CHAPTER 6

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS (WITHIN -CASE ANALYSIS)

6.1 Within -Case Analysis

This chapter aims to provide insights into the different cases that were examined by
this researchThis chapter will draw the whole picture thrdugn-depth analysi®f

the different examined cases. The withase analysis process started when the
researcher vate a detailed case study repfot each interviewed decisiemaker.

The case study repartvere used as the raw data for the data analysis phase of this

research.

The withincase analysis starts with the narrative discussion to compile each and
every case stydinto two types of supply chairservice and manufacturing. The
narrative discusen was then used to draw the key learning point tables which
identify the impact of ECollaboration Technologiesn efficiency, effectiveness and
trust development of collaborative decisimaking involved inreachcase stug The
narrative analysis an#étey learning point tables led to the development of the
interrelationshiptable as in Table 6.10he following graphFigure 6.1 illustrates

the flow of analysis undertakémeach case.
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Figure 6.1 The flow of withincase analysis

Chapter 8 Empirical Findings (Within Case Analysis)

122



6.2 Case Studies Background

Several authors argue the definition between manufacturing and service firms. Most

visibly, the main defining characteristic between a manufacturing and service firm is

that human labour is the primary component of the latter, while a physical product is

that of the former. The characteristics that define each of these then, also differ.

There are several characteristics that underpin the service and manufacturing

industry. For example, Fisk et al. (1996) argues that the four major defining

characteristicsof a service industry from a goods industry are intangibility,

inseparability of production and consumption, heterogeneity and perishability.

Others, such as Pride and Ferrel (Pride & Ferrel, 2003) argue that there are six main

defining characteristics: ¢hpreviouslymentioned four and cliefiased relationships

and customer contact. While some may argue that goods industries also incorporate

these last two, it is the serviaedustry, whichrelies on these characteristics as an

inherent part of their seice. In addition to intangibility, heterogeneity and

perishability, Baltacioglu et al. (2007) also argues that simultaneity is another

significant piece of a service system.

This research consists of eight case studies based on the two tygoeplgfchans:

service supply chairand manufacturing supply chain.The case studiesomprise

five cases for service supply chain and three cases for manufacturing supply chain.

The unit of analysis for this researchdsa

col |l aborahichadeptEdeci si

Collaboration Technologieduring the decisiommaking process. Table 6lelow

represerdthe list ofunitsof analysis for evergase

Table 6.1The Unit of Analysis

Number of Types of Collaborative Decision
Case $udy (Unit of Analysis)
Service Supply Chain
CS1 Decision on a noperforming partner
CS2 Deci sion on development of
CS3 Decision on choosing the 6S
CS4 Decision on dvelopment ofogo and design
CS5 Deci sion on devel opment of
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Manufacturing Supply Chain

CS6 Decision oninvestment on production plant
(Factory& warehouse)

Cs7 Decision orproductdistribution

Cs8 Decision ormanaging order request and processing

Casestudies number one to five involved Service Supply Chain activities where each
decision in the cases related to discussion on supplying expertise, consultations and
information from different organizations towards the same collaborative project.
Basically,the term Service Supply Chain creates more intangible offerings does not
include managing tangible goods as what has been offered by manufacturing supply
chain process (Boyer & Verma, 2009). Whereas, in case study number six to eight
involved Manufacturig Supply Chain activities. These include activities on
producing tangible goods at operational level, financial and budgeting at a strategic

level as well as customers and supplier relationship.

The primary an of the service supply @mn (SSC) collaborate projectwas to
develop a new model and a set of tools and methodologies for manufacturing SMEs
in Europe, which will enable them to adapt to the changing economic environment
and will lead them towards a sustainable business model. This prgescta
cdlaboration projectwith various companies and institutions acr&ssope, where
every partner has their own respee tasks to deliver and suppknhowledge and
expertise to achieve common goalThe collaborativeprojectis known aghe Future

SME Project it involves 26 companies across Europad consiss of consultants

from various fielé such as educatioorganisatios, SMESs, public manisatiors etc.

The researcher managed to interview key decisiakers from Strathclyde
University (UK), Techical University of Ostrava (Czech Republic), Simply
Collaboration (UK),and Tsunami (lreland) as has been presentéd detail in
Chapter 5.

The primary aim for the manufacturing supply ch@SC) project was about
implementing the information technology toolsuch as ERPand EDI asthe

manuf act usystens Go comtadl theperationsand communication with
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customer and suppliertt is alsoto manage the challengebthe business, including

managing a wide range pfodudions every dayThe organisatiorinvolved in cases

in the manufacturing supply chain isScottish one, the Highland Spring Company,

which is a privately owned company which prodsicsill and sparkling bottled

water. The company is based in a small re@hmunity in Blackford, Perthshire

Scotland and currently empliogg more than 300 employseTheir customers and

suppliers consist of various types of retail comparoeganisatios, hypermarke,

etc. aroundhe UK and EuropeThe researcher had an apfunity to interview the

Customer Service and Logistics Manager in Highland Spiiegrepresented the

company andwas involved in everyaspecto f the companyos oOp e
collaboration. The researcher did not interview anytoh e Hi ghl and Sp
customersand suppliers due to the time constrant considexd the capability of

the Customer Service and Logistics Manager to provide enough accurate information
about their collaborate partners All information provided by the Custom&ervice

and logistics Manager adighland Spring was considerably enough for the case
studies since hevasimportantlyinvol ved i n cust oocokabosatioand s u

engagements.

6.2.1 ECollaboration Technologies involved in Case Studies.

The justification of salcting specific ECollaboration Technologies for each cases

are as follows:

There are three main-Eollaboration Technologies involved in the process of
decisionmaking in the case studies. They are GoToMeeting which is specifically

used in Service Suppfghain and ERP and EDI in Manufacturing Supply Chain.

1 GoToMeeting characteristics:

GoToMeeting was developed by Citrix, it is a software that makes it simple and cost
effective to do online meeting with customers and colleagues all over the world. The
meeting participants can share their webcams in high definition with simple setup.
Besdes that, GoToMeeting offers audio and video capabilities and it provides

complete collaboration experience in a single interface. People can attend online
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meeting from anywhere using their PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone or Android tablet. By
eliminating unnecessameeting travel, GoToMeeting helps enterprises cut costs and

save time.

In Service Supply Chain case studies, GoToMeeting become the main method to get
all the collaborated partners together in online meeting. It offerstéefeee with

high definitionvideo conferencing and it also able to do screen sharing, record the
meeting sessions and share keyboard and mouse control to cooperatively edit files on
screen. Those features offered by GoToMeeting makes the collaborative decision

making process easiargt as same as fateface meeting.
9 ERP and EDI characteristics:

ERP - Enterprise Resource Planning is a business management software that a
company can use to store and managing data from every stage of business including
product planning, cost and ddésement, manufacturing, marketing and sales,
inventory, shipping and payment etc. ERP provides an integrated real time view of
core business processed and it able to track business resources such as cash, raw
materials, production capacity as well as orgerchase and payroll. The application

able to share data across the various departments such as manufacturing, purchasing,
sales, accounting, warehouse etc. as long as they entered the data into the software.
The collaboration works when the informatiiow between all business functions

and manages connections to outside stakeholders. Organizations consider the ERP
system as a vital organizational tool because of its capabilities to integrate varied

organizational systems and facilitates eiffree trasactions and production.

EDI 7 Electronic Data Interchange is an electronic communication system that
provide standards for exchanging data via any electronic means. By adhering to the
same standard, two different companies even in two different coumtniesto
electronically exchange documents such as purchase orders, invoices, shipping

notices and others.

In this research, ERP and EDI become the main tools for collaborative decision
making between different departments in the same or different organgaince it

able to share documentations.
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6.2.2The Circumplex Model of Group Task Types Re-visited

In Chapter 3 section 3.3.6, the researciscussedthe Group Task Types as
discussed bwicGrath (1984)Variation between the channel @dmmunication in

group process and outcome is dependent on or interacts with task types. Figure 6.1
below shows the Task Types represeiity each case discussed in this chapter. The
decision to classify each case with suitable task types was basetieibn
characteristis where the researchéecided which washe most accurate task type

characteristic with types of collaborative decisions.
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Figure 6.2 Circumplex Model of Group Task Types: Relationship to each case
as in this research
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Service Supply Chain

6.3Case Study 1
6.3.1 Case Study Overview

Case Study 1 involved two collabdka partnersrom the UK and Ireland Tsunami

IS a company based Ireland. It is a leading company in setting up and delivering
collaboraion projects throughout the EU. Tsunami specsizn R&D projects,
company transformation, environmental sustainability and audial technology.

The University of StrathclydeGlasgow wasinvolved in the research part of this
project, includingdevelopnge ngage men't with all/l of t he
involved the Project Manager from Tsunami aride Project Director fromthe

University of Strathclyde as the key decisimakers.

Collaborative decisiomaking involved in CS Was about issisd0 eliminate a non
performance partner who was not able to deliver the outcome thaeba agreed in

the contract earlier. There were several processes involved before the final decision
was made and Eollaboration Technologhecamethe method of communication
betweenthe group members across Europe.aAtarlier stage of this problemhe
strategic group members were discussing the issiae&to-face meetingso collect

all the evidence and theonductedhe follow-up meeting via online tools. Finally,
after several discussions, they took the decision to stop working with the non
performing partner, and the final decision was made via GoToMeeting. All of the
participants in this decision process agreed that usi@plB&boration Technology
enablesthemto speed up the decisionaking process and hdbe ability to help
them achievahe best decision. The reason was becassggonline tools was the
quickest way to get them togethgavemore focus and the discussion process went
through smoothly withoubther people aking about other matters. Trust factors
built up quickly after tlere were fac¢o-face meetingbeforehand and faceto-face

meetingwasable to support the final decision eventually.
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6.3.2 Nature and Category of 2cisim

CS 1 is a strategic level, nwautine decision and it is under Conceptual style
decisionmaking and is categorized under Cognitive Conflict task typés.non
routine decision imonprogrammable and unique, based orcéréin circumstances
and issueshat arrive and need specattentionfrom the decisiormaker. Decision
making in CS 1 invaled all member®f the steeringcommittee, participatingn
giving an opinionand feedback regarding the issudha non-performing partner in

the collaborative initiative.

6.3.3 Contextual Factors

With respect tdevel of risk CS 1 isa highrisk type of decision where all committee
memberswho participated in makinghe decision need to consider feedback and
opinion from each and every team member working in the collaborative project in
order to make sure they make the right decision. Theegsoof makinghe decision

was made through GoToMeeting as well as having attatace discussignsince

the committee members were remotely located across Europe.

The level of urgencyf CS 1 isa high level of urgency type of decision. This is
because they need to fiadeplacementor the eliminated partner in order to ensure
the task can beompletedon time and moreover, it also involved budget allocation

and funding issue

Location is one of thamportantcontextual factorin the nature of the collaborative
project involved inCS 1. Itis geographially dispersed across Europe ahd team

members are remotely located.

Attitudes towards technology adoptiosince the steeringppmmittee members were
remdely located,most of the discussion involved in makitige decision in CS 1
was done through online meetingshe acceptance towards using communication
technology to make important decisgoaremore open anchts helps them tbave a
faster andmore efficient discussiomaboutthe issue. The Project Manager and
Project Director agreed that usiBgCollaboration Technologgneant that they were

able to expedite the decisiomaking process.
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fi é | think no doubt, Bechnologyhelped us make faster decision because the
nature of this project is geographically dispersed, so several peomletchdly
somewhere to have a meetingéo

- Project Director(Strathclyde University)

Aé De f i nmdeta éabtgr decision withE-Collaboration Technologyl mean
traditional methods such as email and phone calls d o n Gheywill lgiverthe
same level of understanding to everybody becauseBa@bllaboration Technology
weare able to display documents we want to stiowhepartnership and everybody
hasthe same level of understanding of whatséed be doneéo

- Project Manage(Tsunam)

6.3.4 Social Factors

With regard to thepreferencesfor medium of communication,caording to the
opinion givenby the ProjectDirector and Project Managewho became the most
important members in thetserirg committee group, the preferenf using E-
Collaboration Technologgnd faceto-face methods in making important and high
risk decisios has its own needs. Since the natuof the poject is geographichl
separatedE-Collaboration Technologyas givenenormousimpact in making the
process of decisiemaking quicker andmore effective. Howeverthe faceto-face
method is preferable in terms of interactiohthe committeemembers in serious

discussios, aswas pointedut by the Project Manager.

fié | think ultimately facdo-face is ideally what you want to do becauséaceto-
face interactions, there is interaction with body language, thesensich better way
to commuicate with faceo-face.

- Project Manage(Tsunam)

This project startedh 2009 andunder thecollaborative initiative, the team members
hadmeteach other beforeharahdthey hadalreadyestablished a rei@nship This
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factor also contributedo the willingness and openness of using communication
technology as a medium of communication even in the serious discussion and

makinga high-risk decision as in CS 1.

fié The steering committee meeting wams April 2011 and the project started
2009,so all the partnes knew each other reasonably well, they met each other-face
to-face so when we had this steering committegetingonline, itwasjust a matter

of looking at fact, looking ahe recommendatioand making a decisi@no

- ProjectDirector (Strathclyde University)

In conjunction with collaborative itiatives, trust attributesare vital to ensure the
trust developmenbetweenorganisatios and thegeople inside therganisatios are
establishedAs in CS 1, the representatives Project Director and Project Manager
come out with some points that hetpin trust developrant along the process of
making adecision. According to the Project Managgcertain amount of knowing

the past performance dfig¢team member is one tifie most important elemenits

building trust.

fié Well, trust is very personalized, you tend to trust somebody rather ahan
organisation Trustis largyt o d o wi t hbehawiodriandixpkneace &ith
the person are the elementsthe¢éi mpor t ant t o trust éo

- Project Manage(Tsunam)

6.3.5 Impact of Technology

With respect tahe technology adoption towardfficiency of collaborative decision
making, the usage oE-Collaboration Technologgave a Positive impact in the
collabaative decisioamaking pocess. Technologysole helps the team to manage
information and at the same time making éaslecisiors. As agreed by the Project
Manager, to achieve the resulttethnology adoption efficiency, in this casestitl
relatesto the factors of trust where the trust background is somehow needeckin ord
to develop further bonding the collaboration.
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i é1 think technology is ddpful in makingefficientcollaborative decisios, but trust
is avery important element of that because all the participants in that meeting know
each other and have met beforehandéo

- Project Manage(Tsunam)

The mpact of technology towardsffectivenessn collaborative decisiomaking
wasalso beingobservedand the result is it givea Positive impact inthe decision
making processThis condition resulted from the geographical and temporal distance
between the main decisignakers that made theprefer touse E-Collaboration

Technologyas a medium of makingfast, yetcorrectdecision.

fi é Sothe decision is the right decision irrespective of what kind of technology that

we used, buthe emeeting technology that we used allows everybody to participate

to discuss the decision and contribute
- Project Manage(Tsunam)

fié | think we made a right decision, and | think the decisi@s compromisd
because of the technology. In the group discussion, people who shout the loudest,
speak the mostandah o domi nate the conversation
meeting technology helps us to malaecision quickeronline is the quickest wayg
make it togetheréo

- Project Director(Strathclyde University)

With regard to the impact of technology towargst developmentjt gives a
Positive impactvhere this resulineangshe adoption ofE-Collaboration Technology
wasable to help themmalke collaborative decisionsviost of the decisiommakes in
this specific decision agreed that the nature of the geographical dispaang the
project members is the main reason why they opted to HiSmllaboration
Technology as a medium of communicah. However, trust rth been built
beforehand in the fae®-face meeting before the project startdlois condition
supporéd the trust development during the process of makihg decision

electronically.
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il é Sol think when we came to makedecision and we actually had discussed
about the partner 6s pe rtdface meetng, eve had a t h e
general understanding abotith e i ssueé | t day amek of thef firstt hi s v
decisiors that the steering committee had to maketheut having met each other

before, | think itwll be di f f i culwe&now eathlother, kve klmewcaa u s e
little bit more about the project and we knew about the paftrgast performance,

it helps build trust among the gro@m

- Project Manager(Tsunam)

fi € | would prefer sitting facéo-face to makea decision with a stranger, but
because we had built trust within the team members beforehand, the detakiom
process for this specific isswasable tobe madeelectronically usingsoToMeeting
softwareée 0

- Project Director(Strathclyde University)

6.3.6 Concluding remarks

CS 1 can be seen as one of shecesstories of usingE-Collaboration Technology
as a methoaf communication, specificallin makinga strategic decisionThe key
decisionmakers in CS 1 are mainly working in the high technology environment
which affecs their acceptance of usinde-Collaboration Technologyas a
communication method with regard ttheir geographical remotenesd.he
prefeences of using both conventional d&dollaboration Technologgs a way of
communication resulted from the types of specific issmeshichthey would like to
decide Knowi ng the partner s perkhavingnhence i n
collaborated partnme beforehandwere some of the importanpoints before
performing collaborative decisioimaking in CS 1.E-Collaboration Technology
gives a Positive impact onthe efficiencyand effetiveness of collaborativdecision
making. E-Collaboration Technologys able to help key decisiemakers in CS 1
achievecollaborative decisiomaking as it give aPositive impact in terms of trust

development.
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6.3.7 Key Learning Points

The following table Table6.2, aims to highlight the key learning points from this

casestudy.

Table 6.2Key learning points (CS 1)

This case identifies the impactof ECo |l | abor ati on Technaqg

i Efficiency: Positive impact.
The impact of ECollaboration Technologie®n the efficiency of collaborative
decisionmaking in CS 1 was Positive impactThis is because of thee c h n o
role helps the team to manage information and at the same timegmaakist decision

since they wereemotely located across Europe.

i Effectiveness: Positive impact.
The impact of ECdlaboration Technimgies on effectivenessof collaborative
decisionmaking in CS 1 was Positive impact. This condition resulted from {
geographical and temporal distance between tha detdisioamakers that made the
prefer to use Eollaboration Technologies as a medium of making fast, yet
decision.Adopting ECollaboration Technologies in the decisimaking procesgere
the quickest and easiesvay to get themto staytogether and making decisig
collaboratiwely. If faceto-face were to arrange, it might be one or more partnerbgy

missing dugo other commitment and time constraints.

9 Trust development: Positive impact.
E-Collaboration Technologies give Positive impact towards trust developreaeméen
the decisiormakersduring the collabiative decisiormaking processThis is becaus
of the factors that they adopted both conventional antineonmethods of
communication. Bsidesthat, they hadthe history of knowing other collaboratg
partners beforehnen and i dentified the partner
initiative take place.These factors contribute to the confidence of using
Collaboration Technologies as their method of camication as they alreaq

developedhe initial trust beforednd.
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6.4 Case Study 2
6.4.1 Case Study Overview

Case Study 2 involved two collabdka partnersrom the UK and Ireland Tsunami

IS a company based in Ireland. It is a leading company in setting up and delivering
collaboration projects throughout the EU. Tsunami specializes in R&D projects,
company transformation, environmental sustainability and audial technology.

The University of Strathclyde, Glasgowas involved in the research part of this
project, includingdevelopnge ngage men't with all/l of t he
involved Content Project Manager Il from Tsunami and Content Project Manager |
from the University of Strathclyde as the key decisimakers and members the

Technology Board.

The Technology Boards responsible for the contents of the portal and business
model development and it includes most project partners across Europe. This group
only had faceao-face meeting every three months and other communications were
via online tools. There was collaborative decisiaking in developing the content
for the portal and onef thedecisionwasabout where the content was best placed in
which category. The communication about this decision was mainly uSing
Collaboration Technologyhile most of the project members invalvim this task
were located across Europdowever, in the process of discussion and making
collaborative decision, issuaboutdifferent languageand misinterpretatiohecame

the problem in the situation of having online meetimgvolving a large group of
members. The participasin this group agreed that making collective decisions were
effective usingz-Collaboration Technologlut it should be done in a small group of
people.Thiswill result intrust development among the partnenswhat they should

deliver for the specific task.

6.4.2 Nature and Category of Decision

CS 2 is anoperational level, routine decision and itBshavioual style decision
makingandis categorized under Intellective task typ€his decision wasliscussing
about the devel opment of the 6Adaptive

includes the apjation developmenénd to decide on where the contents were best
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