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Abstract: This research aims to gain knowledge regarding the group 
development process of newly formed innovation teams. In this comparative 
research, five multi-functional innovation teams based on voluntarily members 
have been studied in an industrial context, all intending to conduct innovation 
projects after being educated in innovation management. In total 36 
respondents have been studied. Qualitative data have repeatedly been collected 
from observations, interviews, questionnaires and notes from team meetings in 
a timeframe of 6 - 18 month. Three of the teams were created in accordance 
with an explicit and stepwise methodology to create innovation teams, the other 
two teams were gathered to a sequence of educational seminars. Significant 
findings were that the teams created in accordance with the innovation-team-
creation-methodology didn’t suffer from group dynamic problems, while the 
other two teams did. Further, the first three teams started innovation projects 
while the other two teams did not. Further research is suggested. 
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1 Problem 
 
Introduction 
This research aims to explore if group development problems when creating innovation 
teams can be avoided by using a structured team creation process. The reason for this 
research is that it is claimed that innovation teams are suitable for innovation work (e.g. 
Tidd and Bessant, 2013; Zuidema & Kleiner, 1994), but also that innovation teams may 
speed up innovation work (Nakata and Im, 2010) as one way to overcome the problem 
with the increased need of new products (services etc.) due to shorter product life cycles 
(Menon et al, 2002). 
However, the problem is that group development problems waste time and drain energy. 
Only 10-15 percent of all teams reach a performing phase after 6-8 month of work, if 
ever getting there (Wheelan, 2013). For that reason it is of interest to gain knowledge 
regarding if innovation teams can be created without group dynamic problems to save 
time and energy to innovation projects. 
 
2 Current understanding 
Prior research regarding group development problems are well explored, demonstrated as 
four or five phases, i.e. forming, storming, norming and performing, and finally 
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dissolving (e.g. Buijs, 2007; Tuckmann and Jensen, 1977; Wheelan, 2013). The forming 
phase is where the group is formed and the members focus are mainly on being 
recognized and being included in the group, paying much attention to each other rather 
on the tasks they are supposed to do. In the storming phase are conflicts quite common as 
the team members start to develop the working climate to work together in, and questions 
not always comfortable for everyone is raised. If passing the storming phase, the group 
enters the third phase, the norming phase. Here are norms developed and settled and the 
members start to trust each other. In the performing phase, if ever getting here, the group 
is transformed into a team, where the members takes responsibility for work tasks 
together as a team and the team starts to perform. When the team has finalized its project, 
the team dissolves and the team members might be directed to new teams where the 
circle of dynamic process repeats itself (Wheelan, 2013).  
 
The group constellation of what members to build a team upon is also very well 
researched (e.g. Hoegl, 2005; Isaksen and Ekvall, 2010). However, innovation teams are 
not the same as working teams that may come up with innovative outcomes. Innovation 
teams are deliberately created to conduct innovation work, i.e. to develop innovation 
opportunities to the market to create value (e.g. Andersson, 1996; Tidd and Bessant, 
2013). Prior research on innovation teams show conflicts related to group dynamic 
processes (e.g. Hallgren, 2009; Kesting and Ulhöj, 2010; Kristiansen and Bloch-Poulsen, 
2010), and when reviewing these studies one can see that there were no explicit 
methodologies used to avoid such problems. Further, a literature study regarding 
innovation teams show that the focus has primary been on innovation output, not 
considering how to create innovation teams prepared to conduct innovation work or to 
avoid group related problems (Farris, 1972; Marion et al, 2012; Neuman et al, 1999; Tidd 
and Bessant, 2013; Wheelan, 2009: 2013; Zuidema and Kleiner, 1994). Further, empirical 
studies show that innovation work is highly complex and an inexperienced innovation 
team barely can be practiced without support from a knowledgeable individual (Johnsson, 
2014). Thus, a few studies were identified demonstrating important factors to consider 
when creating innovation teams (McDonough, 2000; McGreevy, 2006a: 2006b; West et 
al, 2004), still without the purpose to create sustainable innovation teams that doesn’t 
struggle through the group development process. However, Johnsson (2016) suggests a 
theoretical framework that explicitly demonstrates how to create innovation teams to 
avoid group development problems, the CIT-process (Creating high-performing 
Innovation Teams). Therefore, it is relevant to explore if innovation teams can be created 
to avoid group related problems to gain knowledge in this area, as innovation teams differ 
a lot from any other work teams. 
 
3 Research question 
Based on the background and previous research one research question is explored: 
RQ: Can innovation teams be created to avoid group dynamic problems by the use of a 
systematically innovation team creation process? If so, what effects are significant? 
 
4 Research design 
Data from five innovation teams (Team A – E) have been used within this comparative 
study, involving in total 36 participants. The teams are divided in two groups. The first 
one, Group 1, involved two innovation teams (Team A and Team B) from two industrial 
SMEs, producing components to the car industry among others. The second group, Group 
2, involved three innovation teams (Team C – E) from a large industrial company, 
working in the road construction industry. All innovation teams were inexperienced in 
innovation work, still being created with purpose to conduct innovation projects. The two 



 

innovation teams in Group 1 were created in accordance with research of Hallgren’s 
(2009), i.e. one voluntary individual from each department participated, selected by 
management but without managerial participation in the teams. This resulted in 10 
members in Team A and 11 members in Team B (Participant 1-21). The three innovation 
teams in the Group 2 were created in accordance with the CIT-process, explicitly 
developed to avoid group dynamic problems when creating innovation teams (Johnsson, 
2016). The CIT-process is a five-step process, briefly descried as follow: first, secure top 
managements’ and managements’ commitment; second, identify an innovation team 
convener (convener), who’s first task will be to identify members suitable for the, not yet 
established, innovation team; third, prepare the convener with instructions regarding 
innovation management, the group dynamic process and instructions in how to gather 
team members on a X-functional basis; fourth, the convener gathers the team members 
and ensure that the team members’ managers’ approve participation in the innovation 
project; the last step is to arrange a kick-off where the teams were carefully introduced in 
the same way as the convener was, and the innovation project was launched. In this work, 
an innovation facilitator, who is a well-experienced individual in innovation management 
from a theoretical and practical perspective, supported the process. This resulted in 4 
members in Team C, 7 members in Team D, and 4 members in Team E (Participant 22-
36). 
 
The innovation teams in Group 1 was taught innovation management through a series of 
seminars by two researchers, following the structure of Tidd and Bessant’s (2009) 
innovation process. i.e. the first seminar was focusing on search for now innovation 
opportunities, the second seminar focused on how to select ideas to develop, the third 
seminar focused on implementation and launch of newly developed products and 
services, and the final seminar focused on how to capture values created from the 
previous phases. Additionally, the teams were taught in agile innovation work, based on 
the Raft-model (Johnsson, 2009), which explicitly demonstrate how involve end-users, 
end-customers, customer, suppliers and distributors/retailers into the development 
process in practice. Data was collected from observations, notes and questionnaires 
through the seminars. In total, the respondents answered 840 audit-statements and equal 
amount of interview questions rephrased from a “how-perspective”, 1170 open ended 
written questions were asked within the four seminars, and an audio-recorded one hour 
interview were conducted. Relevant sections from the interview was transcribed.  
The innovation teams in Group 2 were taught the same theories regarding innovation 
management in theories and practice from the convener, who was educated by the 
facilitator throughout the ongoing innovation projects. Data were collected from team 
meetings, e-mail conversations, questionnaires and interviews. The teams were self-
organized, finding their own routines to work but supported by the facilitator 
continuously in teams’ innovation projects. In average, Team C and D met every second 
week for 6 month and 11 month respectively, while Team E met every third week for 
about 1,5 years. 
 
The collected data were analysed from the perspective of the group dynamic process 
(forming, storming, norming and performing) as demonstrated above (Wheelan, 2013) 
and from the content of Wheelan’s (2009; 2013) self-assessment audit, based om 35 
statement, focusing on a group’s working climate, to determine the innovation teams’ 
emergence status, where a few examples of these statements are presented below. 
 

#13 “I work to ensure that we all have a chance to demonstrate our competence 
and skills in the group.” 
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#19 “When members contribute good ideas, I express my appreciation.” 
#26 “I talk positively about my group to outsiders.” 
#32 “I encourage innovative ideas.” 

The recorded and written data was used to identify quotes, situations, conversations or 
dialogs related to progress in the innovation project and related to the teams’ 
development progress. Relevant transcribed quotes were charted and colour-coded to be 
analysed to keywords from the statement-based questionnaires by Wheelan (2009; 2013). 
The innovation process by Tidd and Bessant (2009) served as an analysis tool to 
determine how the group development process correlated with the innovation process, 
demonstrated in four phases; Search, i.e. where innovative opportunities are detected; 
Select, i.e. where innovation opportunities are selected based on match with the overall 
strategy; Implement; i.e. where one or several ideas are developed towards the market 
and being launched; Capture, i.e. where values are collected from the innovation process. 
The findings are also discussed from the perspective of industrial and post-industrial 
work system, where an industrial work system is characterized by rigid structures and 
formal work tasks, and the post-industrial work system embrace change and initiative 
from colleagues and co-workers (Backström and Olson, 2010), 

 
5 Findings 
Both Team A and B showed group dynamic problems by means of internal conflicts and 
complaints to the researchers, starting at the kick off continuing through the second and 
third seminar, to decline in the last seminar to be replaced for a positive atmosphere. 
 
The team members in Team A was engaged but at the same time negative to the 
seminars. The team members were chosen by the management to volunteer to the 
innovation team, not knowing the purpose other than to be taught innovation 
management in four seminars in a period of about 6 month. Resistance took action by 
being rude to the researchers and each other, as exemplified below, starting at the first 
seminar and continuing to the third one but declining in intense. The team members 
demonstrated their unwillingness to participate by being ignorant, quiet, criticizing 
seminars for being time-consuming, not answering questionnaires, not attending at the 
seminars, arguing for not participating because “they didn't work with R&D”. Over time 
the resistance declined radically, innovation-gaps decreased and the participants became 
involved, enthusiastic, encouraging, contributing and understanding their role in a more 
innovative organization in the future. (P = participant, and R = Researcher in the 
following examples) 
 

Team A, Seminar #3, Implementation, answering a questionnaire: 
P5: “I’m not used to think like this.” 
P1: “Exactly, that’s the problem you know. It’s only P2 who is used to this.” 
R2: “I’m saying it again. It really doesn’t matter, but it’s very important that 
you describe that.” 
P5: “But we don’t work with this... It’s hard even if you feel that you don’t 
know.” 
P4: “I feel completely empty.” 
P7: “What did she say, the fragile one?” 
P4.” I’m completely empty. I...” 
P5: “I must ask something. This about “implement”. What did it mean again?” 



 

R2: “Well, It’s the about the whole phase. You have chosen project. Now you 
have started, prototypes perhaps. Until you launch on the market.” 
P5: “Uh-huh.” 
P4: “It stands perfectly still in my head. No, but this, today I am not part of the 
game. Not at all.” 
R2: ”It might be easier questions on page 4?” 
P4: “I have already gone through all the pages (laughter). No. No. I leave it 
here. No, this is not my thing. (yawn)” 

 
The members in Team B acted similar to Team A, but in a different way. The 
respondents were initially so afraid of “doing wrong” that they were unwilling to answer 
questions or participate in discussions at the first two seminars. The participants pointed 
out low billability as a stress-factor, hindering them from starting new innovation 
projects. At the last seminar, regarding Capture, the participants opened up for more open 
thinking and suggested new possible projects to start later on by the team. 
 
Team C – E all showed a significant more rapid group development process compared to 
the other two innovation teams. They all skipped the conflict phase, starting in the 
norming and performing phase at the kick off where they also begun individual 
innovation projects. There were no signs of group dynamic problems and the innovation 
teams, as teams, solved all kind of upcoming project-related problems. Time wise the 
process to create the Team C – E were approximately four months, where two month 
were spent on getting commitment from management and to introduce the conveners, and 
another two months to gather team members before the kick offs. 
 

Team C: In implementation phase, addressing a group problem: 
P22: “Work is in progress. It’s more complicated and complex than you could 
imagine from the beginning which causes delays. But in overall it feels OK. P23 
told me that he feels a bit “out”, especially on the design of the XXX. He has to 
be more involved in the work.” 
 
Team C: In implementation phase, dealing with uncertainty: 
P24: “Feels alright. I’m not 100% up to date yet. Much to have focus on but 
hopefully I’ll handle it by time.” 
 
Team D: Entering Implementation phase, discussion next step: 
P26:” I feel that we have to start do “real” work. To start investigating how 
long time it is do develop e.g. an app for iPhone or if we’re going to rearrange 
the whole cab. (Peter sounds a bit frustrated) Maybe we can do a brainstorming 
exercise.” 
P27: “I like P26’s idea...” 
P28: “A brainstorming would be nice.” 

  
 Team E: In Search phase, discussion a team member’s commitment: 

P33: “We believe that you affect the team’s work negatively when you don’t 
prioritize the team.” 
P34: “But I have to prioritize a hundred other things as well. Sometimes I 
cannot be in this team.” 
P35: “We must all sacrifice something to make this project work. We have to 
prioritize as well. You know that.” 
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P34: “You're right. I'm sorry. Thanks for making me see the problem. I didn't 
realize that I caused you guys trouble.” 

 
Even though innovation team C – E managed to adopt the unite leadership as a part of the 
CIT-process some voices were raised for clearer leadership and management as the first 
part of the innovation projects felt very unstructured and out in the blue. 
 

Team C: Reflecting over the project: 
P23: “Nice to experience how different competences can work together, and 
nice with an external coach.” 
P24: “I would like clearer management, especially in the beginning.” 
P25: “I would have preferred to come to a decision what to do faster.” 

 
Team D: Reflecting over the project: 

 P26: “I would prefer clearer goal, scope and time plan.” 
 P27: “I think the planning could be better next time: 
 
 Team E: Reflecting over the project 
 P33: “It takes more time than expected.” 
 P35: “We should have planned more specific in the beginning.” 

P36: “Finally we can do what is necessary, not what we must to do.” 
 
Discussion and conclusion 
Problems in Team A and Team B was related to lack of innovation related knowledge, 
which they gained through the seminars. Team A was not familiar to meet in a X-
functional setting. In fact, at the first seminar it was the first time some of the participants 
sat at the same table to discuss the same topic. Team B wasn’t familiar to X-functional 
work either. Even though some of their customers conducted innovation projects, where 
some members of Team B participated, they didn’t have the knowledge to manage it by 
themselves. In the final seminar, both Team A and B reached a level of maturity where 
they started to understand the benefits of X-functionality as all needed competence sat at 
the same table, enabling creative conversations. All of the positive effects in Team A and 
B in the latter seminars, i.e. the engagement and optimism that was generated, relate to 
what Backström and Olson (2010) claim happens when a group has matured sufficiently 
to begin to “finding each other”. The group development process correlated with the 
research of Wheelan’s (2009; 2013), i.e. the groups started to mature into teams after 
about 6 month. At the point when the team members started to find each other the 
seminars were dedicated to Implementation and Capture, where new innovation projects 
were discussed to be started in a near future. The development progress for these teams 
was partly related to the group development process, where the individuals started to trust 
each other and saw each other’s competences instead of feeling threatened. The other part 
was that the innovation-related knowledge increased and that the Implementation and 
Capture phases are less abstract than the previous phases in the innovation process, which 
becomes more comparable to anyone’s everyday work. From another perspective, Team 
A’s behaviour related to change-resistance. The start-up of the innovation team was 
inspired by Hallgren’s multifunctional IS-Steering groups (Hallgren, 2009), argued to 
stimulate creative work and the creation of new ideas according to Backström and Olson 
(2010) and Smart et al, (2007) who promote divergences in competence as having 
positive effects on groups. However, the first seminar at Team A demonstrated the 
opposite. The respondents used the divergence in knowledge to ensure that skills in R&D 
and technical development were more important and having more “right” than those of 



 

respondents from e.g. the administration or economy departments (Kesting and Ulhöj, 
2010). The respondents also acted rude towards the researchers and each other, not 
stimulating a creative or optimistic climate, but more of climate of conflict as described 
by Isaksen and Ekvall (2010). The respondents’ behaviour relates to the industrial work 
system, in which the response to changes is resistance (Backström and Olson, 2010). 
Resistance is, according to Aronson (1999), a reaction to preserve that which is 
established, to preserve status quo, which also relates to the industrial work system. The 
seminars were addressed and approved by management before the first seminars begun, 
as recommended (Hayton and Kelly, 2006; Un and Montoro-Sanchez, 2010), the 
respondents were gathered for seminars but resistance appeared anyway where the reason 
might be divergences in hierarchy. The real (informal) leaders within Team A’s company 
turned out to be one or two respondents in the team which had not been invited for 
deciding about seminars as they were planned to be conducted. However, at the time for 
the seminars, Team A and B were not yet knowledgeable or confident enough to conduct 
innovation work by themselves. 
 
Team C – E was also inexperienced in X-functional innovation work, not in the way that 
that didn’t know how to work in multifunctional projects, as this is a common way to 
develop new products at the company, but not to innovate by themselves. They were all 
part of an industrial setting, based on rigid structures and protocols in how to manage 
innovation or product development, still being willing to challenge the status quo. 
Despite that, all three teams emerged to fully functional performing innovation teams 
within a short period of time. However, the emergence journey wasn’t free from 
problems. Team C changed its convener two times during its project. Team D struggled 
from being too homogenous in the first phases of the project and Team E suffered from 
major layoffs in the organisation. All accurate and reasonable reasons to terminate the 
projects and blame whatever for malfunctioning. However, they did not. All three teams 
solved their problems as a team, as a team should do in accordance with Wheelan (2013). 
 
Significant findings from this research are indications of that the systematic process used 
within this research (the CIT-process) when creating innovation teams speed up the group 
development process, which means that they saved time to the company. Further, the 
conflict-phase was reduced from the group development process, which means that these 
teams could focus their energy on the innovation project instead of internal group 
conflicts where they potentially could speed up innovation work even more. The set-up of 
the two groups have much in common, i.e. based on multidisciplinary, voluntarily but 
inexperienced members in innovation work. But at the same time, it differs a lot. The 
major differences where, when applying the CIT-process, that the team members in Team 
C – E were explicitly invited to become team members, they got time to be introduced to 
forthcoming work and challenges by a knowledgeable person, and therefore got time to 
prepare for what was coming even though they had no ideas of what that might be. This 
relates to the progress when developing interdependence according to Lubaktin (2001), as 
the innovation team sees a joint project in which divergences in competence contribute to 
and strengthen the team (Backström and Olson, 2010). With respect to convergence, 
referring to Lubaktin (2011), that both Team A and B were about to begin a convergence 
process during the seminars as the respondents beginning to understand the purpose of 
being a member of an innovation team but expressed differently, while Team C – E were 
provided that knowledge by the facilitator and convener in the process of creating the 
teams. In another perspective, the unwillingness of “doing wrong”, as recognized from 
Team B, relates to Kesting and Ulhöj (2010) where they demonstrate that ordinary people 
(i.e. people from other departments that R&D) are not being familiar to make decisions.  
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6. Contribution 
This research contributes to prior research by suggesting that a systematic process when 
creating innovation teams may lead to a substantial faster group development process, 
where innovation projects can be started earlier and by that be more time-effective. 
Timewise it might be seen as waste of time to put such amount of resources to choose 
team members and to prepare them in forthcoming work, but this study suggests the 
opposite, that one actually can save time by being well prepared to what is coming. This 
research contributes to theories of the group development process, where this research 
propose that the conflict-phase could be removed if the team members are educated and 
prepared for forthcoming problems, and supported in its development process. Further, 
this research complement research on e.g. innovation climate and other factor that enable 
established innovation teams to conduct innovation work.  
 
Future research 
Based on these findings, future research on the group developments process are 
suggested to explore whether the conflict phase could be reduced if carefully planning 
and executing the creation of innovation teams in accordance with the CIT-process. 
Further, to study if the same process can increase the number of teams that reach the 
performing and high-performing phases that otherwise only about 10-15% of all teams 
reach. Even further, it would be interesting to study whether a consultant can use the 
CIT-process as a service to educate its customers in how to create innovation teams, as it 
is shown that consultants have difficulties in teaching customers in a way that the 
knowledge sustain with the customers when the consultant leaves the organisation. 
 
7. Practical implications 
Innovation managers or innovation leaders can, by understanding that the group 
development process can be shortened, save important time and probably monetary 
resources, and in the long run develop new products more effective than before. 
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