consumers’ need. One shop
employee also said: “I think it is not really my job and if I will be used for this
[innovation process] I also want to get paid for this”.

5.3. Directions of innovations in which shop employees are involved.
5.3.1. Directions of innovations per DFRO
The summary of directions of innovations in which shop employees are involved is
shown in Table 13 based upon Hristov and Reynolds, (2007); Mitchell and Skrzypacz,
(2007); Knight, (1967); Tidd and Bessant, (2009a).

Sports

Garden and pet products shop

Shoe store

Clothing store

Retail bakery

Drug store

Offer-related innvations

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Support-related innovations

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Organisation-related
innovations

Supermarket

Perfume shop

Table 13: The summary of directions of innovations in which shop employees are involved

x
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Perfume Shop
The authors can conclude that shop employees in this DFRO are involved in the offerrelated direction of innovation since they test new products in the validation stage. In
the commercialization stage they receive information about new products, services and
processes, therefore, we can say that next to the offer-related direction they are also
involved in the support-related direction of innovations. Moreover, they are involved in
evaluation stage by evaluating product information meetings that also shows their
involvement in the offer-related direction of innovations.
Sports shop
Shop employees of this sports store are involved in two directions of innovation. They
are asked by suppliers to test new products and give away the promotional material that
refers to offer-related direction innovation. The shop employees are involved in the
validation stage since they test new processes concerning ordering and inventory that
refers to the support-related direction.
Garden and Pet products
All the shop employees receive the information about products and some of them get
product specific trainings, i.e. they are involved in the offer-related direction of
innovation. The fact that one of the shop employees helps with developing new services
and processes shows the involvement in the offer-related and support-related directions
of innovations.
Supermarket
Since the interviews show there is no involvement of the shop employees in the
innovation process the authors cannot say anything here about the directions of
innovations. As mentioned earlier, this lack of involvement in any direction could be
explained by the fact that no shop or assistant shop manager was interviewed.
Shoe store
As it can be seen from the involvement of shop employees in scoping and testing
products from the new assortment they are involved in the offer-related direction of
innovation. They are involved in the support-related direction of innovation since they
get the information about processes.
Clothing store
The authors can conclude that shop employees are partly involved in the offer-related
direction of innovation that can be seen during the commercialization stage and also in
scoping stage but only the shop manager. In the validation stage shop employees are
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involved in testing of changes in administrative and ordering processes that refers to the
support-related innovations.
Retail bakery
Since all the employees are involved in testing of new products it can be concluded that
involvement of shop employees in the offer-related direction of innovation takes place
in this DFRO. Moreover, the shop manager is involved in all three offer-, support-, and
organizational-related directions of innovations since he is asked for his opinion about
new ideas concerning new products, processes, and strategic choices.
Drugstore
The shop manager is partly involved in the scoping and defining the project stages by
management by sharing her opinion about new processes in the shop that refers to the
support-related direction of innovation. Moreover, the shop manager gives her opinion
about the new assortment in defining the project stage that shows the involvement in
the offer-related direction of innovation.
5.3.2. Comparison of directions of innovation between management and suppliers
Figure 22 shows the directions of innovation in which the shop employees are involved
by suppliers and by management. As the figure shows, the shop employees are more
involved in each direction by the management than by the suppliers. Moreover, it shows
that suppliers involve the shop employees the most in the offer-related direction. This
can be explained by the fact that these offers (products and services) are daily within
reach of the shop employees. The shop employees have a daily contact with the products
and its consumers. This involvement shows that the suppliers see the value of the shop
employees in this direction of the innovation. This is in line with Susan et al., (2004).
The involvement of the shop employees by management in the offer-related and
support-related directions is the same. However, in two DFROs (shoe store and perfume
shop) involvement in the support-related direction concerns only receiving the
information about new processes. Nevertheless, in the authors’ opinion receiving the
information is also involvement in the innovation process.
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Figure 22: Number of DFRO’s involved per direction of innovation by management and suppliers

However, only in one DFRO the shop employees are involved in the organization-related
direction of innovation. The organization related innovation takes place at the
headquarters and not in the physical shops. This finding is supported by Axtell et al.
(2000), since they state that employees are likely to come up with improvements at
their own level and own working environment.

5.4. Discussion
It has to be mentioned in this chapter, that each DFRO has only one management, but
multiple suppliers. This fact may influence the percentages and the presented situation.
If we take a closer look at the level of involvement in the different stages of the shop
employees, we can see that the involvement takes mainly place in their own working
environment. This is in line with the theory provided by Axtell et al. (2000). They state
that is more likely for shop employees to come up with improvements in their own
working space. However, Andries and Czarnitzki (2011) say that shop employees have
to be involved in the whole innovation process and not only in some stages. In the case
of the researched DFRO’s the authors see that the shop employees are mainly involved
in the last three stages of the innovation process. Moreover, there is a difference visible
in the level of involvement between the (assistant) shop managers and the other shop
employees. The (assistant) shop managers are in general involved to a higher degree
than the other shop employees.
The authors support the view of Andries and Czarnitzki (2011) they state that lower
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level employees, in this case all the shop employees, have a positive effect on the whole
innovation process and in this way on the organization, if they are involved. This
statement is also supported by the empirical findings of this thesis. The empirical
findings show that the shop employees also have this opinion that they have to and are
willing to be involved to a higher level in all stages of the process.
In the authors’ opinion, it is visible that the management and suppliers do not involve
the shop employees to a high degree in the stages (scoping, defining the project and
development) and directions (organization-related) of the innovation process, where
decisions have to be made. This shows that the management of DFRO’s does not see
shop employees as a valuable source of innovation. By neglecting the shop employees,
the DFRO management and also the suppliers are missing out on the possible
advantages, which shop employees can give to the innovation process (Von Hippel,
1988; Lakhani and Von Hippel, 2003; Fairbank and Williams, 2001).
Nevertheless, if the management and suppliers of a DFRO decide to involve the shop
employees to a higher degree, they have to be aware of the disadvantages mentioned by
the shop employees. The organizations and its suppliers have to create a structure to
streamline the flow of information coming from the shop employees. This in necessary
in order to select only the useful information and in this way take away the
disadvantages of time consuming and overload of information. Moreover, if there is a
structured approach to involve the shop employees, they are more willing to participate.
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6.

Conclusions

In this chapter the conclusions of this thesis are presented. Firstly, each research question
is answered. The answers to the research questions are concise, since the detailed answers
can be found in the previous chapter. Moreover, contribution, limitations, reflections, and
future research are presented in this chapter.

6.1. Answers to the research questions
RQ 1: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the innovation
process by the management of Dutch franchise retail organizations?
The shop employees in DFRO’s are mostly involved in the commercialization stage and
the evaluation stage. In the commercialization stage they are mainly involved by
receiving information, getting trainings and participating in the product location
planning. In the evaluation stage the shop employees are involved by evaluating the
trainings and seldom in ‘passing through’ consumer information. Moreover, their
involvement in the validation stage consists mainly out of testing processes and being
involved as a pilot shop for both products and processes. Finally, they are also involved
in the scoping stage and the defining the project stage. Nevertheless, here their level of
involvement is respectively 50% and 12.5% of the DFRO’s. In the scoping stage, the
management involves them by asking to come up with ideas and their opinion about
presented ideas. In the defining the project stage, the management only use the shop
employees for processes and ideas about the assortment.
Finally, the management of DFRO’s does not involve the shop employees at all in the
development stage.
RQ 2: How and in which stage (stages) are shop employees involved in the innovation
process by suppliers of Dutch franchise retail organizations?
The shop employees in the DFRO’s are involved by the suppliers, but not in every stage
to the same extent. The suppliers involve the shop employees the most in the
commercialization stage. They provide them with information and trainings and involve
them in marketing planning and product location planning. Suppliers involve shop
employees in the scoping stage, by asking their opinion about presented ideas.
Nevertheless, they are not asked to come up with own ideas. After commercialization
and scoping, the highest degree of involvement is in the validation and evaluation stage.
It is interesting to see that suppliers ask more than the management about consumer
information from the shop employees. Furthermore, the shop employees are asked to
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give feedback on the offered trainings. In the validation stage they are involved in testing
products and sometimes giving feedback. If the suppliers do not ask feedback, most of
the times the testing means to give personal user experience of new products.
The suppliers involve the shop employees to a low level in the defining the project stage
and the development stage, respectively by involving them in the assortment choice and
to help developing products and services.
RQ 3: What are the possible advantages and disadvantages in the shop employees’ point of
view of involving them in the innovation process?
Shop employees see several advantages if they are involved in the innovation processes
by suppliers and management.
The main advantages for management are:


Valuable information about consumers and their demands



Closing the gap between theory based management and practical based shops



The use of the shop employees practical point of view in the innovation processes



Prevent or lower the amount of mistakes



Elimination of useless procedures and processes



Easier implementation of new ideas



Shop employees feel more attached to the organization



Shop employees will perform better

The main advantages for suppliers are:


Valuable information about consumers and their demands



Increased sales



Improved relationship



Improved processes and packaging



Shop employees will perform better

Nevertheless, most of the shop employees see also several disadvantages if the
management and suppliers involve them. The disadvantages are the same for both,
management as well for the suppliers.
The main disadvantages are:


Overload of information



Time consuming for both the management and suppliers as well for the shop
employees.
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RQ 4: In which directions of innovation are shop employees involved?
Shop employees are mainly involved in the first two directions of innovation, which are:
offer-related and support-related innovations. Nevertheless, the management is
involving the shop employees more than the suppliers do. Only in one DFRO the shop
manager was involved in the organizational-related innovation by management.

6.2. Contribution
6.2.1. Theoretical contribution
The main purpose of this thesis was to describe and explore the involvement of shop
employees in the innovation process of Dutch franchise retail organizations and its
suppliers. The research also sought possible advantages and disadvantages of shop
employees’ involvement in the innovation processes, and directions of innovation in
which shop employees are involved.
This thesis contributes in several ways to the body of literature about the innovation
process. Firstly, it contributes to the gap in literature about non-managerial and lowerlevel employees’ involvement in the innovation process. In earlier research the focus
was mainly on management and its point of view/involvement about/in the innovation
process. Specifically, this thesis shines light upon this gap through the eyes of the shop
employees by empirically studying lower-level employees.
Secondly, it contributes specifically to the knowledge of shop employees’ involvement in
DFRO’s. This study is amongst the first to do research on DFRO’s in relation with shop
employees’ involvement in the innovation process.
If we take a look at where the shop employees are involved in the innovation process we
can see that our empirical findings are supporting the existing theory. The shop
employees are mainly involved in their own working environment (last three stages)
and not in the higher decision making level of the innovation process (first three stages)
(Axtell et al., 2000).
Moreover, the empirical findings about the directions of innovation are also supporting
the existing theory since the shop employees are not involved in the organizationrelated direction of innovation.
According to Andries and Czarnitzki (2011) shop employees have to be involved in the
innovation process and this has a positive effect on the innovation. The empirical
findings show that shop employees are also supporting this statement and see their
involvement as valuable and necessary.
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The empirical findings support the view of Susan et al. (2004), they state that involving
retailers in the innovation process, makes them more willing to promote/sell new
products. Nevertheless, in the answers given by the shop employees, one important
point was added to this statement, the products have to be of good quality (in the shop
employees’ opinion) otherwise the involvement does not have the potential benefits
stated by Susan et al. (2004).
Other new insights about the topic were found in the empirical data. The position and
the working period of a shop employee are of immense importance to the level of
involvement in the innovation process. Moreover, within the shops, the shop employees
are involved to a high level in the innovation process, by the shop managers. The shop
managers are interested in the shop employees’ possible contributions in the innovation
process within the shop.
6.2.2. Managerial contribution
The results of this thesis can be useful for practitioners in the field of franchise retail
organizations and its suppliers in the Netherlands. This study gives practitioners an
overview of how shop employees are thinking about their involvement in the innovation
process both by the management of a DFRO and its suppliers. More important are the
underlying opinions, which the shop employees have about their working environment.
It became clear during this study, that the shop employees experience a gap between
them and the management. They also have the feeling that their opinion is not important
for the management of a DFRO and its suppliers. This situation has a negative influence
on the shop employees’ motivation, job satisfaction and also on their willingness to do
suggestions for possible improvement. The result is that the shop employees just do
their job and nothing more, while they can contribute to the organization and its
suppliers with their practical working experience.
The implications, which we would like to recommend to the management of DFRO and
also to their suppliers, are the following:
The main objective for the managers of a DFRO is to give the possibility to shop
employees to be involved in the whole innovation process. They have to have the
opportunity to give their opinion and they have to have the feeling that the management
is listening to them. In this way the shop employees will feel more important, more
motivated and more satisfied. This will influence the shop employees’ performance and
therefore the whole performance of the DFRO in a positive way.
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The main objective for the suppliers of a DFRO is to involve the shop employees in the
whole innovation process. The employees have to have the feeling that their opinion is
important and that the supplier is listening to them. In this way shop employees are
more positive about the specific supplier and their products if the quality of the
products is good. This will result in increased sales and a positive image of the supplier,
which will reflect on the consumers.
Nevertheless, if the management and suppliers of a DFRO decide to involve the shop
employees to a higher degree they have to create a structure to streamline the flow of
information coming from the shop employees in order to eliminate the disadvantages of
overload of information and time consumption for all stakeholders.

6.3. Limitations
While reading and interpreting the conclusions of this thesis, the reader has to take
several limitations into account.
The first limitation is based upon the sampling method. The authors have chosen to
mainly use the convenience sampling method. This choice was based upon three factors:
time, financial resources and geographical location. The implications of these choices
were that only shops in the Western part of the Netherlands and only one shop location
per DFRO, except one DFRO, were researched.
The second limitation is the small amount of observations due to time restrictions. This
influences the triangulation of this thesis in a negative way.

6.4. Future research
While this thesis gives interesting results, we think that that future research could be
done to strengthen and expand those. Firstly, increasing the amount of researched
DFRO’s would give a research on this topic more quality. Secondly, the authors would
advise to research multiple shop locations of the same DFRO in order to get a better
overview of the situation. Thirdly, the authors noticed during the research that the
position, responsibilities and working period may influence the level of involvement. In
this regard the authors advice for future research to take these parameters more into
consideration. Fourthly, the authors see a necessity of future research to confirm the
mentioned possible disadvantages and advantages of shop employees’ involvement out
of a different perspective.
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6.5. Reflection
If we take a critical look at our own thesis we can say that some points could be
improved. First of all, more empirical data as semi-structured interviews with shop
employees of DFRO’s at different shop locations and especially more observations
should strengthen the results. Moreover, we are aware of the fact that only one DFRO is
researched on two different locations. It would have been better if more DFRO’s were
researched on different locations. Finally, the personal characteristics of the
interviewees were not taken into account and this might have influenced the results.
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Appendix 1. Interview guide
This is the interview guide for the semi-structured interviews with the shop employees. The
first question will be asked to see how the shop employees think about their position in the
innovation process. The questions in the boxes are following from the operationalization
and are there to make sure that all parts of the innovation process are covered during the
interview. The interview will start with the management followed by suppliers and to
conclude with advantages and disadvantages.
Introduction
First of all I want to thank you for your participation and I want to highlight the great
importance of your opinion concerning the topic. Your information is very valuable for
me. My name is Tim Kruisman and I’m a master student in Sweden writing my thesis. I
would like to talk to you about your involvement in the innovation processes of the
management and of the suppliers of your shop. Also I would like to talk about the
possible advantages and disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation
process.
The interview should take approximately half an hour. I will record the interview in
order to not miss anything of what you say. I will also take notes during the interview to
write down the most important information. If you do not want that I record the
interview, you can tell me. Do you have any objection that I tape record the interview?
All the information that you give will be kept confidential. The information in the thesis
will not be traceable towards your identity.
Do you have any questions about what I just explained? If not we will start the interview.
Interview Questions
I will shortly explain the order of the questions. The first part of the interview will be
about the involvement and headquarters/management, the second part about
involvement and suppliers and the third and final part about possible advantages and
disadvantages of involvement.
1) Do you think that the management thinks that your opinion about innovation and
the innovation process of the organization is important?
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Does the management ask you to come up with new ideas concerning products/services/processes? Does the
management present you new ideas and do they ask your opinion about them?
Does the management ask you to make decisions about which ideas of new products/services/processes will be
selected to implement?
Does the management ask you to help developing the selected/defined products/services/processes?
Does the management ask you to test new products/services/processes?
Do you receive specific information about new products/services/processes?
Are you involved in the marketing planning of new products/services?
Does the management ask you for the planning of the new product location in your shop?
Do you get sales training provided by the management?
Does the management ask you about the consumers’ opinion about new products/services, existing
products/services, assortment, price setting, missing products/services and general comments? For example, retail
managers or the headquarters.
Does the management ask you for evaluating products/processes/services?

2) Do you think that suppliers think that your opinion about innovation and the
innovation process of the supplier organization is important?

Do suppliers ask you to come up with new ideas concerning new products/services/processes?
Do suppliers present you new ideas and do they ask your opinion about them?
Do suppliers ask you to make decisions about which ideas of new products/services/processes will be selected to
implement?
Do suppliers ask you to help developing the selected/defined products/services/processes?
Do suppliers ask you to test new products/services/processes?
Do you receive specific information about new products/services/processes?
Are you involved in the marketing planning of new products/services/processes?
Do you get sales training provided by suppliers?
Do suppliers ask you to put their products in a specific place in the shop?
Do suppliers ask you about the consumers’ opinion about new products/services, existing products/services,
assortment, price setting, missing products/services and general comments? For example account managers of
suppliers.
Do suppliers ask you for evaluating products/processes/services?

3) Now the final questions will be asked relating to the advantages and
disadvantages of shop employee involvement.
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Are there according to you advantages of involving shop employees in the innovation process by
the headquarters/management? Personal as well as for the organization.
Are there according to you disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation process
by the headquarters/management? Personal as well as for the organization.
Are there according to you advantages of involving shop employees in the innovation process by
the suppliers? Personal as well as for the organization.
Are there according to you disadvantages of involving shop employees in the innovation process
by the suppliers? Personal as well as for the organization.

Before we finish this interview I would like to have some general information about you.
1) Gender
2) Age
3) Period of working for this DFRO in years
4) Position
This is the end of the interview; would you like to add something?
Were you calm and did you feel comfortable during the interview?
I will be analyzing the answers and if you are interested you can receive a digital copy of
the final thesis.
Thank you for your time and your answers.
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Appendix 2. Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process
per DFRO
Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Perfume shop

Stage

Employee' Position
assistant shop manager

shop employee

By management
Scoping

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

By suppliers
Scoping

partly involved

partly involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Sports shop

Stage

Employee' Position
assistant shop
manager

shop employee
responsible for the
outdoor
department.
By management

shop employee
working at the
shoe department

Scoping

not involved

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Scoping

not involved

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

not involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

By suppliers
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Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Garden and Pet products

Stage

Employee' Position
Location 1
By management

Scoping
Defining the
project
Development
Validation
Commercialization
Evaluation

Scoping
Defining the
project
Development
Validation
Commercialization
Evaluation

Location 2

shop
employee
responsible
for the
garden
department.
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

shop
manager

shop
employee
responsible
for the pet
department

assistant
shop
manager

shop
manager

partly
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

not
not
involved
involved
not
not
involved
involved
not
not
involved
involved
not
not
involved
involved
partly
partly
involved
involved
not
partly
involved
involved
By suppliers

partly
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

partly
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved

not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

shop
employee
responsible
for the pet
department

not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

shop
employee
responsible
for the
garden
department
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved

not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved

not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
not
involved

not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
not
involved
partly
involved
partly
involved
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Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Supermarket

Stage

Employee' Position
shop employee
responsible for the fruit
& vegetables department

shop employee
working at the
meat department

By management
Scoping

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

not involved

not involved

Commercialization

not involved

not involved

Evaluation

not involved

not involved

By suppliers
Scoping

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

not involved

not involved

Commercialization

not involved

not involved

Evaluation

not involved

not involved

Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Shoe store

Stage

Employee' Position

shop manager
By management

shop employee

Scoping

partly involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

not involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

Scoping

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development
Validation

not involved

not involved

not involved
partly involved

not involved
partly involved

Commercialization
Evaluation

partly involved
not involved

partly involved
not involved

By suppliers
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Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Clothing store

Stage

Employee' Position

By management
shop manager

shop employee

Scoping

partly involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

not involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

By suppliers
Scoping

partly involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

not involved

not involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

not involved

not involved

Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Retail Bakery

Stage

Employee' Position
shop employee

shop manager

shop employee

By management
Scoping

not involved

partly involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

partly involved

By suppliers
Scoping

not involved

not involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

not involved

not involved

not involved

Commercialization

not involved

not involved

not involved
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Involvement of shop employees in the innovation process in Drugstore

Stage

Employee' Position
shop employee

shop manager

By management
Scoping

not involved

partly involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

partly involved

not involved

not involved

Validation

not involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

partly involved

partly involved

By suppliers
Scoping

partly involved

not involved

Defining the
project
Development

not involved

not involved

not involved

partly involved

Validation

partly involved

partly involved

Commercialization

partly involved

partly involved

Evaluation

not involved

partly involved
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Appendix 3. The explanation of differences between location 1 and
location 2 of the garden and pet shop
Explanation of differences in the level of involvement between two different locations.
1. By management.
Only the shop manager of location 1 is “really seldom asked” to give ideas for different
processes: “I have to say this is almost never”. This explains that there is a difference
but not a significant one.
Also in the development stage there is a difference visible between the two locations.
Nevertheless, even if the shop manager and the shop employee responsible for the
garden department (location 2) say they are involved, according to the authors they are
not since their answers are referring to the evaluation stage. So we can see that there is
no difference between the two locations.
If we now look at the validation stage it is visible that only the shop manager of location
1 is partly involved in this stage. This involvement is based upon only one example.
Location 1 was used as a pilot shop for a new assortment of horse feed. So also in this
case there is not a big difference between the two locations.
In the evaluation stage only the shop employee responsible for the pet department
(location 1) answered negative. This can be explained by the fact that she has been
working in the shop for only 6 months. In this period she did not get yet a training
offered by the management.
2. By suppliers.
When we take a closer look at the involvement in scoping stage by suppliers we can see
a difference between the two locations. A possible explanation for these differences is
the fact that the two shops are located in different parts of the Netherlands. Based upon
this there is a high possibility that they have different account managers from suppliers.
Nevertheless, it seems that one account manager (Prince Dog food) is involving the pet
department responsible (location 2) in the innovation process. Since at the other
location the pet department responsible mentioned Prince Dog food in the development
stage. It has to be mentioned that these two locations have the same account manager
for Prince Dog food (based upon personal knowledge of one of the authors). Moreover,
at location 2 a single event in the development stage was mentioned concerning a soil
test. These facts make it clear that there are no big differences between the two
locations in the scoping and development stage.
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The difference in the validation stage is based upon a really seldom event. The assistant
shop manager (location 1) is really seldom asked to use a product to get personal user
experience. In this way we can see that this is also not a big difference.
The biggest difference between the two locations is visible in the evaluation stage. This
difference can be explained by the fact that the employees of location 2 did not attend
trainings offered by suppliers. In this way they were not asked to evaluate those.
Nevertheless, both shop employees in two locations who are responsible for the garden
department are asked by suppliers for consumer information.
If we now take all the differences into consideration, we can see that there are no big
differences between the two locations. Even if there are differences these are based
upon seldom or rarely events or on misinterpretation by the interviewees. Moreover,
not both shops have the same experience, for example with trainings from suppliers.
This also causes the difference. In conclusion we can say that there are no clear signs for
the authors to analyze these two locations separate. Nevertheless, we did not lose focus
on the details.
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Appendix 4. Reflective notes of observations
Observation Garden shop, visit Retail manager. Observer as a participant.
Reflective notes.
The observer has the feeling that the retail manager is mostly interested in the shop
manager and till a certain extend also in the assistant shop manager. Nevertheless, the
interest in the assistant shop manager is not very deep.
The other shop employees are almost not a part in the visit of the retail manager. The
retail manager does not ask anything concerning the shop at the shop employees and is
in the observers’ opinion neglecting them.
Observation Garden shop, visit account manager. Observer as a participant.
Reflective notes.
The observer has the feeling that this supplier (account manager) is involving all the
employees in his visit. He listens and talks with everyone and seems to be interested in
the opinions. Also when it comes to decisions, he listens and responds to comments
made by the employees. The employees have the feeling that they are part of making the
decisions. The atmosphere with the account manager can be described as friendly.
Observation Sport shop, visit supplier. Observer as an observer.
Reflective notes.
The observer had the feeling that the account manager paid attention to the department
responsible. The conversation, which they had, was an interaction from both sides and
not a one-way conversation. The account manager also involved the assistant shop
manager, since he was the main responsible that day. Next to talking the account
manager gave the shop employee also information about the products he represents. In
the observers opinion this account manager (supplier) involved the responsible shop
employee of the outdoor department and the assistant shop manager, who was in
charge that day.
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