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ABSTRACT

This research explores the determinants of intempalearning in alliances. The
potential for organisations to learn from theiraaite partner is well recognised in the
literature. The Knowledge Based View of the FirnB{K) posits that an organisation’s
knowledge base, especially its tacit knowledge biasesource of sustainable competitive
advantage. Three key determinants of inter-patgagning are: intent to learn,
transparency (i.e. willingness to share knowledge) receptivity (i.e. capacity to learn).
These three concepts are used to guide a singtestizdy of an alliance between a National
Sport Organisation (NSO) and a Professional Spandhise (PSF). Data was obtained
through semi-structured interviews with key infortgat both organisations. Each
individual transcript was colour coded in relatioreach of the four research questions. All
relevant quotes were then copied into separatefllleeach organisation and categorised
by research question. The results of the studyesitgbat 1) despite historical conflict, the
relationship between alliance partners is beconmageasingly positive; 2) intent to learn
was low in both organisations but higher in the NSJthe NSO was more transparent
than the PSF; and 4) receptivity was low for bathaaisations. Key conclusions of the
research are that the NSO and PSF are failingkeoftdl advantage of the opportunities
presented by their relationship, but intent, tranepcy and receptivity remain useful

concepts to explore inter-partner learning



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Resear ch

The Knowledge Based View (KBV) of the firm is aatlely new phenomenon in
the management literature, emerging in the 199@=fBardt & Santos, 2002). The central
premise of the KBV is that a firm’s knowledge base function as a core competency and
in turn provide the source of a sustainable cortipetadvantage (Eisenhardt & Santos,
2002; Grant, 1997). When firms collaborate, eiih&rmally or through more formal
arrangements such as alliances, the opportunggsfor each organisation to internalize
new knowledge into its own strategic and operatiendeavours (Hamel, 1991). The
ability to acquire knowledge from partner orgaritag is well understood by industry,
with an increasing number of organisations develggailliances in order to acquire greater
levels of knowledge (Wijk, Jansen, & Lyles, 200B)e ability to learn is an often cited
motivation for organisations to establish an atte(Becerra, Lunnan, & Huemer, 2008;

Teece & Pisano, 1994).

1.1.1 Relationships, Partnerships, Alliances

Not only are alliances becoming more common, thieyatso becoming more
complex and non-traditional. Organisations are bbgreg relationships with organisations
that would not have been considered previously (#labBoz, & Prahalad, 1989). For
example, the Bridgestone and Toyo tire companiesoarg standing rivals, but have
formed research and development alliances as wéleacombined use of each other’s

production facilities (Kubo & Gibbs, 2008). Alliaes have also evolved from local



collaborations to international collaborations. Maapanese firms have developed
alliances with equivalent Western firms, which basn many of the Japanese firms
prosper due to their ability to learn from theiiaaice partner (Tsang, 1999). The for-profit
sector remains the ‘spiritual home’ of alliancest, tross-sector alliances between the for-
profit and non-profit sectors are increasingly @lent today (Wymer & Samu, 2003). In a
reversal of tradition, for-profit organisations aeeking to improve their performance by
learning from non-profit organisations (London &rginelli, 2003; Wymer & Samu,
2003). Alliances are clearly not what they usetdéo

An alliance is defined as “any inter-firm coopeoatthat falls between the extremes
of discrete, short term contracts and the compieteger of two or more organisations”
(Contractor & Lorange, 2002, p. 4). Alliances caket on a number of forms including
joint ventures, equity alliances, acquisitions,rekalicensing agreements, and value chain
partnerships (Contractor & Lorange, 2002; Darby)&O0Regardless of its form, all
alliances require at least two partner organisatibnt any number of partner organisations
can exist within a single alliance. Fundamentallifances are created because each
organisation lacks the ability to ‘go it alone’arparticular area. The other organisation(s)
in the relationship provide knowledge, skills onert resources that the organisation lacks.
Though promising much, alliances are fraught withadilties such as conflict, trust,
opportunistic behaviour, control, autonomy, contp@tiand goal contradiction (Darby,
2006; Hill & Hellriegel, 1994; Kogut, 1989; ParkRosso, 1996). Some studies have
estimated alliance failure-rate to be as high & 8ark & Rosso, 1996).

The field of sport management has become increlgsmgrested in the study of
inter-organisational relationships (Alexander, EBulh, & Frisby, 2008; Babiak 2007, 2009;
Babiak, & Thibault, 2008, 2009; Barnes, Cousen$/&Lean, 2007; Cousens, Babiak, &

Bradish, 2006; Frisby, Thibault, & Kikulis, 2004afent, & Harvey, 2009; Thibault, &



Harvey, 1997). However, the study of alliances tredstudy of knowledge transfer

between organisations remains unexplored territotiie sport management literature.

1.2 Resear ch Context: National Sports Organisations and Professional Sports

Franchise

This research will explore the determinants ofrip@rtner learning between
national sport organisations (NSO) and professispatt franchises (PSF). “NSOs are not-
for-profit organisations that are responsible fa tevelopment of their particular sport in
their own country” (O'Reilly & Knight, 2007, p. 2B4n simple terms, a NSO is the
governing body for a sport in a country. NSOs comt¢leemselves with a broad range of
responsibilities, which encompass junior developniemugh to the elite level. NSOs
establish relationships with regional organisatitiva are responsible for organising the
sport in their area. Their elite teams particigadainst national teams from other countries
in events such as World Championships and the Qty@pmes. Examples of NSOs in
New Zealand include: New Zealand Football, Basketaw Zealand and the New
Zealand Rugby League.

In contrast a PSF is an organisation that partiegpa a professional sports league
(PSL). A PSF is exclusively concerned with theeedihd of the sport participation
continuum. A PSF may be either for-profit or not-fwofit in orientation. Globally
recognised PSFs include the New York Yankees, Mesteh United Football Club, and the
Edmonton Oilers. Examples of New Zealand PSFs decthe Wellington Phoenix
Football Club, the New Zealand Breakers and the Realand Warriors. An overview of

the New Zealand NSOs that have a relationship &BSF are presented in table 1.



Table 1. New Zealand NSO and PSF Relationships

Sport NZ NSO NSO elite NZ PSF I naugural
team PSF
Season

Rugby New Zealand Rugby Kiwis New Zealand 1995

League League (NZRL) Warriors

Basketball ~ Basketball New Tall Blacks New Zealand 2003
Zealand (BBNZ) Breakers

Football New Zealand All Whites ~ Wellington Phoenix 2007

Football (NZF)

It is important to recognise that the Phoenix, Reza and Warriors are not national
teams and do not belong to the respective NSOs.i$ldespite the ability of a player (e.qg.
Ruben Wiki) or coach (e.g. Ricki Herbert) to beeanployee of both the national team and
the PSF. To elaborate, Wiki was contracted fulktim the New Zealand Warriors but was
also a member, as required, of the New Zealandmadtrugby league team. Similarly,
Ricki Herbert is both Head Coach of the WellingRimenix Football Club (FC) and the
New Zealand national men’s team. The relationshgisieen NSOs and PSFs are a
relatively new one and can be traced back to tpamsion of Australian-based PSFs into

New Zealand, which began in 1995.

1.2.1 Football

The Wellington Phoenix joined the Australian A-Leagn 2007. The history of the
Phoenix can be traced back to the participatiah®fAuckland-based Football Kingz in the
Australian National Soccer League (NSL) betweer01®&& 2004. When the NSL evolved
into the A-League, the ownership of the Footbafidd was restructured and the team
became known as the New Zealand Knights. The Ksigéatticipated in the A-League
between 2005 and 2007. Plagued by a lack of od-§ietcess, the organisation struggled

financially. New Zealand Football (NZF) held a 5¢ake in the Knights but were forced to



take over management of the Knights for the renmexindl 2006 season, until new owners
could be found (Maddaford, 2006). The new ownersddittle better than their
predecessors, and the licence was revoked by theagte and in effect transferred to new
owner Terry Serepisos and his company Century Rittball Limited (Century City
Developments, 2007).

The vision of NZF is to be “the number one par@étipn sport in New Zealand
across all age groups, and qualify for and be caithgein all major FIFA tournaments”
(New Zealand Soccer, 2005, p. 8). NZF is recognisebloth the international governing
body Fédération Internationale de Football AssamiatFIFA), and Sport and Recreation
New Zealand (SPARC) as the governing body for falbib New Zealand. As an
organisation, NZF is experiencing difficult timés.2008, SPARC provided NZF with a
$300,000 cash injection as well as an addition@DFH0 to assist NZF in meeting the
interest costs on its $1.5 million bank loan (Bro®f08). As part of this rescue package,

SPARC also appointed an independent commissiorteetblZF board (Brown, 2008).

1.2.2 Rugby League

The Auckland Warriors joined the Australian Rugl®ague competition in 1995 as
one of four expansion teams alongside the Northre@siand Cowboys, South Queensland
Crushers and the Western Reds (Mirams, 2001). idigiowned by the Auckland Rugby
League, a regional organisation, the Warriors Ismeggled to be financially viable and
have undergone a number of ownership changes (Mjra@91). At one time, the NZRL
owned the licence outright but would later trangféo the private sector. Usually
associated with businessman Eric Watson, the leemparticipate in the NRL is owned

by Warriors League Limited. There are two shareti@dn Warriors League Limited:



Serious Holdings a company owned by the Eric Watsmtrolled by both Cullen Sports
and, KA-NO.3 Trustee Limited (New Zealand Compar@étce, 2008b).

The overarching purpose of the NZRL is best refiédn the first of many ‘objects’
detailed in their constitution: “Promote Rugby leagpromote, foster and develop Rugby
League throughout New Zealand, from ‘grass ro@tl to international level, and govern
Rugby League throughout New Zealand” (New Zealandldy League, 2007, p. 8). The
NZRL is recognized by both SPARC and the Rugby Ledgternational Federation
(RLIF) as the governing body for Rugby League imN&ealand (Coffey & Wood, 2007).
In June 2008, SPARC initiated an independent rewikthie NZRL to address a
combination of financial and governance issues. @rike independent review committee
members was the CEO of the Watrriors. In terms @NERL-Watrriors relationship, it has
been described as “inextricably intertwined” (J@sK005, p. C17). In the same article, the
NZRL General Manager was reported to have saidutfrelationship with the Warriors

was compromised in any way we'd have serious castélessup, 2005, p. C17).

1.2.3 Basketball

The New Zealand Breakers first participated inAlistralian National Basketball
League (NBL) in 2003. NZ Breakers Basketball Lirdite a wholly owned subsidiary of
the parent company ProTeam Holdings (New Zealandgamies Office, 2008a). Paul
Blackwell and Hibiscus Independent Trustees Limé#eslthe two shareholders in ProTeam
Holdings.

Both the Federation of International Basketballdsations (FIBA) and SPARC as
the national governing body for the sport of baséktin New Zealand recognise

Basketball New Zealand Incorporated (BBNZ). The BB®onstitution lists its mission as:



“to be New Zealand’s leading participation gameagBetball New Zealand, 2006, p. 1).
Unlike the other examples, Basketball New Zealaasirrever had a financial interest in the

Breakers and has not had the need for any govetrintervention in its affairs.

1.3 Research Problem

The three NSO-PSF relationships outlined clearlgtn@ntractor and Lorange’s
(2002) criteria of an alliance, as described eamikSOs and PSFs are distinct and
autonomous organisations but they are linked bynangon interest in the same sport. New
Zealand's small population and limited resourcesb@dy increases the need for this
relationship to be effective and functional. Thé=RBganisations that the Breakers,
Warriors and the Wellington Phoenix compete agamsteir respective leagues do not
have the luxury of an exclusive relationship whkit national governing bodies. Similarly,
the national governing bodies in Australia areatfde to develop quality relationships with
a single professional sport franchise, withoutribk of being accused of favouritism. In
both respects, the ability of the New Zealand N8 PSFs to acquire some source of
competitive advantage over their rivals exists heeaheir competitors do not easily
replicate these relationships. However, the meigtence of these relationships is not itself
sufficient. The key is the extent to which thesgamisations are able to draw value by
learning from their partner. The ability to undarst fully the intricacies of a NSO-PSF
relationship in New Zealand as source of competidiivantage compared to those
Australian based PSFs is beyond the scope ofdkearch project. However, it is clear that
the ability of each organisation to learn from thkeer is a fundamental antecedent to a
relationship that adds value to both organisatiasch in turn can lead to improved

performance by both organisations in their respeatarkets.



1.4 Pur pose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to explore thercht@nts of inter-partner learning within
an alliance. Specifically, this study will utilis¢éamel’s (1991) determinants of learning —
intent, transparency and receptivity — to explbeeihter-partner learning in an alliance
between a NSO and a PSF.

The first research question explores the natutbeofelationship between the two
organisations in the alliance. The remaining thiesearch questions each explore intent,
transparency and receptivity within the alliancke Bpecific research questions to be
investigated are:

1. What is the nature of the relationship betwegaisations in a NSO-PSF alliance?
2. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF alliance intenéaeon from their alliance partner?
3. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF alliance shareviedge with their alliance partner?

4. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF have the capaxisarn from their alliance partner?

1.5 Overview of Methods

This research is a case study of a single NSO-B&kanship. Efforts to conduct a
comparative case study were thwarted by the ingldiaccess a critical mass of
participants from both organisations in other NS&FPelationships. Data for this study
was collected using eleven semi-structured intersid-ive interviews were conducted
with NSO employees and six interviews were condlutith PSF employees. Both
participants and their organisations remain anomgo this study. Participants were
asked a range of questions related to their paorept how their organisation approaches
their relationship with the other organisation wiéispect to inter-partner learning. These

guestions were developed to measure perceptiaigioforganisation’s intent,



transparency and receptivity to learning from tiadliance partner. The level of analysis

therefore, is at the organisational level and notbhe individual level.

1.6 Outline of the Thesis

This section outlines the basis for the remainioigtent of this thesis. Chapter 2
consists of a review of the literature on the cpte®f knowledge, alliances and inter-
partner learning. The literature review outlines thain framework of this research
developed by Hamel (1991). Chapter 3 outlines ¢éisearch method used in this thesis. It
also describes the methods of interviewing, trapson and data analysis. Chapter 4
details the findings of the NSO and PSF. Chaptdiséusses the findings, and overall

conclusions of the research.

1.7 Key Concepts and Definitions

For purposes of clarity, this research will utilinéer-partner learning as originally
proposed by Hamel (1991). This was considered g@pjaite given that the organisation is
the unit of analysis in this research. Inter-partearning refers to learning between
alliance partners.

As already established, an alliance refers to fater-firm cooperation that falls
between the extremes of discrete, short term ooisteand the complete merger of two or
more organisations” (Contractor & Lorange, 2004 )p.

Key concepts contained in the research questi@snt, transparency and
receptivity - the three determinants of learningf thave been established in the work of
Hamel (1991). In this thesis, the determinants belidefined as Hamel’s (1991) original

concepts - Intent: the desire to learn, Transpgrehe opportunity to learn, Receptivity:



the capacity to learn. Learning is referred to asogess, and knowledge as “that which is
known” (Grant, 1996, p. 110). The following chappeovides explanations of these

concepts in more detail.

1.8 Delimitations of Scope and Key Assumptions

Case study organisations used in this researchaver& SO and one PSF located
in New Zealand. There were other potential orgainisa that also fit these criteria,
however they were excluded because of their irtgltdi attract a critical mass of
participants. For example, both partners were reeealprovide a useful case study and if
one organisation was eliminated its partner was too

The small number of organisations and the contéxiatare of the relationship
limit the ability of these findings being extrapiad to other similar relationships.

An assumption is that each participant’s views vgemesistent with the unit of
analysis - the organisation. It is assumed thap#r&cipants were able to reflect on the

organisation as a whole and not just their persapptoach to learning.

1.9 Summary

The purpose of this research is to explore therohetants of inter-partner learning
within an alliance. The concepts of intent, tramepay and receptivity will guide this
research. The research questions will be investigy studying an alliance between a
New Zealand based NSO and a PSF that are linkadcbynmon interest in the same sport.
In the literature review to follow, key conceptekuas knowledge, knowledge based view,

knowledge transfer, learning patterns in allianoe @ater-partner learning will be discussed.

10



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the literature relating tohbktowledge and learning within
the context of inter-partner relationships. Followa review on the concepts of knowledge
and alliances, the review focuses specificallylmarea of inter-partner learning within

alliances.

2.2 Tacit and Explicit Knowledge

It is widely accepted that the concept of knowledgreains fragmented, without
any definition receiving widespread acceptance (Adani, 2005; Nonaka, 1994). The
concept of knowledge has a long history, intrigugwgn the great ancient philosophers
such as Plato (White, 1976). One of the less coxiplé by no means inadequate
definitions, is provided by Grant (1996), who caless knowledge to be “that which is
known” (p. 110). It is this definition of knowleddkat is used in this study because of its

widespread acceptance in the academic literature.

2.2.1 Explicit Knowledge

Despite the variety of definitions and perspectingdating to knowledge, the
distinction between tacit (i.e. know-how) and egplknowledge (i.e. know what) is widely
accepted (Assundani, 2005; Grant, 1996; Kogut &I&an1992; Lubit, 2001). Explicit
knowledge is easily codifiable, meaning that g&sily translated into words and other

symbols. Explicit knowledge becomes manifest irgillle forms, such as books, reports
11



and manuals (Inkpen, 1996). These tangible oumats reflection of explicit knowledge’s
ability to be abstracted and stored in the objectworld (Popper, 1972), meaning that it is
transparent (Lei, Slocum, & Pitts, 1997). Expligiowledge can allow anyone with a
comparable skill base to utilise it (Lei et al.979. Compared to tacit knowledge, explicit

knowledge is easier to assimilate and use (Coheawinthal, 1990).

2.2.2 Tacit Knowledge

Tacit knowledge is a more difficult concept to defiand classify (Howells, 1996;
Inkpen, 1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Lubit, 2001&ck knowledge has been described as
translucent (Lei et al., 1997). Tacit knowledge remains nodifiable (Howells, 1996), and
very deeply rooted in the mind, meaning that it oaly be used in a specific context
(Khamseh & Jolly, 2008; Kim, 1998). For exampleran, Down and Hill (2002) suggest
that if a baseball batter was asked to explain heishe predicts the pitch and swings the
bat accordingly, he/she would be unable to proeidescription that is easily
comprehended. Tacit knowledge is so engrained mitie individual that it is very
difficult for outsiders or those without a sign#iat degree of knowledge to interpret it (Lei
et al., 1997). This individual type of knowledgeuisually developed unconsciously from
ones experience in an environment (Berman et@D22L ubit, 2001). Tacit knowledge is
usually embodied in people. However, this doesmedn that tacit knowledge will
accompany people from one organisation to the ridfective tacit knowledge use may be
a function of the relationships within which a parss embedded. For example, routines of
certain organisations may foster this knowledgeptodl. The environment plays an

important role in developing tacit knowledge (Lul2i001).
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To summarise this section, transferability is a ##ference between tacit and
explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is easilgmisferred through communication, a
relatively simple process, whereas tacit knowledgmly revealed through its application

(Grant, 1996).

2.3 Knowledge Based View (KBV)

The knowledge based view is an extension of thetes Based View (RBV) of
the firm (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2002). RBV theoratgue that resources are central to a
firm’s competitive advantage (Fahy, 2000). Thes®ueces can include assets, capabilities,
organisational processes, information and knowléBgeney, 1991). When deployed in its
market, these selective key resources may sustamaetitive advantage (Fahy, 2000). In
order for an organisation to experience a sust&naimpetitive advantage, an
organisation’s resources, or at least their keguees, need to be rare, valuable and
imperfectly imitable (Barney, 1991). Intangibletirar than tangible resources are
recognised as being more likely to achieve alkcdit (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2002; Fahy,
2000). Knowledge, especially in the tacit and urifeed form is clearly intangible. It is
now well recognised that a firm’s knowledge basefe&ilitate a significant competitive
advantage (Assundani, 2005; Eisenhardt & Santd@2;2Brant, 1996; Inkpen, 1996).

There are two key assumptions to the KBV (Gran®,719The first is that both tacit
and explicit knowledge can be transferred. Whitat tenowledge remains more difficult, it
is only transferred through its application requgrihe receiver to have a significant level
of knowledge. The second KBV assumption is thaividdals are the key source of
knowledge. It is individuals that are able to leand access knowledge located across its

boundaries via different networks (Bell & Zaheed02; Kogut, 1988; Lane & Lubatkin,
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1998; Tsang, 1999). As Senge (1990) wrote in msrs& work, The Fifth Discipline,
“Organizations learn only through individuals wigatn. Individual learning does not
guarantee organizational learning. But withoutitanganizational learning occurs” (p.
139). Though organisational learning cannot sinfg@ythought of as being the sum total of
individual learning; it is much more than that (sdn, 1993; Tsang, 1999). Learned
individual knowledge is converted into organisasibknowledge in routines and
documents. However a learning organisation carumaesed without a learning culture
installed in the organisation (Senge, 1990). Thituce encourages learning as a way to
grow the organisation’s capacity.
Grant (1996) provides a powerful statement suppgtine centrality of knowledge
to an organisation’s performance. Grant writes:
Knowledge is central to several quite distinct agsk traditions, notably
organizational learning, the management of techgyoémd managerial cognition.
The issues with which the knowledge based view eorxitself extend beyond the
traditional concerns of strategic management-gir@hoice and competitive
advantage — and address some other fundamentarosraf the theory of the firm,
notably the nature of coordination within the firanganisational structure, the role
of management and the allocation of decision-makiigs, determinants of firm
boundaries, and the theory of innovation. (p. 110)
Despite debate about whether the KBV is sufficiedifferent from the RBV, it
remains clear that tacit knowledge is a sourcaisfasnable competitive advantage. For

many organisations in the 2tentury, the acquisition, retention and effectige of

knowledge remains key (Argote & Ingram, 2000).

2.4 Knowledge Transfer

Before an organisation needs to be concerned oaters of knowledge retention

and effective use, it is first necessary for empts/to acquire knowledge. Commonly
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separated into internal and external dimensionswledge transfer is the process through
which knowledge is transported from one place wtlzr (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Sang,
2008; Khamseh & Jolly, 2008).

Internal knowledge transfer refers to how knowledgaiffused within the
organisation and studies explore how knowledgéasesl between and amongst employees
and departments within a single organisation (Hiaett & Santos, 2002; Grant, 1996;
Szulanski, 1996, 2000). In large organisationsgaeshers are concerned with knowledge
sharing between different units (Szulanski, 19€8yen the purpose of this research is to
explore inter-partner learning within alliancegstreview will not elaborate on internal
knowledge transfer issues, suffice to say hereitibatnal knowledge transfer is an

important dimension if external knowledge is toodbe effective.

2.4.1 External Knowledge Transfer

Complementing the interest in internal knowledgmsfer, there is a considerable
literature investigating the external context (Edsg-Smith et al., 2008; Khamseh & Jolly,
2008; Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman, 1996; Muthusamyhite, 2005; Walter, Lechner,

& Kellermanns, 2007). External knowledge transéders to the transfer of knowledge
across organisational boundaries (Eisenhardt &d8a@002). The net result of external
knowledge transfer is that knowledge that was jnesly external to the organisation is
now resident within the organisation. Dyer and 8i(iP98) define inter-firm knowledge
sharing routines “as a regular pattern of intemfinteractions that permits the transfer,
recombination, or creation of specialized knowlédge 665). Inter-partner learning can be

achieved by transferring existing knowledge frone onganisation to another or creating
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new knowledge through interaction between and astosrgjanisations (Larsson,
Bengtsson, Henriksson, & Sparks, 1998).

Organisation learning is “the process of assimmtatiew knowledge into an
organisations knowledge base” (Autio, Sapienza,l&dda, 2000, p. 911). March (1991)
used the terms ‘exploitation’ and ‘exploration’describe organisational learning.
Exploration is more about the discovery of new infation, new methods, and new skills
to enter new areas in business. Exploitation ikllmg on what already exists to improve
either its effectiveness or efficiency. Gray anddtkr (2004) identified three forms of
knowledge sourcing behaviours that underpin orgsiisal learning. Dyadic knowledge
sourcing behaviours refer to knowledge sourcetiéncontext of a person-to-person
exchange. Published knowledge sourcing behaviariasravhen a written document made
by a single provider can be utilised by multipl@whedge seekers. Group knowledge
sourcing behaviours occur when a number of knovdesigekers and sources are able to
exchange knowledge in open environment.

There are a myriad of ways through which an emmayan source knowledge
external to the organisation (Lei, Hitt, & Betti®§96; Sherwood & Covin, 2008). These
include training, research, databases, journatgecences, the internet, other individuals
and links with other organisations (Caloghirou, t€Hs & Tsakanikas, 2004). Regardless
of the specific routines, it is the partner intedanechanisms, especially interactions
between people that provide the basis for knowlddgesfer. Lower level employees
“must be well briefed on the partner’s strengthd aeaknesses and understand how
acquiring particular skills will bolster their compy’s competitive position” (Hamel et al.,
1989, p. 138). The need for interactions betwe@plees particularly cogent for tacit
knowledge transfer given the unconscious manneutir which tacit knowledge is usually

acquired (Berman et al., 2002; Lubit, 2001). Thereit is evident that observation, or at
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least some form face-to-face contact, is essdiotidhe acquisition of tacit knowledge (Leli

et al., 1997).

2.5 Alliances as a Sour ce of External Knowledge

Alliance partners are another source of externaiedge (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998;
Sherwood & Covin, 2008; Simonin, 1999). Alliancesate the opportunity for learning to
occur and knowledge to be acquired (Baughn, Denpk&tevens, & Osborn, 1997;
Becerra et al., 2008; lyer, 2002; Lei et al., 19iances are based on the idea of a
cooperative strategy (Contractor & Lorange, 208&tten and Ratten (2004) state that
alliances are “a cooperative agreement betweerotwaore organisations” (p. 2). However
Gulati’'s (1998) definition contains more scope diefgy strategic alliances as “voluntary
arrangements between firms involving exchange jish@r co-development of products,
technologies, or services...they occur as a widgeaaf motives and goals take a variety of
forms and occurs across vertical and horizontahtaties” (p. 293). However this study
uses the definition of Contractor and Lorange (3088y inter-firm cooperation that falls
between the extremes of discrete, short term occisteand the complete merger of two or
more organisations” (p.4). Alliances can take dfedént forms including joint ventures,
consortia, equity based partnerships, and coopesafAnand & Khanna, 2000; Simonin,
1997; Todeva & Knoke, 2005).

Motivation for alliance formation is multidimensiain(inkpen, 2002). For example
Contractor and Lorange (1988) outlined severakdgint reasons for entering into
cooperative arrangements: 1) risk reduction; 2henues of scale and /or rationalization; 3)
technology exchanges; 4) co-opting or blocking cetitipn; 5) overcoming government-

mandated trade or investment barriers facilitatnigal international expansion of
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international firms and 6) vertical quasi-integoatadvantages of linking the
complementary contributions of the partners inlag&zahain. However, these motives are
not evident in all alliances as motives vary frdiraace to alliance depending on the
context and the organisations involved (Das & T&@§)0; Mowery et al., 1996).
Regardless of the specific motives, alliance pastperceive that collaboration is more
beneficial that what they can achieve through iedejent action (Das & Teng, 2002; Mohr

& Spekman, 1994).

2.6 Learningin Alliances

Organisations may be motivated to establish aléawith the specific (and
sometimes explicit) purpose of learning (Shenkaligao, 1999; Teece & Pisano, 1994).
Inkpen (2002) argues that the nature of the legrapportunity in an alliance is dependent
on a number of factors. These include alliance fgrantnering motives, the number of
partners, and the strategic relationship. Alliaregtablished, for the specific purpose of
learning from alliance partners, are known as arflang alliance’ (Khanna, Gulati, &
Nohria, 1998; Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). For exampleamel (1991) describes how
Japanese firms entered into international alliamgés Western partners with the specific
intent to learn from their partner. This resultedlapanese firms learning more from the
alliance as a result of their ability to foster theent to learn in their operational level
employees, whilst Western firms by contrast denmratesti a defensive learning intent.

This is an example of ‘learning through alliancebereby one alliance partner
learns or absorbs their partners’ skills, capaesdiaind knowledge (Inkpen & Dinur, 1998;
Kale, Singh, & Perlmutter, 2000; Tsang, 1999). Hhsuld not be confused with ‘learning

from strategic alliances’ which refers to an orgation learning from its alliance
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experiences with a view to improving their capatitynanage and ultimately benefit more
from existing and future alliances (Tsang, 1999Mhilgt, learning may be a key motive for
alliance formation, it is not likely to be the saleurce of motivation in an alliance (Inkpen,
2002). Therefore, an organisation is still emiheoapable of realising its goals of alliance
formation despite not learning anything from itstpar organisation(s).

A strong intention to learn through alliances magult in the ‘learning race’
scenario (Hoffmann & Schlosser, 2001; Kale et20Q0; Larsson et al., 1998; Tsang,
1999). Here, alliance partners are in a raceamland absorb the desired knowledge or
competency from partner firms before the alliarsceerminated. The problem here is that
the desire to acquire knowledge from the partney sogersede their interest in the alliance
outcomes. This is most likely to occur when botm$ operate in similar markets. In these
situations, the chief concern is that the privaediits of the alliance (i.e. those that are
individual to each organisation) may be achieveath@expense of the common benefits
(i.e. those shared between organisations) (Khanhak, 4998). The concept of a learning
race does highlight the role of intention to leand likewise transparency, or willingness
to disclose knowledge to the alliance partner, néigas of whether the alliance partners are
competitors in any way. Learning intent and transpey will be discussed in more detail
given their centrality to the research questions.

Partners in an alliance should understand whasgskié other partner possesses and
how that can contribute to their existing knowletigse (Tsang, 1999). There are four
specific ways of learning through alliances (Tsaff9). Asymmetrical learning is where
both partners learn something in turn. For exangl@hinese alliance partner learned both
technology and management skills, while its Singe@o counterpart were able to establish
themselves in the local Chinese business commumitly,the help of the Chinese firm

(Tsang, 1999).There a two types of symmetricahieg: The non-mutual type occurs
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when the partners come together to combine skillectomplish a project. The other type
of symmetrical learning, mutual learning, is wheaeh partner tries to learn skills from
each other. For example “we take from you and we tp you; you take from us and give
to us” (Huxham & Hibbert, 2008, p. 521). The coniipes type occurs when alliance
partners are in direct competition with each offimang, 1999). The opposite of this is the
non-competitive type, where partners want to dgvébeir skills in their respective areas.
However, no matter how little or how much each partearns they should have learned
something from being involved in an alliance (Cantor & Lorange, 2002).

The dynamics between alliance partners influenoesviedge transfer (Easterby-
Smith et al., 2008). Given that the KBV assumes khawledge resides within individuals,
it is therefore important to consider the relatlips that exist between members of
different organisations as a precursor to unded#tgrissues of knowledge transfer (Bell &
Zaheer, 2007). The influence of social networkshenknowledge transfer process is well
established (Wijk et al., 2008). As one might exp#@lmost inevitable that conflict is a
natural bedfellow of alliances (Kale et al., 20arby (2006) explains that significant
levels of trust and strong positive relationshipsAeen people in each of the alliance
organisations are almost certain to have been conieadures of nearly every successful
alliance.

Relationship capital is an important facilitatorkofowledge transfer between
organisations (Sarkar, Cavusgil, & Aulakh, 2001nY2004). In the context of alliances,
relationship capital is comprised of mutual truespect and friendship between individuals
in alliances and is a consequence of “the clograntion at the personal level between
partners” (Kale et al., 2000, p. 221). In their anabalysis, Wijk et al. (2008) indentified

clear evidence that trust and strong relationsepesented by the term relationship capital
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are amongst the most important factors influen&mgwledge transfer between

organisations.

2.7 Inter-partner Learningin Alliances

The seminal work of Hamel (1991) investigated hbe ¢ollaborative processes
between alliance partners could result in a redponent (i.e. redistribution) of skills.
Hamel (1991) used the term ‘quasi-internalizatimndescribe the trading of skills between
partners and ‘de facto internalization’ to desctite process through which partner skills
are acquired. In this grounded theory study, Hg1@91) investigated inter-partner
learning by eleven companies across nine stragdiggnices in a number of industries
ranging from aerospace to electronics. The fiegesiof the research involved determining
a formal model consisting of intent, receptivitydaransparency. This model was
developed through a number of interviews with mansgvho discussed partner’s intent,
openness, and ability to absorb skills from itdparas part of a wider discussion on
asymmetrical learning. The second part of theareseaimed to investigate the
understanding of how these processes affectedhgaontcomes involving two
partnerships and five firms. These two stages teaix major propositions being proposed.
These propositions related to competitive collationa learning and bargaining power,
intent, transparency, receptivity and sustainadderiing.

Competitive collaboration refers to the primaryestive in an alliance to
internalize the other partner’s skills. The key petitive collaboration propositions offered
by Hamel are:

a) Some partners may regard internalization of scskils as a primary benefit of

international collaboration.

b) Where learning is the goal, the termination of greement cannot be seen as

failure, nor can its longevity and stability be sees evidence of success.

c) Asymmetries in learning within the alliance mayules a shift in relative
competitive position and advantage between parm#ssde the alliance. Thus,
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some partners may regard each other as competgargll as collaborators.
(Hamel, 1991, p 87)

Next, learning and bargaining power refers to anegirwho learns more as it
increases its bargaining power within the alliaridee following propositions are offered:

a) Asymmetries in learning change relative bargaimoger within the alliance:
successful learning may make the original barghsotete and mayn extremis,
lead to a pattern of unilateral, rather than bikdtdependence.

b) The legal and governance structure may exert onynar influence over the
pattern of inter-partner learning and bargaining/go

c) A partner that understands the link between inggtrer learning, bargaining
power and competitiveness will tend to view thealte as a race to learn.
(Hamel, 1991, p 87)

Intent as a determinant represents the view oélbbohation as an opportunity for
learning. This is further expressed in these pribipos:

a) The objectives of alliance partners, with respechter-partner learning and
competence acquisition, may be usefully charaadras internalization,
resource concentration, or substitution.

b) Internalization intent will be strongest in firm$iwh conceive of
competitiveness as competence-based rather thadsct-based, and which
seek to close skill gaps rather than to comperisatkills failure.

c) A substitution intent pre-ordains asymmetric leagnifor systematic learning to
take place operators must possess an internahzatient. (Hamel, 1991, p 87)

Transparency as a determinant of learning represeatability to learn.

a) Asymmetry in transparency pre-ordains asymmetami@g: some firms and
some skills may be inherently more transparent tthers.

b) Transparency can be influenced through the dedignganizational interfaces,
the structure of joint tasks, and the ‘protectives@f individuals. (Hamel, 1991,
p 87)

Receptivity as a determinant of learning, is therpga’s capacity for learning.
a) Asymmetry in receptivity pre-ordains asymmetriateag: some firms may be
inherently more receptive than others.

b) Receptivity is a function of the skills and absomphess of receptors, of
exposure position, and of parallelism in facilitidldamel, 1991, p 87)

Sustainable learning is the capacity for a contitearning process.
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Whether learning becomes self-sustaining- thatigther the firm eventually
becomes able, without further inputs from its partmo improve its skills at the
same rate as its partner-will depend on the defpigaoning that has taken place,
whether the firm possesses the scale and volurakote, in future amortization of
the investment needed to break free of dependantgegartner, and whether the
firm possesses the disciplines of continuous imgnoent. (Hamel, 1991, p 87)
The purpose of this research is to investigatalgterminants of inter-partner
learning: intent, transparency, and receptivity tihese determinants increase, so too does
the level of learning between alliance partnertii3on & Ravipreet, 2003). The concepts

of intent, transparency and receptivity will beiindually discussed in the following

sections.

2.7.1 Intent

Intent represents an organisation’s “initial progignto view collaboration as an
opportunity to learn” (Hamel, 1991, p. 90). For exde, a sports team going into a game
with the intent to win has a higher probabilityvwahning the game than a team that does
not. Thus it is the same with learning.

A number of researchers have affirmed intent asnportant dynamic of learning
in alliances (Kale et al., 2000; Khanna et al.,83alakshappa & Gordon, 2007; Tsang,
2002; Tsang & Kwan, 1999). This includes a New Zedlstudy of alliances (Palakshappa
& Gordon, 2007) that identified the reasons whyamigations failed to understand the
learning-related benefits from their involvementinollaborative relationship.
Palakshappa and Gordon (2007) found that New Zddlans with little or no intent to
learn from their partners were less likely to repbat they had learnt anything from the
alliance relationship. The authors placed greamgmence on this finding by concluding

that “intent takes precedence over Hamel’s oth&srdenants of learning” (Palakshappa &
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Gordon, 2007, p. 274). Hamel’s (1991) study of daga firms involved in alliances with
Western partners attributed their success in lagrta the initial intention to learn from the
alliance, an intent which the Western partner ditlseem to possess. In short, the higher
learning outcomes of the Japanese firms were atéribto their specific intention to learn.
Other motor vehicle manufacturing research has nisimilar conclusions:

Ford wanted to learn how to implement lean manufagy and systematically draw

this knowledge from Mazda through its joint operyatin Mexico. Ford had not

been successful in previous attempts to develgpathiiity in the U.S. Though

Mazda gained financially through the joint ventbgeextending its LF18 platform

into a new application, it lost its edge in leanduction to Ford. (Baughn et al.,

1997, p. 106)

As important as intent is in the learning equatibis not absolutely necessary. To
be clear, organisations with a low learning int@itt have difficulty in learning. However,
that does not mean that an organisation withoeninwill not learn. This is because
learning may occur unconsciously (Tsang, 1999)Basgghn et al. (1997) remarked, “even
if a partner does not appear to have a stratetgatino learn, they may well absorb and use
important knowledge gained from the alliance” (7)1

According to Hamel (1991), there are four factdtsly to affect an organisation’s
intent. The first is whether the organisation viesfiaboration as more or less a permanent
collaboration or as a temporary vehicle for impngvcompetitiveness relative to the
alliance partner. A permanent approach is likelpeassociated with a level of stability in
which both partners are aware of what each othatriboites. The second factor is the
organisation’s resource position relative to it and other industry participants. In
these cases, organisations in a strong positidmavély admit that it has something to
learn from a weaker partner. Third is the orgarosatcalculation of the pay-off to learning.

Organisations will usually calculate the perceigedts in relation to learning. The final

factor is the organisation’s preference for baladnmeasymmetric dependence within the
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alliance. Organisations with a preference for beganill prefer to control the power of any
alliance situation.

An organisation’s intent to learn must equally tanslated into an intent by
employees to learn. The desire to learn in anredéamust be drilled down through the
organisation to all its employees. Employees caarfaavare of their organisation’s
strategic intent to learn (Hamel, 1991). To avaid situation, managers should ensure that:
1) their strategic intent to learn is embracedtajf shat interact with the partner
organisation; and 2) these people guard againgtahsfer of key skills to the partner
whilst ironically ensuring that they are in recapbtsuch skills from the alliance partner
(Doz & Hamel, 1998).

Whether or not organisations themselves may hdearaing intent, they should
not assume that their alliance partner has the slemee of learning intent. This could lead
to asymmetrical learning, where one partner learose that the other (Tsang, 1999).
Organisations rarely attempt to envisage the copates intentions and potential for
learning (Baughn et al., 1997). This could seepmaréner being exploited due to a lack of
intent and inability to highlight to their employethe alliance as an opportunity for
learning (Hamel, 1999).

In summary, intent remains one of the most impartactors in inter-partner
learning. Organisations with high levels of intarg significantly more likely to report
higher levels of learning from their alliance pamifHamel, 1991). The learning intention
of the organisation must be translated into emm@eyetent to learn, or the opportunity to

acquire new skills and knowledge may never begedli
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2.7.2 Transparency

Transparency is the potential for learning to océlamel (1991) uses the term
‘collaborative membrane’ to describe the ability $&ills and capabilities to flow between
alliance partners. This concept is based on thedjcal reference to a cell membrane,
which is semi-permeable, and acts as a regulataviiat can enter and exit the cell.
Partners that are high in transparency will all@aeheother uncontrolled access to their
organisation. How closely these partners work togietand the levels of trust involved in
the relationship will determine the permeabilitysaich organisation.

Alliance protocols allow the creation and sharifitgknowledge channels’ between
partners allowing for the transfer of informatidre( et al., 1997). As members of alliances
develop an interactive level of friendship, shatimegomes natural (Baughn et al., 1997,
Nonaka, 1994). For example as communication betwéi@amce partners increases,
information flow should also increase (Ratten &tRaf 2004). However the ‘clannishness’,
the point where one organisation may appear teatrejgsiders may limit the relationship
guality between organisations (Hamel, 1991).

Just as the level of intent will vary between aldia partners, the level of
transparency will also vary. For any number of oeas some partners will be more
transparent than others (Baughn et al., 1997; Ry®ingh, 1998; Hamel, 1991; Larsson et
al., 1998; Muthusamy & White, 2005). Hamel (199dyrid that in an alliance between
Western and Japanese based firms, the Japanesgeobgaeisations were less transparent
than their Western partner. Organisations may Wwaptotect certain capabilities from
being absorbed by their partner (Kale et al., 2080jne organisations may appear to be
selfish and hold some knowledge back (Huxham & Eibi2008). This makes for good

business sense, as organisations do not want valprother organisations with free and
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uncontrolled access. Organisations are usually edatfle with learning but not so
comfortable with their key competencies being cdfig a partner (Kleymann & Seristo,
2001). “Firms that manage their transparency wélkna fine line between openness and
opaqueness” (Doz & Hamel, 1998, p. 208).

Partners that are high in transparency may fintlttiey are exploited by other firms
(Hamel, 1991; Larsson et al., 1998). Organisatioayg chose certain mechanisms (i.e.
gatekeepers or policies) to restrict the sharingnoiwledge (Hoffmann & Schlosser, 2001;
Inkpen & Beamish, 1997; Simonin, 1999). Howeveerewith these initiatives, alliance
partners should recognise that some leaking of keuiye is inevitable (Doz & Hamel,
1998). Hamel (1991) refers to this leakage as gparency by default’. Doz and Hamel
(1998) also make the point that transparency magifheenced by the internal complexity
of the organisation because outsiders have tranohey to access the source of knowledge
because they do not know where it is located. Brkmown as ‘walling off’ (Baughn et al.,
1998).

Fundamentally, transparency is underpinned by aatipa (Larsson et al., 1998)
and most importantly trust (Kale et al., 2000; Kisaim & Jolly, 2008; Tsang, 1999). Trust
reduces the perception that the other organisatibact in a opportunistic manner
(Khamseh & Jolly, 2008; Tsang, 1999). Fears thairganisation will be exploited by its
partner will close lines of communication, resugtin a decrease in the amount of learning
occurring (Osland & Yaprak, 1995). In short, anasmgation that trusts its partner is more
likely to be transparent.

In summary, transparency refers to an alliancenpdg willingness to share
information with its alliance partner(s). Some angations will be more transparent than
others (Hamel, 1991), though each organisatiortheability to change their level of

transparency.
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2.7.3 Receptivity

While intent represents desire, and transparereppiportunity, receptivity
represents the capacity to learn from an orgaoisatpartner (Doz & Hamel, 1998; Hamel,
1991). “Exposure of a firm to relevant external Witedge is insufficient unless an effort is
made to internalize it” (Kim, 1998, p. 507). Foxaeple, an organisation may be high in
intent and transparency but lack the ability todeeptive. Receptivity is similar to the term
absorptive capacity (Barringer & Harrison, 2000e6h2004; Cohen & Levinthal, 1990;
Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). Absorptive capacity refevghe ability to value, assimilate and
commercialize new external knowledge (Cohen & Lehah 1990).

Key to the capacity to learn is the ability of midiuals to interpret information. For
example, an individual who is presented with a doent in a foreign language (e.g.
Mandarin) is unable to interpret or understand tlzetument if he/she doesn’t understand
the language due to low receptivity. However, dttdocument is presented to the
individual in their native language (e.g. Engligingy are highly receptive, as they are able
to easily understand and interpret that document.

Hamel (1991) argues that enthusiasm for learnirggkiey antecedent of receptivity.
The ‘Not Invented Here syndrome’ (NIH) restrictseptivity. NIH syndrome implies an
inclination to reject knowledge from external sag¢Lichtenthaler & Ernst, 2006).
Another factor influencing receptivity is the atylto unlearn, which refers to the ability to
forget past behaviours (Argyris & Schon, 1996; Dy 1993).

Knowledge distance refers to the degree in whichicsand recipient knowledge
bases overlap (Cummings & Teng, 2003). This imghes for an organisation to be
receptive it must also be on equal footing witht thfats partner. However “if the skills gap

between partners is too great learning becomessalimpossible” (Hamel, 1991, p.97). An
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additional factor influencing receptivity is receg, or those people that have the ability to
influence an organisation’s receptiveness, dubeo bwn individual capacity to learn
(Baughn et al., 1997; Hamel, 1991).

In summary, receptivity refers to an organisaticabdity to absorb skills and
knowledge from its partner. It is this receptivilyat allows an organisation to learn from its
partner considering that the previous two deternimaf learning, intent and transparency,

are satisfied.

2.8 Summary

This chapter has provided a conceptual overvietinofvledge, the ability of
knowledge to underpin a sustainable competitiveaathge and alliances. In addition, those
factors that influence the ability of knowledgeniséer between alliance partners were
discussed in more detail. This involved a discussioHamel’s determinants of learning.
These determinants consist of intent, transparandyreceptivity. Despite been published
in 1991, Hamel’s basic concepts remain cornerstohessearch into learning between
alliance partners (Inkpen, 2000). Therefore, tine @fi this study is to explore the level of
intent, transparency and receptivity within theteah of an alliance between a national

sport organisation and a professional sport frasechi
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHOD

3.1 Introduction

It is the purpose of this chapter to explain thehoe used in this study. This
chapter demonstrates a qualitative approach usexplore inter-partner learning in a
single case study format. All information relatitogdata sources, participant recruitment

and selection, interviews and data analysis isaxed.

3.2 Research Approach

This study utilised a qualitative research strat€@yalitative research usually
entails a inductive approach, rejects positivisia ganerates theory (Yin, 1994). An
inductive approach usually describes theory thdeigloped from data as opposed to
deductive research that tests a theory.

Hamel (1991) used a qualitative approach to rebdater-partner learning. He was
granted access to key managers and operating eegslay a number of partner
organisations. To understand the concept of legrmjunalitative data, consisting of
interviews, was necessary. This study aimed tocegphter-partner learning using the
determinants established by Hamel (1991). With dwganisations agreeing to participate
in the research it was decided a single in-depsle study was necessary. A number of
rationale exist for choosing a single case studygie(Yin, 1994).

By choosing a single case study approach, thends=avas able to grasp a more
intensive deeper understanding of the organisatodsheir relationship (Dyer & Wilkins,
1991). In comparison, a multiple case approach vbale been more superficial allowing

a less in-depth analysis than what could have bekigved with a single case study.
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The rationale for this research was a unique oigtance existent in New Zealand, where
NSOs and PSFs had developed a greater than nalatbnship.

Eisenhardt (1989) describes the case study aséareh strategy which focuses on
understanding the dynamics present within singéngs” (p.534). It is important to define
the unit analysis of any case (Yin, 1994). In teisearch, the organisation was the unit of
analysis, represented by a critical mass of paditis. By gathering a critical mass of
participants in each organisation, it was assurhattheir knowledge would be
representative of the organisation. Hamel (199fErseio this as gaining access to “both
sides of the collaborative membrane” (p. 85). Important to note that each dyad is a case

study, therefore individual organisations are rastecstudies (see figure 1).

Figure 1. Case Study Diagram

Single Case Study

RELATIONSHIP
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3.3 Data Sources

The case study consisted of two organisationsrefegsional sport franchise and a
national sporting organisation. While the indivitiparticipants were interviewed, the unit
of analysis was not the individual, but the orgatis itself.

In this study, it was decided not to identify btile organisations and the
participants. Participants were promised anonyrhityey were interviewed, which
allowed them to disclose their complete views. €fae, in the final report they were

given an alias to protect their identification.

3.3.1 Participants

Interviews were the main data gathering methochofae for this study. Interviews
are an important source of case studies that dilawan ability to explain the situation
(Lofland & Lofland, 1995). Therefore, gaining aceés the participants at the selected
organisations was a critical part of this reseaR#alistically, all employees of the
organisations involved were potential participahtswever, an inclusion and exclusion
criteria was established around the participantsterview those that could contribute
significantly to the topic area.

1) Participants had to hold one of the five sekgesitions of Chief Executive
Officer (CEO), Marketing Manager, Head Coach, amghHPerformance (HP) Manager.
Where these exact titles did not exist within tlve brganisations, the closest position to
these was selected. It was determined at a maatiotying the academic supervisors and
the researcher that these positioned employeée aake organisations were in the best
situation to contribute information to the curretidy of inter-partner learning. Often the

high status individuals in an organisation are niikedy to provide a better perspective of
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the organisation and the relationships that iti#ts others (Kayrooz & Trevitt, 2005). For
example, in his research on alliances, Doz (198&uited participants that had been
directly involved in the partnership. Hamel (198190 interviewed those that were based
on either side of the alliance.

2) Potential participants currently in these posisi were excluded from the
research if they had been in the organisation foeréod of less than three months. This
exclusion criterion was established as anyonehtadinot been involved in the organisation
for a substantial period would not have been abkdequately contribute to the topic of
inter-partner research.

3) As a backup plan, the offer was extended to @agtioyees of these
organisations, if those in the current role did metet the previous criteria. If past
employees were sought, they were required to haga mvolved within the organisation
in the last three years. Any time spent previousito period would have called into
guestion the potential ability for participantsaicurately recall information. However, all
participants interviewed were currently employedhey organisation at the time they were
interviewed as well as having been in that orgaiwisdor longer than the required three
months. Therefore, there was no need to interviast epmployees of the organisation.

It should be noted that members of the Board wetenitially considered. The
researcher and academic supervisors presumedéBbard were too distant in relation to
the day-to-day running of the organisation. Thenefthe selected employees were in a
better position to comment on the research topoavéver, while conducting interviews
with the initial selected participants one Boardwmber’'s name from each organisation was
mentioned by a majority of the participants ongutar basis. This led the researcher to
believe that the Board played a bigger role initiber-partner relationship than first

envisaged. Therefore, the selected Board membéssevnames were mentioned in the

33



initial interviews, were recruited as participamtshe study. Interestingly, both participants
held the same position on the Board which createdighed pair. One of their key Board
roles was managing the relationship with theirparorganisation. This confirmed they
were the most appropriate Board members to intereie this topic area. This method of
participant recruitment is referred to as ‘snowbagll Snowballing entails the

identification of key people, and interviewing thasito who else may hold similar
attributes in relation to themselves which may ble &0 contribute significantly to the

study (Berg, 2001). Researchers such as Doz (18864, this method in their own research,

asking participants while interviewing them “wheekhould we interview” (p. 58).

3.3.2 Negotiating Access

Gaining access to organisations may be a potgmbblem for outsiders, including
researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2003). For exampletegaepers’ guard the institution’s
concerns (Gorden, 1980). One example is by stoppiternal people from gaining easy
access to potential participants.

Lofland and Lofland (1995) outlined four suggessidor being successful in
gaining access to organisations. These includeemimms, accounts, knowledge, and
courtesy. Due to the researcher’s involvement iok#and University of Technology's
school of Sport and Recreation, he was able ts@tilonnections that staff members had
developed to gain access to some, but not all patgrarticipants. Once initial contact had
been made with a few of the participants and iméers began taking place, the researcher
felt that this process snowballed and allowed &searcher to gain greater access to others

in the organisations.
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By keeping accounts of the research brief andiggdo inform the participant of
the study, and by not over complicating it, theesgsher secured interviews with desired
participants. All participants contacted were death in the utmost courtesy (which will
be demonstrated in the following paragraphs). Bsearcher thought it was more
appropriate to contact the individuals involvededtty, rather than go to the superior, in
which in most cases would have been the CEO abithanisations involved. For example,
the individuals could respond immediately regardhmgr level of availability, whereas if
the CEO responded negatively this would compladedgount the whole organisation.

In the case of negative responses, and whereotketl participant declined to
participate, the researcher thanked them for ttansideration. It should also be noted that
gaining access to any organisation, especiallyapgigport franchises in New Zealand is
not an easy process. Private sport franchisesasadbon utility maximization (winning)
and profit maximization (Sloane, 1976). The basigroexternal researcher gaining
information on any organisation may cause potesgakitivity. Norm O’Reilly, a leading
sport management academic, stated that in Canaldifficult for academics to get to talk
to those involved in PSFs, even more so getting tmtalk with professional team players

would be near impossible (personal communicatiegember 14, 2007).

3.3.3 Contact

Participants were initially contacted by email wehey were informed of the
research topic by a brief explanation, which ineldiédn information sheet. Thgstting in
stage requires the interviewer to give an accofititeoresearch which explains the topic
and requirements of participation. This should beedat the recruitment stage and also

repeated when it comes to the interview (Loflanddland, 1995).
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The information sheet explained the research imdinidualised way which
enabled the participant to decide whether to ppgte or decline (refer to appendix 3). The
researcher was aware and prepared that participeyslecline to participate in the study.
Acceptance was determined with the participantly/riepthe email. A majority of
participants responded by return email. Thosedfthhot reply to the original email were
contacted by telephone approximately a week |&@fowing a positive response, the
researcher arranged a time and place to intenhevparticipant. If the participant was to
be interviewed via telephone, a consent form (refeppendix 4) was sent to a provided
address, which was sent back to the researchgpnovaded self-addressed envelope.
However, at face-to-face interviews the consemnnfaas distributed to the participant at

the time on the interview, signed, and collectedi®yresearcher.

3.3.4 Responses

A number of participants at both organisations weitkng to be interviewed by the
researcher. Therefore, it was decided to use thgsmisations as a single case study.
Participants were entitled to decline to particgoiatthe study, or withdraw at any time

without explanation.

3.4 Interviews

Interviewing is one of the widely used methods ualgative research (Gorden,
1980; Kayrooz & Trevitt, 2005). It is also the mesipular approach in organisational
research, and it occurs mostly between two peopdespecific setting where questions are
asked to extract information from the respondemyifian & Bell, 2003; Gorden, 1980;

Kayrooz & Trevitt, 2005). The interviews used a sstructured approach, where a
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number of questions where developed from the relditarature. These were prepared in
advance for the interview process. This resultetthénproduction of an interview guide
(see appendix 1). The interview aimed to captuth bdormation and understanding
relevant to the research topic of inter-partnemieg (Hollway & Jefferson, 2000). Using a
semi-structured format allows the interviewer tilis¢ prepared questions to gather
responses relevant to the research topic whileadlswing the interviewer to pursue other
lines of questioning resulting from the participameplies (Gorden, 1980). This allows the
interview to be a flexible process between therimésver and interviewee (Gorden, 1980).

It was predetermined that a majority of the intews is this research study would
be face-to-face with the participants. This wouldalve the researcher taking on the role
of the interviewer and the participant the intewee. Due to the researcher being the only
person involved in the research process, the iddaliinterview method was determined to
be the most practical. Using the face-to-face apgi@ave the researcher the ability to
interact with the participants while further deygogy his confidence in interviewing.
However when this was not possible, as was thefocas®eme circumstances, telephone
interviews provided an alternative.

Telephone interviews were used with four of theipigrants based in one of the
organisations. The main flaw with telephone intews is that they eliminate the potential
to readily observe verbal and body language cussanbuld be experienced in a face-to-
face interview. According to Berg (2001), importatgps must be taken to conduct an
effective telephone interview; establishing legdiry, convincing the participant that they
are essential in the research, and making sunafibrenation that is obtained is meaningful.
To satisfy these conditions, the researcher cogdatiree of the four participants by
telephone before the interview, and also had coatis email contact with all participants’

prior to the interview; as well as providing deggilinformation on the study and the
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participants importance in the process. One ppditi did meet face-to-face with the
researcher prior to undertaking their telephonerinéw. For the interview to flow well, the
researcher conducted mock interviews using th@helee prior to the actual interviews, to
ensure that he was suitably prepared. To guardmé¢éhe interviews could be recorded the
researcher used the speakerphone function. In aisuopao face-to face interviews,
telephone interviews are usually lower costinggetsaving and done at a faster pace
(Gorden, 1980). The researcher found that withptedee interviews he was able to
complete them in a much quicker timeframe, whilegirg the respondent more on task
and prevent straying from the topic area, which thascase with some face-to-face

interviews.

3.4.1 Pilot I nterviews

To prepare for the study’s interviews, pilot intews were conducted. Several
members of staff at Auckland University of Techrgylavolunteered to help. The
researcher explained to the pilot interview pgpicits that they were involved in an
exploratory interview, and that they were askedneber possible to be critical so as to
establish an improved interview guide (Oppenhei@®2).

When carrying out pilot studies, respondents shbalds similar to the main
participants as possible (Oppenheim, 1992). Thezgfo keep the inter-partner dimension
constant in the interview, staff were chosen thatennvolved in an inter-partner
relationship. For example, staff members were wewlin inter-partner relationships with
the following organisations: New Zealand Academypbrt, the Auckland YMCA and the
Singapore Sports School. Universities as educationiders usually work in partnership

with a number of organisations, and their employwesided a great opportunity for pilot
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interviews. Not only was there the opportunityesttthe interview guide questions, but
there was also the added benefit of developingdbkearcher’s confidence in conducting
face-to-face interviews.

When conducting these interviews, the researcluderttoe opportunity to treat them
as ‘the real thing’ by introducing himself, explaig the purpose of the research, and why
the participant was chosen. The pilot interviewsenrecorded in part to allow the
researcher the opportunity to familiarise himsathwhe use of the audio devices. This
process provided the researcher with both praatiseconfidence when undertaking the

actual interviews.

3.4.2 Interview Guide

Interviews took place over a four week period. Triterviews were based around
Hamel's (1991) determinants of, intent, transpayeaad receptivity. However, these exact
terms were not mentioned in the interview becalisg iay have interfered with the
respondents perceptions, thus creating a formad. Qiherefore, the questions were applied
to suit a more general audience because they wdikely to be unaware of the academic
terminology in the topic area.

Interviews can also be susceptible to interruptioois external sources (Kayrooz
& Trevitt, 2005). The researcher arranged to inemnparticipants at a location where
distractions would not occur. Usually this was imeeting room at the organisation’s
offices. The interviewer commenced with a briefaaiuction, which disclosed the topic
that was to be discussed, and he outlined whatamted the respondent to think about
before he started the interview. It was decidekktep this introduction brief and to the

point following the pilot interviews. Respondentere already aware of the research and
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did not require information to be relayed to thems@again. Therefore, the researcher
introduced himself, asked permission to recordrterview, and stated his brief research

introduction before asking the respondent the pezbguestions.

3.4.2.1 Interview Guide Explained

The interview guide was a checklist of points tk @ach of the participants when
being interviewed, and any responses that werergeefrom these questions was a bonus
(Seale, Gobo, Gubrium, & Silverman, 2007). The finroduction questions were specific
to the individuals involved. They required strafghtvard answers, in a short time. This got
the respondent talking about themselves, theirrexpee in the organisation; the length of
time that they had been involved in the organisatibeir position, and the role of that
position. This quickly established an easy rappetiveen the researcher and respondent.

It is important to understand the alliance relaglup existence in this case study.
Therefore, the next section of questions allowedréspondent to progress towards talking
about the extent of the relationship that existedvben the case study organisations. A
very broad question was used where participante agked to describe the case study
relationship to the researcher. Following theipmsse to this question, further probing
guestions were utilised by the researcher so tnatlly understood the nature of the
relationship. An understanding was needed as todhee, extent, length, objectives,
importance and areas of collaboration.

The third section dealt specifically with Hamel1901) first determinant of intent.
The overall objective with this section of quesiamas to gauge the degree of overall
intent. Questions focussed on the opportunity aoiewhat was being achieved, the short

term and long term gains and sources of knowledge.
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The next section focussed on the second determifidrgnsparency. The questions
asked sought to explore the degree of opennebg icollaborative relationship.
Participants were asked questions relevant to tnganisation, willingness to share,
protectiveness, and how open they perceived theg imgelation to the partner.

The final section of questions was based on redgptiThe researcher wanted to
develop an understanding of the organisation’s @apto learn from their counterpart. For
example, who was the teacher and who was the dtirddre relationship, the degree to
which each organisation was a student, and thedétof each organisation to learning.

Overall these questions were grouped into thedategories: introduction,
organisational, intent, transparency and receptitibwever, it was possible for some
guestions to fall into a number of the categoN®kile the questions acted as a guide,
anything that the respondents said, or that theareker thought could be useful to his
research was further explored during the courgbeointerview. In some circumstances,
some of the questions in the interview guide winerteasked as the researcher felt that the
respondent had already answered these adequassgnatpoint during the interview. Prior
to each interview, participants were emailed a ge@stions which were very similar in
format to those in the interview guide. The resear@anticipated that this would enable the

participant to better prepare for the interview.

3.4.3 Interview Protocol

Interviews were held at the participant’s placevofk and at a time convenient to
the interviewee. It was important that the intevwee felt comfortable in the location where
the interview was to take place. The environmerd ingortant for the respondents to be

able to talk about the topic freely, without bedigtracted by the surrounding environment
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(Bryman & Bell, 2003). Gorden (1980) introduces pieenomena of ‘time and space’; he
mentions that space may influence time. He usesexample that, it would not be
appropriate to interview a teacher in a classrashich may be filled with bookwork or
notices on a bulletin board that reminds that teaoibeing a week behind schedule.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to select a spaaeterview the participant free from
interference. For example, face-to-face interviatvsne of the organisations took place in
their meeting room.

In this study, the interviewer used two recordiegides during the interviews. Two
devices allowed one to serve as a backup deviaddkdher one potentially fail. The
recording device was placed out of sight duringititerview so as not to distract the
respondent from answering the questions truthfillyas important to record the
interview, as that freed up the researcher to aunate on the responses, take additional
notes on nonverbal communication, provoke answetsagk further seeking questions of
the respondent (Bryman & Bell, 2003).

The researcher was aware that participants hadigiieto refuse having the
interview recorded. Usually a small minority of peipants may decline to have interviews
recorded (Gorden, 1980). Therefore, in prepardtierinterviewer brought with him
writing material to record the interview on papdawever all participants agreed to have
their interviews recorded.

Recording an interview leaves the interviewer tieedo any note taking. However,
this does not eliminate the note taking procesisadyit Some note taking is important. For
example, the use of probe notes are made duringtiériew by the interviewer, which
enable specific phrases used by the respondet ¢takified at a later time (Gorden, 1980).

Note taking was kept to a minimum so as not taaistthe participant. Recording offers
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the opportunity to archive the data for later nefrbecause the human mind does not
possess a limitless capacity to recall all thatisl in a 30 minute interview.

When preparing for the interviews a number of festeere taken into account.
Communication is an important factor in completsugcessful interviews. The interview
needs to be precise and keep to the point arowntbfhic area. When it strays from the
topic area the interviewer needs to bring it baxt& focus for the interview to proceed in
the allocated time (Gorden, 1980). For exampléhim study the participants were
instructed that the interview time would take apgmately 30-45 minutes. Initially the
interview was estimated to last up to 60 minutesugh initial participant responses
provided feedback that the interview length wadrnaated. However during the pilot
interview stage the researcher was able to redigcerhe period dramatically to 30 minutes.
The researcher believed this allowed for all pgréints from the selected organisations to
agree to participate, as this did not impede gyemtltheir ordinary working day. Therefore,
it was important to keep the interview to this a##d time, firstly because this time was
identified in the initial participant informatiomeet. Secondly, the participants had
generously given their time free of charge, ang thierked in a busy work environment.

The researcher also needed to create a sensefefgomalism by dressing in a
formal manner when interviewing participants. Te¢rieated the effect that the interview
was important to the researcher, which it was, evaiso making the participant feel that
they were an important contributor to the reseaftie interview commenced with the
researcher introducing himself to the participdriha location of the interview; usually
this was done with a formal greeting, namely a sha#le. A brief introduction of the
research topic then took place. It was explainadlttie individual would be asked
guestions relating to learning with their partnegamisation (“Feel free to answer them as

best as possible”). Following the introduction, ihierview began. When participants are
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being interviewed it is important for the interviemto establish a rapport (Kayrooz &
Trevitt, 2005). The researcher tried to establisioeking relationship with the interviewee,
to make each participant feel comfortable and fral&ly about the research topic, to
provide answers that are honest, reliable and tiagec

Verbal factors were also taken into account. Tgldaha reasonable pace and
volume ensured that the interviewee understood whatbeing said and did not
misinterpret the question that was being askederht Dull speech, anything that was of a
monotonous tone, was avoided so as not to didtraghterviewee. While the interview
was in session the interviewer responded to thicgzants responses with verbal
comments including; yeah yeah, yes nodding, laughemiling and frowning (Gorden,
1980).

Often the questions used in the interview may &rggoughts that the interviewee
will express at a later stage. Therefore it is me®nded that the interviewer not be too
eager to wrap the interview up or turn off the tépeyman & Bell, 2003; Fontana & Frey,
1994). At the end of the interview the intervievesed the participant to express any
thoughts that the questions had provoked. Thisusaally done by the participants without
any prompting. The researcher always made thecpaatit aware that the tape was still
running, by stating “please be aware that the impgéll recording”. The researcher also
demonstrated to the participant when he had stoppececording device.

Following the interview the interviewee was thankedtheir participation. It was
also stated for the record on the tape that “tlais the end of the interview with participant
X". The researcher then explained what would happémthe data, and if the participant
should require a summary of the research, findingsld be available to them at the

conclusion of the final report.
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3.4.4 Communication

A major factor in interviews is communication. Timgludes both verbal and non-
verbal communication. Types of verbal communicahiame been mentioned previously,
for example speed and tone. The non-verbal types identified as:

Proxemic communication is the use of interpersgpate to convey meaning.

Chronemic communication is the use of time in ipéesonal relationships to

convey meaning. Kinesic communication is the useoofy movement to convey

meaning. Paralinguistic communication is the useotdme, pitch and voice
quality to convey meaning. (Gorden, 1980, p. 314)

However, problems can occur with verbal communacatiVords can mean
different things for different people. Cultural cplexities and social status can also effect
communication. For example different cultures amcla groups may have different jargon
(Kayrooz & Trevitt, 2005). The interviewer should aware of this and know what jargon
is being spoken (Fontana & Frey, 1994). In thislgtilne researcher was confident that
from his study in both the sports and businesssatest he was well versed in the

vocabulary used in the particular industries.

3.5 Data Analysis

The only major disadvantage of recording interviesvhe transcription stage. For
example an interview lasting an hour in length rieke up to several hours to transcribe,
contributing to a very time consuming process (l¢éaygr& Trevitt, 2005).

The transcription analysis allows the recordedringsv to be translated onto a
textual document. There is major importance thiastdbcument is translated correctly,
because subsequent analysis of the data is intedpiterough this document (Poland, 1995).
Through this translation document differences a&sedetween what is actually said in the

interview and what is recorded in text. A certaimoaint of information will be lost, for
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example, Poland (1995) uses a comparison examp@atfwas recorded on an audiotape
“...I think we were blessed with a really good invgative team” which in the transcript
was recorded as “... | think we-re a blast with dlyegood investigative team” (p. 294).
Therefore certain symbols are used to translasestindio into visual material.

Each interview was transcribed in its entirety lyrafessional transcriber. The
transcriber completed a confidentiality agreemesfe( to appendix 5). Usually this was
done as soon as possible following the interviels vas to gauge the progress of the
interviews and access any problems that could deeaded in the following interviews
(Gorden, 1980).

Poland (1995) identified four common discrepanaigsanscripts, sentence
structure, the use of full stops, comma, paraphgasr mimicking, omission or words,
common where transcribers go back and forth terisb a particular section of the
interview, and lastly mistaken words, usually dositnilarity in sound structure. To
combat the issue of discrepancies the researdtiendid to the audio while reading along to
the completed transcript. This also provided tlseaecher with the opportunity to check

the accuracy of the transcript and further imméiseself in the data.

3.5.1 Coding

Once transcripts had been checked for accuracyatieg of the data took place. In
line with advice provided by Miles and Hubermang4y after each transcript was
received it was coded, as opposed to waiting afitihterviews had been completed and
transcribed.

The first step involved the researcher sifting tigio the raw data and coding into

three predetermined categories (Miles & Huberm84). These categories included the
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three determinants of learning developed by Had®91) consisting of intent,
transparency and receptivity. A fourth categortiatly established at the beginning as
‘other’ developed into the category named ‘relasiap’.

For each individual transcript the researcher aobmded the entire document in
relation to each of the three predetermined categgrefer table 2). Colour coding took
place using the highlight function on Microsoft WoAfter all transcripts had been colour
coded all relevant quotes were cut and pastedoimeodocument relevant to the
organisations. For example all participants belnggo the NSO whose transcript had been
coded in red to highlight the intent category wasted into an overall document with all
the other participants’ quotes. Codes were apptiddrge chunks of data usually, a
minimal amount consisting of a sentence, and ngdsithat a paragraph in length (Miles &

Huberman, 1994).

Table 2: Colour Coding Categories

Category Abbreviation Colour
Intent INT red
Receptivity REC green
Transparency TRANS blue
Relationship REL yellow
Other - pink

While the data was being analysed the researchaght it applicable to include
both marginal remarks and memos (Miles & Hubermi&®4). These provided
opportunities for the researcher to both commerdrgnideas that were inspired by the
guotation and to also detail any linkages in thea.dBhe process of ‘memoing’ was
possible by using the ‘insert comment’ command inrbsoft Word. Both the
‘highlighting’ function and ‘insert comment’ funciis can be found on the Microsoft Word

formatting toolbar.
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All responses from the participants at the PSF \geveped together, as were the

NSO resulting in a large data set. This was coretkitdo two coded documents each
approximately 20 pages in length. These documeets gtill too lengthy for the researcher
to use in the findings section on this study. Ozkseg advice from his supervisor, the
researcher reduced the data down to eight padesgth, resulting in a small and more
manageable data set. The researcher was ableiév@athis be eliminating quotes that
were not relevant to the research, and in somes afesaturation, only include the most
essential quote. This document therefore contaimedrucial data in which the researcher

was primarily interested.

3.5.2 Inter-rater Reliability

To alleviate the problem of bias that may jeopadie credibility of the coding
process an intercoder agreement was necessary tdgteitial coding process by the
researcher, data was also reviewed by one of #gareher’s supervisors. The purpose was
to see whether the supervisor agreed or disagrébdhe initial coding process carried out
by the researcher. Any disagreements resultedliscaission between the researcher and
the supervisor resulting in the correcting of angling problems (Carey, Morgan, &

Oxtoby, 1996).

3.6 Ethics
Ethical approval was applied for through the AuakldJniversity of Technology

Ethics Committee (AUTEC) (refer to appendix 2).&irthe focus of this study was the
interview method, individual participant’s idengéis remained confidential in the

transcription process and in the final report tiglothe use of aliases. The aliases disclosed
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the type of organisation but not the participahts. example, the participants from private
sports franchise were referred to as PSF1, PSHR3,HESF4 and PSF5. These participants

were in random order and each number did not reptespre-selected role.

3.7 Limitations

As with any research there are a number of linutetievident. The researcher has
tried to outline all those confined to this stu@ne of the main limitations in this research
was the use of a single case study. New Zealandriigs few unique cases involving
NSO-PSF relationships. Therefore this may limitttla@sferability of the results.

Time also affected the ability to interview pamants. A short time period only
allowed participants the opportunity to respondie interview of limited duration.
Therefore, this study depended on a number of ketlycipants being truthful in their
responses while being able to provide the reseavditie all the information he required.

Both the organisations and the participants inviivethe study were provided
confidentiality, therefore participants were givaiases and some content had to be
replaced. This may contradict the purity of thetipgrants’ responses, as their responses

were replaced with terms that are more generabsabl

3.8 Summary

This chapter has detailed the methods used irsthd@y. A single case study was
employed where semi-structured interviews were@aduwut with a critical mass of
employees both at the NSO and PSF organisatioreseTlparticipants were involved in the
relationship between both organisations, and thezefere in the best position to comment.

Questions were asked of participants relating écatfeas of intent, transparency and
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receptivity, in order to explore the determinarfteearning within the case study
organisations. However, the specific purpose & thsearch is to explore the determinants
of inter-partner learning between a national spoganisation and professional sport

franchise.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

4.1. Introduction

Overall, eleven interviews were conducted with iparénts in this study. This
included five participants based at the NSO orgdius and six at the PSF. This provided
a significant mass of participants at each orgéioisalnterviews on average lasted
approximately 30 minutes in length. This resultedver 200 pages of transcript, with each
interview containing an average of 20 pages. It thase transcripts that was analysed
through the process of coding.

Three predetermined codes had been establishecelib®analysis took place,
based on the determinants of learning; intentsparency and receptivity. A fourth
category, ‘relationship’ was also developed indbding process. Data was mainly coding
in relation to the responses to each question. Mexy&hen the researcher thought a
response suited a different category it was gro@oedrdingly.

As outlined previously, all participants interviedveere promised the opportunity
of remaining anonymous. Therefore each participas assigned an alias (table 3). Each
alias abbreviated the type of organisation and ¢fag@articipant a unique identification

number.

Table 3: Respondent Organisation and Abbreviations

Organisation Participant Abbreviation
National Sports Organisation NSO1, NSO2, NSO3, N3CBO5
Private Sport Franchise PSF1, PSF2, PSF3, PSF4, PSIF6
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Certain words in participant responses could patyidentify the organisations
involved. For example, there were mention of orgatiwnal names, the type of sport,
peoples’ names, team names and sponsors. To déisatteese organisations would be
provided confidentiality anything that could idéntihem was replaced with an appropriate
alias. Where an alias has been used this is shoyasguare brackets]. This chapter begins
with the findings from the NSO. Firstly, the retatship between the two organisations in
presented. It then branches off to explore therdetants of learning: intent, transparency

and receptivity.

4.2 Relationship

It was an important part of this research to exptbe nature of the relationship that
existed between the case study organisations. $ueteit had been a negative one:

It would appear that historically the relationshgsn’t been that great. Prior to

[PSF6] coming on board, it was almost at a stagerevthere was no

communication between the two organisations. Ttaitanged quite a bit in the last

eighteen months from what I'm told. (NSO1, persa@mahmunication, April 18,

2008)

Of those patrticipants interviewed, two were invalwath the organisation when the
PSF was established. That may call into questieim ttew as they are basing their
opinions on hearsay. However that did not affeetdwerall response that all participants
made in relation to this theme. Wanting to undetahy there had been a negative
relationship, NSO1 offered, it was “probably a camation of personnel and suspicion”
(personal communication, April 18, 2008).

NSO4 has been involved in the organisation famathy period, and was able to

recall events where a senior member of the NSCaltaghted verbal exchange with another

senior member of the PSF (personal communicati@®®@il, 2008). This apparently had
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been one of the factors that had resulted in deifiveen the organisations. Apart from this
there was also a perceived fear of the establishafehe PSF in New Zealand, as
explained by NSO4:

Oh, as | say | just think when they [the PSF] camiaitially, there was a lot of fear

that they were going to take things away from peeyho were already here, and to

a certain extent that's happened, but you know,wmogot to roll with it. (personal

communication, April 23, 2008)

Part of this fear was that the NSO thought the W&& a competitor for the same
pool of resources. A minor number of participarittha NSO identified that the PSF was a
competitor in a few selected areas. NSO4 statbd,[RSF] not only compete for players,
they compete for sponsorship, they compete fotiti@s, and | think the big one is maybe
sponsorship” (personal communication, April 23, 00

When asked about the PSF as a competitor NSO5Isaigpose technically they
are, but we never saw them as a competitor, ariditeéya took a sponsor off us or that they
did this or they did that” (personal communicatidane 3, 2008). NSO5 explained this
notion that the PSF was a competitor:

So really there facility has become a competitahwhe other facilities up and

down the country that we've used...You see, we'national sporting organisation,

and yes they’ve got a facility, but they’'ve becoaneompetitor in the market of

facilities (personal communication, June 3, 2008).

This historic perspective that had once seen tladigaship between the
organisations as very bleak, without nil communarabhad certainly changed, especially
when this study took place. It would appear that tblationship had improved in the last
couple of years as NSO4 reported “currently [iisjery good one | think. [It's] still

developing, but compared to what it was two orehtbree or four years ago maybe, it's

excellent” (personal communication, April 23, 2008)
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At the NSO there was consensus that this relatiprigdd since developed into a
positive one. When asked what had sparked thisgehemthe relationship, participants
made mention of a number of key personnel in bogamisations. NSO1 affirmed, “Prior
to PSF6 coming on board, it was almost at a stdggewhere was no communication”
(personal communication, April 18, 2008). Other rbens supported this current positive

relationship:

» “I think that the relationship between [the NSOflahe PSF is potentially [a] very
good [one]” (NSO2, personal communication April 2008).

* “It's fair to say that it probably hasn’t, but g and it will. Yes, it's growing” (NSO1,

personal communication, April 18, 2008).

* “The guys up there, [at the PSF] | think that wekued of realised that we’re all in this
for the same reasons, and have really moved to[paod NSO] resources” (NSO4,

personal communication, April 23, 2008).

When discussing the type of relationship that exishere was no overall agreement on
the form it took. NSO3 used the word ‘partnership’:

Probably, there’s certainly a, partnership, | thimduld be the best way to describe
in terms of... there’s some share, certainly someeshgoals and some shared sort
of vision...So certainly, working in coordination atiere’s definitely a working
relationship. (personal communication, April 2208D

NSO5 commented that it was an informal relationshim formal level, due to the
NSOs involvement in regards to the licence of t8&:P

A requirement of the license application was thaltneeded to get approval from

the federation that they came from, not represer8edecause the team was [a]

resident, wanted to be the resident of New Zealtmay, were required under [the

international governing body] regulations to get #pproval of the federation that
controlled [the sport] in that country. (personaifrenunication, 22 May, 2008)

54



Interestingly NSO3 made this comment about thaiogiship: “probably if [the
NSO] was over flowing with resources, it would pably discourage a relationship and a
collaboration with the [PSF]” (personal communioatiApril 22, 2008).

However talk about the type of relationship seetoddcus on the upcoming
signing of an over arching formal agreement betws#h organisations. It would seem
that NSO1 was heavily involved in preparing thiseggnent:

I’'m preparing a draft partnership agreement faoranl relationship between the

[PSF] and [NSQO]. | suppose the thawing in the apginchas been through | suppose

just an understanding over time of what the twaaiggations are about and how
they can actually fit in the same space. (persomamunication, April 18, 2008)

While others weren't quite so involved in its pratlan they certainly we aware of

At the moment, there’s a finalisation of a parthgysagreement that revolves
primarily around the [PSF] facility....but it alemcompasses the work that we do in
partnership with their [programmes]. So there wgrigten memorandum and
partnership agreement in production. (NSO3, peilsmramunication, April 22,
2008)

With the pending signing of this document NSO4 #asvrelationship strengthening:

As | say, the relationship we’ve had with them opevious years has been kind of
an arm’s length one. We haven’'t wanted to takentoch involvement in their
business, and | guess some elements of our comyrhave seen them as kind of
rivals. But right at the moment, we’re just gettiogether and formalising a
relationship, a written relationship | guess, areagent. (personal communication,
April 23, 2008)

While the agreement certainly strengthened theioalship NSOS5, listed the
benefits from the NSO point of view:
There’s an opportunity for from our point of vietie opportunity is that we could

use that facility for our training camps and thifige that, and that would be a way
of assisting the [PSF] with their costs. (persammhmunication, June 3, 2008)
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When asked about the advantage of the relatiorishtghe NSO had with the PSF,
respondents noted the PSF’s ability to enhancepbd in New Zealand - being involved
in this relationship allowed the NSO to tap intattbpportunity. NSO5 noted:

Well, at the outset, we could see that the advastaghaving a team in the
Australian league were that it would give [the $parthigher profile, a more
consistent profile in New Zealand.... we were expegthat there would be greater
television exposure for our sport in New Zealan@ Wére expecting that there
would be a higher standard.... so given that we &atieipating there would be a
higher standard of [our sport] on show in New ZedlaNe were expecting that our
players would be given more opportunities to ptaghiat league. (personal
communication, 22 May, 2008)

Remembering that in New Zealand the role of any N&SIO both grow and develop
their sport from grass roots to the elite levethaut the PSF the NSO was unable to
provide this level of opportunity for the playeeside involved in an elite PSL. NSO 4
talked about this benefit:

And the other thing that this brings in New Zeal@dxposure is one thing but it
also brings the players a lot more opportunities Years ago, if you were a player
coming out of school, and you wanted to becomeaa gsport] player, probably

the ultimate thing you could do was go to the Whi&ates on a scholarship. But
now there’s another opportunity to link up with {RSF] and other Australian clubs.
Because before the [PSF] came along, when the Nmladders played in the
Aussie league, they were regarded as imports....tHatthe [PSF] are in the league,
New Zealanders are regarded as Australians, liksralians. And coincidentally in
the last ten minutes I've just been talking to ohéhe other clubs in Australia, just
trying to find some talented Kiwi players to heilb dut their roster. So those are
the kind of opportunities that have opened up. Mealanders now don’t only play
for the [PSF], so all the other clubs want New Zadkrs on their rosters as well,
because they see that as a way of improving thaint without having to use

import spots to do it. (personal communication,iAp8, 2008)

When asked what the NSO hoped to achieve fronelggionship with the PSF,
NSO3 described this combination of resources:

[T]here’s a desire to try and best utilise resosiréend sure there’s not really any...

if possible, to reduce duplication. So if the [P&&{e some physical or some

coaching, or some playing resources, and [the NB®®@$, there’s certainly some
coordination, and where possible, it's not alwagssible but if that can help avoid
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some duplication, then, there’s certainly some besiere. (personal

communication, April 22, 2008)

While it made financial sense to partner up with BSF, the NSO had an idea of
shared goals. Working in unison to accomplish Hraesgoals was expressed by a majority
of NSO participants, for example NSO4 said:

[The NSOs] goal at all times is to try and promibte sport...., make it better for

people in New Zealand to have a [sporting] expegenAnd | think the [PSF], I'm

not suggesting that I'm speaking for the [PSF]t lbmould suspect their goal is the

same. They see themselves as an elite [sportiag],tand they want to encourage
people to become interested in [the sport] and caloreg to their games. And, you
know, we're quite happy with that goal, we’d likeedee that too. (personal

communication, April 23, 2008)

One theme that developed out of the data, watteatievelopment pathway. The
NSO indicated their PSF counterpart was a pathwalydir own organisation’s
development. No more was this pathway more evithent in the development of players
at an elite level. NSO1 made specific referendéitopathway:

[Nt gives us that pathway for players, it givesths ability to develop players

without them having to leave New Zealand or gofewpah, which in terms of our

limited resources in terms of funds, that's an obigibenefit to us. It lets us see
these players in action, and it lets us as | safdre tap into the media opportunity
created by a sport franchise in a professionaldeapersonal communication,

April 18, 2008)

Others were also supportive of this player develapnpathway. NSO2 said “it
provides the professional environment for the play®r the players aspiring to play for
[national team]” (personal communication, April 2D08).

The NSO indicated the PSF relationship was importaterms of this pathway.
Hypothetically without the PSF things would be mdircult for the NSOs player

development pathway. This is best illustrated byOII'S response:

[L]ogistically it would be much more difficult baase our players to get that
experience and that exposure would need to godudtfishore, and so therefore,
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our support networks and our logistics in managivag and our funding has to be
that more comprehensive. (personal communicatigni] A8, 2008)

The current relationship had seen collaboratioa imumber of areas. These areas
were outlined by the participants. One significarga of importance was a joint junior
development programme for both organisations. NE@#tified this programme:

[W]e have just set up with the [PSF], the [junievdlopment] programme...The
residential programme for the juniors which areribgt wave we hope of [national
team], so that’s the key, that’s the key at the moinmn terms of collaborating.
(personal communication, June 3, 2008).

NSO 4 was able to expand on the specifics of tmgj develop programme:

[T]he main one is junior [national team] have quitbig year coming up...we have
the opportunity to win the hosting rights for thend junior championships next
year. If that's the case, then the junior [natidealm] will automatically qualify.
And the plan is to get our junior [national teartgyers based at the [PSF] facility
for the entire second term of the school year, geat....this is trying to simulate
that | guess, just for that one term, get thoaggaks together playing as team,
getting them training consistently day in and day &nd they’ll be based with the
[PSF].... [PSF2], he’s a development coach up afRI&d-], he’ll play a hand in that.
So that’s the main calibration we’ve got at the momThe other thing is we've got
a [national team] camp coming up....We’ll base mnaictices at the [PSF] facility.
(personal communication, April 23, 2008)

NSO3 supported this junior development collaborgtand also identified some
other synergies:
[T]he first one is player development, in termswith the junior men players across
the country. There’s also coordination around sahed, with the [national team]
and [PSF] players. There’s some talent identifasgtivhere there’ll be meetings at
least twice a year, oh with the national coachiaff &nd the [PSF] organisation,
just as far as where players, players sit. Andetsaalso that informal relationship
of coaches in both programmes sharing sort of mé&dion about players. (personal
communication, April 22, 2008).

NSO2 felt there was more collaboration at the mamamt level, but also identified

coaching and junior development:
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[1t's mainly the management, but also the coachesl there are crossovers, the
paths are crossing really there, like [PSF1] hasime an assistant coach for the
[PSF] and assistant coach for the [national teamyell. And [PSF2] is also
involved with, with [the PSF] [junior developmenbgramme], who is head coach
of [PSF] [junior development programme]... is invadweith the junior coaching as
well. They came to the all New Zealand camps, wigcnjunior camp. So yes, |
mean there is a lot of interaction there. (perscoaimunication, April 21, 2008)

While NSO1 confirmed collaboration at the coacHel, they also introduced a
new area - sponsorship:

[W]e're just at the moment doing some work arourat so much joint sponsorship
activities but supporting each other in termspafrssorship opportunities. Now, |
don’t think we're anywhere near at the moment hgarsponsor like [sponsor A]
for example that sponsors the [PSF] and [NSO].iBue can help the [PSF] to
secure [sponsor A] for them and they help us selsp@nsor B], I'm just using an
example, we can work together in that regard. $oetis opportunities for that.
There is obviously opportunities for sharing coaghiesources...Now there are
clear synergies there because God willing, thebe'IKiwis playing in the [PSF]
who will also be playing in the [national team],tbey get access to that expertise.
(personal communication, April 18, 2008)

It was NSO3 that offered this summary:

[T]here’s certainly collaboration at a , at a goaaice level between the board of
[the NSO] and the Boards of [the PSF] There’s atmikation at senior management
level in terms of the development of partnerslgpeements, memorandum of
understanding between the general manager of €] [@hd the CEO of [the NSO].
And then there’s operational level collaboratiorewd) so | work quite closely with

the [PSF] coaching staff and, and some other naltigam coaches. (personal
communication, April 22, 2008)

4.3 Intent

Opportunitywas the first theme to appear. This developed maiai of whether
the NSO saw their relationship with the PSF asgpodunity to learn. Most participants,
such as NSO1, confirmed the opportunity existddaon by stating “Oh absolutely, yes it
would be naive and arrogant to think that you cke@tn off somebody and anybody. We

can obviously learn off them [the PSF]” (persor@henunication, April 18, 2008).
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While those at the NSO saw the opportunity exidieely were quick to note that
the PSF could also learn from the relationshigpldigng what could be called symmetrical
learning. NSO3 quoted:

[T]here’s certainly some stuff that the [PSF] aocéng as a professional club that

we’d like to put in place. And certainly the [PStgve worked with us surrounding

some international trends and what’s happeningnatenally, with [the sport].

(personal communication, April 22, 2008)

NSO2 also supported this symmetrical learning:

[L]earning can go both ways. And | think that, Bese in [the NSO], although itis

a non-profit organisation, it's got a lot of prodemal people working for the

organisation, so | think the you know the learntag go both ways, and should go

both ways. | think both organisations can beneditf learning, from each other.

(personal communication, April 21, 2008)

It would appear that the NSO as an organisationimtast on learning from the
PSF. Only NSO5 expressed an organisational vieinded intent by replying, “up until
now they [the NSO] wouldn’t have looked at it liteat” (personal communication, June 3,
2008).

It would even appear that a learning intent had lskgcussed within the
organisation. When speaking about the organisaiticierms of staff, NSO1 mentioned
“they’re all very motivated, and I've spoken witietn all about their own specific and
personal objectives, and they’re very much in kkatning mode. So | think enthusiastic is
a very appropriate word for them” (personal comroation, April 18, 2008). When further
pressed on whether the NSO was doing all it caulddarn from the PSF, the overall
response was - nblSO1 expanded on this point:

[P]robably not, probably not to date and there@bably more we can do. In an

ideal world, I'd like to my staff interacting onragular basis with them and then

coming into our office and doing bits and piecas, that’s the thing that will come

over time as we strengthen the partnership relsiipn (personal communication,
April 18, 2008)

60



Other participants supported this believing moneld¢dde done to learn. NSO 4
commenting: “Ah, [chuckle and pause] well | guesa gan always do more” (personal
communication, April 23, 2008). While NSO3 furttetarified: “I think you can always do
more to learn from anyone.... but probably no” §eeal communication, April 22, 2008).
When asked to further expand on what more couldidoe to learn, NSO3 referred to the
partnership document: “I think that’s part of wiat're negotiating at the moment”
(personal communication, April 22, 2008).

Those at the NSO where keen to utilise the resswtthe PSF. It was explained
that they viewed the PSF facility as an opportutotiearn. NSO5 expanded in that
opportunity:

[T]hey've got the facility, there’s an opportuniiyr from our point of view, the

opportunity is that we could use that facility tmr training camps and things like

that, and that would be a way of assisting thé=]R@th their costs. (personal

communication, 3 June, 2008)

This resource was seen as hugely valuable for 8@,Ms without the financial
resource of the PSF the NSO would have never refirtancial backing to develop a
similar facility. The researcher certainly through interaction with the participants felt a
vibe that the opportunity to use the NSO resounas an exciting prospect.

Participants were queried as to whether they saW®F as a source of knowledge
which they could tap into. Opinions within the NS@&ried. NSO3 stated:

Probably not across the board in terms of operatistaff, but certainly some of

the [NSO] staff, which we have learned staff andoting staff would certainly at

various levels look at the [PSF] as an orgarosato learn from, yes. (personal

communication, April 22, 2008)

However, NSO2 said “yes, certainly there is a krealgk there that [the NSO] can

tap into” (personal communication, April 21, 200Bwas NSO4 who was aware that the

PSF were a source, providing an example that tbheldgossibly access: “Like | know that
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the [PSF5] has maybe just come back from the Statesre he’s been visiting various
[sporting] facilities over there. There’s obvioustyff that he’s seen that maybe we can tap
into” (personal communication, April 23, 2008).

NSO participants were quick to point out their arigation was not a leech in so far
as they received more knowledge than what theyiboméd. Participants suggested that
the PSF could learn much from the NSO. NSO2 indatdbut again it goes both ways,
where [the PSF] can tap into the [NSO] experiemzkkanowledge” (personal
communication, April 21, 2008). NSO4 offered a supipg view “hopefully they see us as
a source of knowledge too (personal communicatgni| 23, 2008). When asked to give
an example of where they could learn of the PSFvazelversa NSO1 provided this
example:

| think possibly right here and now we probably éiabetter grasp of junior
development programmes and talent identificationssthe country. I’'m sure that
the [PSF] have talent scouts for them. They probdobla better job offshore, we
probably do a better job here. And so there’s oedeeas that they can learn off
from us in that regard. And probably our governmretdtions, our relations with
key stakeholders within the sport is areas we el these guys. (personal

communication, April 18, 2008)

When wanting to understand whether learning froemRBF was either a quick fix
or a long term objective, it was quite clear thet NSO were in consensus that they were
more interested in learning into the future. NS@berated:

Depends what the issue is. Some things if theyéry wperational, they're a five

minute answer. But in terms of overall strategydevelopment of the sport, for

growing our talent base, for presenting the spothé public spectrum, those are

very much long term learning opportunities. (peed@ommunication, April 18,

2008)

NSO3 also supported this long term objective:

[T]here’s not really | suppose a, a definitive desb going to the [PSF] with, and to

say, well, answer this. So | guess it would beldkter to some extent, in terms of
trying to look at it better and more effective frawork, programmes, approach to
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[the sport] in the country. And that’s the kindawlordination and collaboration that
we talk about. (personal communication, April 2208)

4.4 Transparency

It was evident that the NSO appeared to be a higahsparent organisation. The
researcher acknowledged the fact that they hadi@tidim into the organisation as an
outsider to conduct his research. This somewhadledl that there were some levels of
transparency existent within the organisation.iBigeints made reference to this fact. “I
think it is because you rang me up and I'm....andditting here a week and a half later.
Everybody in the world has got my phone numberiid 80 5 (personal communication,
June 3, 2008).

When asked to offer insight into the openness @fofganisation NSO4 offered this
opinion:

Oh, yes, you'll have to buy us a bourbon and welh know, talk to you! But you

know, it's part of our job to be open to the [spay} community, and to hear issues

and discuss solutions, so if we are difficult to geknow, we shouldn’t be. So, all
our phone ...I think that’s the same in a lot of oaél sports organisations are, on

the website, all our mobiles are up there | thejt's just a matter of giving us a

call, and we’ll take the call. (personal communimat April 22, 2008)

NSO1 also supported an open attitude “but | thivdrall [the] head office is fairly
straightforward, we certainly don’t hide anythimgp(sonal communication, April 18, 2008).

From the previous responses the NSO had an operpdbeoy that was quite
widespread. It seemed that this NSO was just as teards anyone within its sporting
community, such as its respective regional spornggnisations, as well as the PSF. In

one way this could be seen as a positive as the ili$fen to the PSF. However, did the

NSO value its relationship with the PSF to any tgedegree than that of any other
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organisation? Criticisms of the NSO not valuing tlationship could be invalidated when
NSO1 commented:

What I've tried to do is normalise the situatiordat's not us and them, you know

the [PSF] is part of [the sport]. And very muchytihe part of the discussions if

we’re doing this or doing that. | don’t sort of julistinguish between the two.

(personal communication, April 18, 2008)

NSO3 also supported the importance of this relatignby indicating, “as | say the
[PSF] are doing [the sport] a huge service in Ne&land and that’s part of our goal as
well” (personal communication, April 23, 2008).

The NSO felt that due to their non-profit status tight to protection from the PSF
was thwarted. NSO5 commented: “No, because we'trallmwed to, because they're the
public and we’ve got to disclose everything, beeaus’re an incorporated society
(personal communication, June 3, 2008). NSO3slpported this: “Being a sort of public
not a public listed company or anything, but catiabeing funded through SPARC and
working as a servant to a membership, everythinguslly out on the table” (personal
communication, April 22, 2008).

This non-profit/incorporated society sector tha MSO were certainly part of,
allowed certain areas to be visible to anyone. Hawéhere were a few specific areas, such
as player contracts, financial and organisatiosslés that the NSO felt needed protecting
from the PSF. NSO1 was clear on what they wouldintlge:

[W]e certainly wouldn't give them details of contta that we hold with sponsors or

whatever, but then, we wouldn’t ask for theirs. fhpst commercial business

sense. But | don't think there’s anything elseamis of intellectual property that

we’d particularly hold. (personal communication,rAfi8, 2008)

These relatively few areas that needed protectoifdgpossible imply that the NSO

to some extent had a certain level of trust inRB&. Speaking of behalf of the NSO, NSO1

said: “[we] don’t see any specific need to proféoe sport] from the PSF at all” (personal
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communication, April 18, 2008). This point was malat they would be protective of

certain things, but this was not just limited teittdealings with the PSF. NSO3 alluded to

this:

I mean there may be some delicate financial issuds;ertainly the strategic
direction, the technical approach of the team anff; $hey’re not sort of direct
competitors to any of our teams, so in that semsel, mean there might also be
some organisational stuff which wouldn’t be outhe public realm for anyone.
(personal communication, April 22, 2008)

NSO1 reiterated:
| mean the stuff we wouldn’t share would be thdfst«e wouldn’t share with
anybody. | know, | mean, I'm not going to go racof§to a [NSO in Australia] and

tell them what we pay [one of our players]. (pee@ommunication, April 18,
2008)

It was NSO4 who did mention being protective ofrsgm's, which seemed to hark

back to the negative relationship in the past:

We might be loathe to share marketing, you knownsprship things. I think we
still are, there’s still a rivalry in that area. dhdon’t know that we necessarily
want them to know that we’re approaching a certaimpany for sponsorship. They
might see that as an opportunity for them to jumps well. Ah, but you know,
that’s part and parcel of any relationship, theeesome things that you don’t want
to reveal. So | hope that in terms of developirgdport, we share information quite
freely. (personal communication, April 23, 2008)

It was NSO4 who seemed to think the organisatiahtbde protective of its

sponsors. Without revealing the identities of thgamisations involved, a sponsor with the

NSO became a sponsor of the PSF. NSO4 explainesittiaion:

One of our big sponsors several years ago was $spof]. They used to sponsor
the [national team] and also our national leagu#.tBe [national team] sponsorship
has kind of fallen away, mainly because the [naideam] have very limited
exposure in New Zealand, but we don't have veryymaternational games in New
Zealand in a year. Whereas the [PSF] have come @od they have [a great more
games than the national team], plus any play by thake. So, that's guaranteed
exposure for [sponsor X], and maybe they saw that imore attractive proposition.
(personal communication, April 23, 2008)
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NSO4 explained why they should be protective “ Theygot sponsors now that

were our sponsors three or four years ago, andréhpsobably planning to jump on

sponsors that we’ve currently got” (personal comitation, April 23, 2008).

When asked about their willingness to share paditis expressed a positive intent

to share. NSO5 said “Oh, absolutely” (personal camigation, June 3, 2008). NSO4

expressed a similar view stating “Absolutely, there reason not to. And as | say the

[PSF] are doing [the sport] a huge service in N@aland and that’s part of our goal as

well, so why wouldn’t we” (personal communicati@kpril 23, 2008).

NSO4 pointed out that the PSF were clearly wilieghare, and “they’'ve been

very forthcoming in their information and | hopethtthe flow of information is just as

good the other way” (personal communication, Ap8) 2008)

When asked to expand on this NSO4 said:

[W]e had a wad of national league meetings, buduple of years ago | attended
one where we sat around for two days discussingtbanake the league better.

[PSF3] came in and gave us a few ideas about vépgddns in the Australian

league. You know, there’s certainly no reason R8F3] to do that, especially at

the time, you know | guess there was a lot of stigpiabout the [PSF]. | think that
kind of attitude helps break down suspicion. Anduas, shed a lot of light on the
situation, and did give us a few ideas that mighplus. (personal communication,

April 23, 2008)

NSO5 also supported this:

The [PSF] have [PSF3], has been part of our [natioompetition] planning

weekends. And he’s come along and presented, yow, kmhat they do, in terms of

how they get people to the games, what they do théhr marketing and

promotions, and their schools’ development programimersonal communication,

June 3, 2008)

A willingness to share was evident within the NS@Qey viewed the benefit for

both their organisation and the sport. This slgawas already happening in particular

areas. For example, NSO3 alluded to sharing thatalveady occurring:
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[W]e’ll come back from the international tournam&ntVe’ll share some of the
trends and observations from those tournaments Wgpect to sort of privacy
agreements, the coaches will share information taiheuplayers, and which players
they have on the radar and which players are kirtbimg well. Obviously a lot of
that stuff could always be done better if you've gdot of busy people. But
certainly there’s a willingness there to share taé of information. (personal
communication, April 22, 2008)

Stating there is a willingness to share, actualyrgy that you will share, and then
delivering on that still remains to be seen. jiigbably reliant on the PSF as to whether
they will take the NSO up on their offer.

There seemed to be a culture of openness thaeexmsthe NSO as outlined by
NSO4, “One of the things | think that we’ve dondrpand make a closer relationship with
the [PSF] is, you pick your level and you liaisgéhathat person of that level at the [PSF]”
(personal communication, April 23, 2008).

For example both the communications people woutthtepand share with each
other prior to their respective organisations isgyiress releases. NSO4 detailed “if there
were any press releases they were putting out, get'them. If there were any press
releases we were putting out, they'd get them”qpeal communication, April 23, 2008).

Other respondents were able to provide exampleafange between partner
members:

So for example, for a long time, [sponsor X] washared sponsor of the two

organisations. And there’s former members of thB@\board] are on the [PSF]

Board, and there’s shared patrons and things dlwsg lines. So, there’s kind of

an understanding of people who are supportivehef $port], and there’s certainly a
sharing of that information. (NSO3, personal comization, April 22, 2008)

* “I' know that | have a couple of staff that contdetm, and they have a couple of staff
that contact our guys” (NSO1, personal communicatpril 18, 2008).
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o “[T]heir video analysts came down to one of the &€Acourses to work with our guys.
And I'm sure our physiotherapists work with thelirap on a very operational level”

(NSO1, personal communication, April 18, 2008).

While the sharing of tangible documents did notrsé& occur that regularly, there
was sharing of ideas that could benefit the spN8O1 stated, “Certainly [we] share ideas,
we’ve already had some meetings in that regard thgm. Ah, reports, um, yes, there is
some that we share, yes” (personal communicatipn] A3, 2008). NSO1 further
explained that “ideas about marketing the spoeasdaround securing and retaining talent
and ideas” were shared (personal communication)] A8y 2008). NSO4 too supported this
sharing of ideas: “certainly [we] share ideas” §oeral communication, April 23, 2008).

Further backing up with an example of another radpat:

I know NSO3 is quite innovative in some of the tsrhe does in terms of

developing coaches. Um, and so he has a lot o§ided he’s only too willing to

share them, and I'm sure that the [PSF] could befiefn that too. (personal

communication, April 23, 2008)

What was evident throughout the interview proceas that a number of key
individuals were the backbone to this transparelationship that existed between these
partners. These were the same people that haddhelpern around the relationship from a
negative one to a positive one. At the NSO fronir therception, it was the introduction of
a leader who had initiated this. For example, NS@itl “PSF6 is a close friend of mine
anyway, so we have a very clear and transparerdrstashding of what we want to achieve
in terms of everyone working together” (personahomunication, April 18, 2008).

It is of interest to note here that the exact woahsparent’ was mentioned by the
participant. Understandably this was highly unexgeas the researcher had not prompted
the participant any way. Other participants alsatoaed their relationships with other

PSF personnel. NSO2 explained “I've got a very gaationship with both [PSF5] and

68



[PSF1], and [PSF2] and ... the owner of the [Pgp¢tsonal communication, April 21,
2008).

NSO4 was able to provide an overall perspective:

Coaching people liaise with their coaches, you krtive] CEO liaises with their

general manager. The Board relates with their Bdara thing that's helped us

[PSF6]... he used to be on the [NSO] Board as weéiim there with almost a foot

in each camp has really helped the relationshipigfpersonal communication,

April 23, 2008)

Other respondents such as NSO1, were able to grevidence of the constant
communication that existed “I’'m in regular contagth the [PSF] now, | mean their
marketing team has spoken to me twice this wesl say, I'm putting documentation
across to [PSF3] next week” (personal communicatibpril 18, 2008). PSF3 also spoke
of regular contact with the NSO3, “It would be @&s$t on a weekly basis, perhaps even
more. If the [junior] programme wasn’t there, thewould probably be realistically be less,

but because we’re working very closely on this paogme” (personal communication

April 22, 2008).

4.5 Receptivity
When questioned, as to the ability of the orgarosab learn, most participants
were mixed in their opinions. Some respondentsdiccall into question their ability.
NSO4 said:
Our ability to learn from the [PSF is] probably tseame as our ability to learn from
anything. | guess you learn a lot of ways, youndemm mistakes and you learn

from advice. Ah, so, no, | would hope that our it learn is pretty good.
(personal communication, April 23, 2008)

NSO1 further expanded on the previous response:
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[W]ith the staff that we've got here, | would daberit as very good. There’s no
from what | can see, impediment from patch protectr habits that have to be
changed. All our guys are pretty flexible and keedo what’s best for the sport
(personal communication, April 18, 2008)

NSO2 was also in agreement with the ability of Rl®O to learn “I would say that
[the NSO] have got great ability to learn from fR&F] because the people in [the NSO]
have got the vision, and have got the ability aré (personal communication, April 21,
2008).

However some impediments were starting to showidsed by NSO3:

[T]here’s a receptiveness to it. There’s some dapasues around both
organisations, whether that's geographic or jusetiand focus areas, as | said
there’s a different focus areas in some aspectsyenine promotion, marketing, |
suppose of [the NSO] is around a membership drovganisation, as opposed, with
some elements of the single team or teams as tionabkteam, whereas the [PSF]
is obviously driven around primarily promoting asupporting their [Australian
league] team. So, in that sense there’s some eliféerin the core operation of both
organisations, but the similarities, or the aréas are shared, there’s a willingness
to learn, sometimes due to capacity of both orgaioiss. (personal communication,
April 22, 2008)

As a matter of significance to this study NSO3 usdedword receptiveness, without
any prompting from the researcher.

One clear impediment was the resources of the MN&@3 alluded to being
overstretched, which meant they didn’t have theoofomity to learn:

There’s a reduced number of staff working on agased number of projects with

quite a wide focus and remit. So there are timesrevactually delivering

operational tasks can come ahead of actual orgamahor personal and learning

development. (personal communication, April 22,800

NSO5 seemed to support this view of a limited resobase:

There’s a willingness, there’s absolutely a willvegs, but it comes back down to

what | talked about before, the resources witherttanagement. People don’t wake

up every day and think, | mean, there’s their owsitess to do. (personal
communication, June 3, 2008)
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When probed further as to why this organisatiomszkto have low receptivity two
factors became apparent - a high employee turrmaterand inconsistent leadership. Firstly,
it would appear that the NSO was made up of aivelgtyoung group of individuals,
according to NSO1 “the average age of the sta#f,Hake me out of the equation, is about
23" (personal communication, April 18, 2008). Itss@ore than this; it was the constant
flow of inbound and outbound staff that reduceddhgity to be receptive to learning.
NSO2 suggested that “obviously, with [the NSO]réhis a flow of people going through.
There wouldn’t be that many people employed by NI$©] that had been there a long
time” (personal communication, April 21, 2008)

Others also noted this employee turnover rate, agddSO4 “but as | say one of
the issues | guess with [the NSO] as an organisadiove do have a high turnover rate
(personal communication, April 23, 2008). NSO3 aapported this “staff turnover which
is where, we're quite a transient industry, as gmbably know, so there’s a number of
staff turnover” (NSO3, personal communication, Ag#, 2008).

Any organisational learning had presumably exitedldrganisation when that staff
member left. NSO4 gave supporting evidence thaemeeded to be done to retain what
had been learned: “Quite often you lose a lot oséhlessons when people leave, and they
have to be learnt all over again. So, yes, that'ssue that affects our ability to learn from
anything” (personal communication, April 23, 2008).

When probed further to gauge what was been doretgdm what had been learnt
NSO4 responded with “I guess it’'s a matter of tgyia have some overlap between people
leaving and people arriving” (personal communiaatiépril 23, 2008). More needed to be
done to retain those lessons learned.

The next factor that seemed to affect the orgapisaiability to learn was

inconsistent leadership. NSO5 addressed this issue:
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[The NSO] has had inconsistency of leadership feomanagement point of view,
in that we've got a brand new CEO, we had a CEOykear who left after six
months, and the year before that we had an int€&®. So there hasn’t been
consistency of leadership (personal communicatlang 3, 2008)

NSO5 further justified this:

Well, as | said to you before, the lack of leadgrsiut of the [NSQO] office over the
last three years has meant that no, they haved'traey aren’t. And they it's not
that they don’t recognise it, and it's not an exxurit as an organisation they
don’t[learn] and they haven't, but I'm expectingthhey will going forward
(personal communication, June 2003, 2008).

When asked to justify the NSO as either a teacharstudent in the relationship
responses were mixed. NSO2 seemed to think thatiodtehistory the NSO was
automatically a teacher: “Well, [the NSO] can kieacher to the [PSF], just simpl[y], right
from the start. They needed some experience irstefrarganising events, in terms of
knowledge of the local players, because they stdrten scratch” (personal
communication, April 21, 2008). NSO5 also seemesiigport the NSO as a teacher:

[the NSO] is the teacher because, not becauseNEt& as the organisation that’s
affiliated to [international governing body]. Weueethe, we are the organisation
that [international governing body] has asked,iveig authority to develop the
game, and promote the game and look after the gama country...the standards
that we set, and I go back to when we set thecageat with [the Australian NSO],
between [the Australian NSO] and [the NSO] for ilening, when this team
wanted to enter the league, | think the decistbaswe made at that time are the
reason why the [PSF] are delivering at , how dayl it, let me just get it right. |
think the standards that we set around the gartegnms of the agreement between
[the Australian NSO] and [the NSO]have set the $fmi how the organisation runs
itself, and some of the good things that are haipgeout of it. And specifically the
fact that the New Zealand players are playing éAlstralian league now. The fact
that our referees referee....in Australia as wehink it's been good for refereeing.
The fact that our....people had to go and get ptpp@ined and all those things.
Those were all things that [the NSO] set as théslbasthe agreement between the
two countries when this team was afforded a liceNssv....So as | say, we're part
of the international body but we’ve actually helmpbxielop some regulations
internationally as a result of it. (personal comimation, June 3, 2008)
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In certain areas the NSO1 thought it was a teachiéie PSF. NSO1 said “our
player development pathways, our coaching framewmdbably our stakeholder
management for like key agencies, government agghpersonal communication, April
18, 2008. NSO4 believed the NSO was able to teacher dtleetoinvolvement in the
sport internationally:

[O]obviously we have opportunities to attend certhings that the [PSF] don't, |

mean our coaches, our players go the world champips and we learn stuff there.

Stuff that can be cut , brought back and appliedational, to clubs like the [PSF]
and vice versa. (personal communication, AprilZB)8)

While the previous respondents expressed a teachiew, others, like NSO1,
though it more symmetrical: “I don’t think we calagsify one as the other. | think at
different times we can probably change role” (ppes@ommunication, April 18, 2008).
Others also agreed with this symmetrical view, N&O4:

Oh, I don't think there is, | don’t think those eslare defined. You know, we both
have some things to learn off each other. Andgtdalr, if you go back to the
original proverb or the original philosophy, thad¢eer probably learns as much
from the student as the other way, if he’s a geadher. (personal communication,
April 23, 2008)

So too did NSO3:

I think both probably describe it more as eithethbgroups are students or both
teachers or both organisations are teachers agtldlmmllaborating to make their
actual learning or teaching better. In saying thiatactually clear that, this is a
student, this is a teacher. (personal communicafipnl 22, 2008)

NSO3 further backed up the response:

there’s collaboration of resources, collaboratibbest practice , some staff and
organisational collaboration to best meet thosdsgoather than saying well, either
the [PSF] can learn everything off [the NSO] intttegard, or [the NSO] can learn
everything off the [PSF]. It's probably more a eblbration and sharing than a this
person is the teacher, that person is the stu@arsonal communication, April 22,
2008)
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Participants were asked to describe the organisaga student to understand their
learning attitude. A majority of respondents sugggs positive student-like attitude.
NSO2, for example, said: “it would be a very gotutlent (personal communication, April
21, 2008). NSO5 also concurred “I actually thinkree really good student when it
comes to learning (personal communication, Jurz9a3).

NSO4 took a more broad approach “I'd like to thogen-minded. But again, that
relates to the organisation as a whole.... Butat's a general statement” (personal
communication, April 23, 2008). NSO1 foresaw a fatgoal of the NSO “I would use the
adjective enthusiastic, as a student...| don’t kmdwat it used to be like but that's how I'd
like to see us” (personal communication, April 2808).

It was NSO3 that disagreed with these previousomesgs justifying the inabilities
of the NSO as a student:

I would say there’d be some aspects as an orgamsas a student overstretched,

so that might prohibit some level of learning. Gtegtched by capacity to, it would

almost be like the best analogy would be a studéots working full time and
trying to squeeze a Masters degree around a 60aheeek job. (personal

communication, April 22, 2008)

When wanting to understand the capacity of the NB@hat had been learnt
participants were unable to elaborate on any skwamples. However when further probed
about what areas that they could possibly leanm filee PSF some respondents were able
to elaborate. For example NSOL felt that they ldake skills in the area of marketing
“probably marketing and branding opportunitie)ihk they’re ahead of us in that regard”
(personal communication, April 18, 2008). NSO5 aapported this “they’ve got lots of

tell us about go-go girls and people [doing spgrtiicks]. Well that’s all the marketing

and promotional side of the game” (personal comugation, June 3, 2008)
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However in an unusual move, likely due to the reseinadequacy of the NSO, an
external marketing company was learning on beHali@NSO. NSO1 explained that “I've
got a marketing company looking very closely at tired they’ve spoken comprehensively
with the [PSF] about what they do, so | think we/ezy quickly catching up in that regard”
(personal communication, April 18, 2008). NSO4 elalted on how they could enhance
the national league competition, by learning fréwa PSF’s involvement in the Australian
League by indicating “You know, the [PSF] are ie thustralian league, so they learn,
they've got a wealth of information about how tlestgue operates and it’s stuff that we

can learn from to operate our league” (personalmeanication, April 23, 2008).

4.6 PSF Findings

This remaining section of this chapter containsfith@ings based on the interviews

with participants at the PSF.

4.7 Relationship

Overall, a majority of participants agreed thatlationship that they had with
their NSO partner in the past was negative. PSIel“sathe past there hasn’'t been a great
link” (personal communication, April 14, 2008). Taéhad not been much communication
“in the past we haven't had a lot of communicatiath [the NSO]” (PSF4, personal
communication, April 24, 2008). This level of comnmeation was at a stage where” it
suddenly felt like both organisations weren’t prekto talk to each other” (PSF6,
personal communication, May 26, 2008).

“Initially when we started (referring to the estahment of the PSF) it probably

wasn't, it was the two very separate entities” (B3fersonal communication, April 16,
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2008). PSF5 believed the “the two organisations esagh other perhaps as threats or
hindrances to their development” (personal comnatiwa, April 24, 2008).

PSF6 believed this was because the NSO felt thredtiley their emergence I think
historically it has been quite a tense relationshipink [the NSO] feel threatened by what
we’ve been doing, and it’s interesting because arétdeel threatened by them at all”
(personal communication, May 26, 2008). It appe#natiat the current time that
interviews were conducted the relationship had aded. That negative relationship was
developing into a much more positive one. PSF3 ‘8dfdnk it's positive right now”
(personal communication, April 16, 2008).

PSF2 detailed the developing relationship dueeaatieas of collaboration:

It's building. When | first came on board there was[junior development

programme] up in place, so the only interactiorytweuld have had would have

been with the [national team] and the [PSF]. Buwthere’s a lot more happening

now (personal communication, April 14, 2008)

PSF1 explained there would be more collaboratidh tiie NSO teams utilising
their facility “that will happen more with the [nahal men’s] and the women’s team and
junior [national team] coming in here and using Wenue, where we’ll have easy access to
sit down and chat” (personal communication, Ap#ij 2008).

While some patrticipants elaborated on the relaligmgnproving from its previous
state “in one word I'd say improving” (PSF6, perabcommunication, May 26, 2008).
PSF4 commented on its improvement due to the appeirt of NSO1, “That [relationship]
has since improved with the appointment of [NSO§a that he’s trying to make some
changes at [the NSO]. So, in turn we've had abdifti@ bit more communication”
(personal communication, April 24, 2008).

PSF5 also talked about communication:
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Since I've come on board, and certainly with thiplod our board, we've really
tried to open up the communication channels whk NSO] and work together.... |
think it's getting there. | think it’s still got Etle ways to go. But certainly the
communication dialogue is much better now. (persoommunication, April 24,
2008)

PSF 6 seemed to think the relationship had devdltpe we are starting to work
much closer together. We have, a, yes, | thinkeketionship has improved a hell of a lot,
it really is starting to come right at last” (pemsb communication, May 26, 2008).
However PSF1 realised it was not yet perfect “Isgu@ my six months years here, yep it's
not perfect yet” (personal communication, April 2008)

There was consensus that the relationship was a lerefit for the sport in New
Zealand. PSF5 explained this:

| think there’s a couple of points, firstly if itgood for [the sport], it's good for us,

you know, it's part of it. The stronger the gaménishe country, the better we're all

going to be, both parties are going to be betted ¢gfink from a purely selfish

point of view, we’re looking for [the NSO] to hatiee structures in place to develop

the kids, and develop the coaches to a level wiher&ids that are being developed

are good enough to come and play for us as [thé. &Fsonal communication,

April 24, 2008)

PSF6 also alluded to the combining of resourcescinad both benefit the sport:

[A]lnd we’re in, one of the key things that we wamdo is.... to make use of every

buck that comes along. And if we can get some dxicks and they can get some

extra bucks, let's work out how we can work togetired make it work. So we are

trying to work much closer with them. (personal coumication, May 26, 2008)

However, PSF3 seemed quite adamant that they wergvay unique in
comparison to the NSO, serving a different pathefsporting market in New Zealand:

Obviously we’re a professional club, they're (th8®) a governing body. So

they're quite the two of us are quite differentihat we're trying to do, we have

one team that we’re trying to make the best, thieytrging to cater to [the sport]
across the country. (personal communication, Al$jl2008)
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When asked to identify areas of collaboration m#lationship all participants
were able to identify an array of collaborativeaa.eAccording to PSF5 there was
collaboration involving junior development “we’veagted really in the junior levels, where
we’'re really getting some good communication, pigtsome joint programmes in there”
(personal communication, April 24, 2008). PSF2 alspported this:

What we’ve come up with is in term two of the schyear which starts in May, the

junior [national] team will come up and base thelwveshere, train with us in our

[junior development] programme, compete as a teathd second division league.

(personal communication, April 14, 2008)

Apart from collaboration in the junior area, theFR&ere also allowing the NSO
teams use of their facility “we’ve offered our fioes now for them [the NSO] to practice
in and all our equipment as far as scouting egamgrand weights and all that sort of stuff,
which is good, good situation” (PSF5, personal cemication, April 24, 2008). PSF3 was
able to summarize the previous area of collabamnatio

The [national team] will be holding their pre-quylng camp here. We are running

the junior [national team] programme as an [jurievelopment] programme, so

yes, we’'ve merged a lot of the functions of the tempanies as much as possible.

(personal communication, April 16, 2008)

Areas of collaboration will only become strongethwthe upcoming signing of a
formal agreement, “we have [a] working relationsaiqa we're just in the process of
finalising a partnership document with how the wvganisations work” (PSF3, personal
communication, April 16, 2008).

Already a joint document had been signed encompg$ise joint junior
development programme between the organisatiomaeationed previously:

Yes, as far as the [junior development programmad][the NSO], there’s an

understanding of the Term Two programme | was nalldbout, we call it a

residential programme. There’s an understandirgjaoity just in the documents
that outlines why we’re doing this, who's respotsitor what, which is yes, this is
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obviously doing it. So on that level anyway ther@sagreement there. (PSF2,

personal communication, April 14, 2008)

To confirm the joint (junior development) programdecument had been signed,
while the partnerships document was in it drafystdSF3 confirms that “the agreement
for the [junior development programme] is specificeelated to that programme, but the
partnership document will be all encompassing floofathe sort of services and things that
are exchanged, and how that works” (personal conatian, April 16, 2008).

Another point of collaboration contact involvedwarent employee who had a dual
role with both the PSF and NSO. PSF1 mentionedthigatlink will be greater now”
between the two organisations (personal commupoicafipril 14, 2008). PSF1 further
elaborated on its significance “we (the PSF) haivead a [employee] from the (PSF) being
with the staff of the [national team]” (personahmmunication, April 14, 2008). PSF5 also
commented on this appointment, “my [fellow colleapis an assistant [role] to the
[national team] programme, so we’re starting totbat cross-pollination, which is good”
(PSF5, April 24, 2008). PSF also confirmed thisldake “So, currently [PSF1], is the
[national team] assistant [position]” (PSF3, Ad, 2008).

Another area of collaboration involved players wiere both involved in the
national men’s team and the PSF team, as PSFliexpla

But we certainly, in our recruiting, in our scowgjrwe certainly look for the best

players possible — Australian, New Zealander orteter, but we prefer to have

New Zealand based players playing in the [PSF]e@&mwow, you know, it, helps

[the sport] here and it helps the [national tedmje have these guys playing here

as well. It's never going to be a situation whdtere [national team] are playing,

you know, for the [PSF]... we’ve certainly got, yoadw, the most amount of [new

Zealanders] that we’ve ever had in this group.gpeal communication, April 18,

2008)

Members of the PSF saw the relationship they h#a the NSO as a working

relationship, and the up and coming signing ofdbeument as a formal partnership. PSF4
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said, “It's always been a working relationship gmeral communication, April 24, 2008.
While currently there were different areas of dodleation, a partnership document was
needed to finalise the arrangement in a formal reari?SF2 stated that “[the NSO] and us
now have a partnership looking ahead (personal agmgation, April 14, 2008). That
partnership signalled a great, and closer workatgtionship in the future “we’re trying to
get an overall agreement. So we are starting t& waurch closer together (PSF6, personal
communication, May 26, 2008.)

When it came to the potential benefits from thatrehship a number of desirable
outcomes were mentioned. PSF2 elaborated on lgftdre number of New Zealand
players who were jointly involved in the PSF andON&ite teams:

To have open communication with dealing with playand athletes, we’re both

pulling them here for the [PSF] team and they whein to represent the national

team...And we all want what's best for the athbatd for them to go as high as they
can, and if that’s to represent their country aygbrofessional here in New

Zealand... And so by us being in communication wht national body, it just

means there’s kind of more of a stronger messaug ¢o the athlete. (personal

communication, April 14, 2008)

PSF1 further backed that up, by indicating, “theregive and take with us and [the
NSO] and how we manage the players time effectj\aatgd how we manage their bodies as
well (personal communication, April 14, 2008).

The next objective that a majority of participaethoed was the benefit that the
relationship would have on the sport. For exam@&¥Psaid:

[W]e want to get as many people as possible intedes and playing [the sport],

and we also want to make sure that the best talel®veloped to the highest level

it can be, and is also available for us. We ideatiyt to have the best New
Zealanders playing for us. (personal communica#gmnil 16, 2008)
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PSF6 also reiterated this, wanting “to make suaére’re not doubling up, and try
and raise the standard of [the sport] in New Ze#l§personal communication, May 26,
2008).

From a PSF perspective they were looking to feéthefNSO’s player
development pathway, as PSF4 explains:

[H]ow do | describe this, mainly being that a paéiywor younger kids to realise
how they go about playing [the sport] in New Zedlamvhere to play, how to play,
learning to play, and then the steps and mecharasm facilities and everything
available to them through [the NSO] to create gassion for [the sport]. And then
in turn what happens after school with [the spavtjat kind of path can you take in
[the sport]. (personal communication, April 24, 8D0

PSF5 also reiterated this player development patharad the strengthening of the
sport within in New Zealand:

There’s a couple of points, firstly if it's goodrffihe sport] it's good for us, you
know, it's part of it. The stronger the game ighe country, the better we’re all
going to be, both parties are going to be betted dtfiink from a purely selfish

point of view, we’re looking for [the NSO] to hatiee structures in place to develop
the kids, and develop the coaches to a level wiher&ids that are being developed
are good enough to come and play for us as [PB#, .yes, getting the kids into
the game is something that we need [NSO] to ddingethem playing [the sport] so
that there’s a lot more interest within it. Ultirat we have a bigger talent pool of
kids coming through as well, which is good for lbsgcause we need this team to be
full of New Zealanders in order to survive. Andthe bigger the talent pool, the
bigger the talent level of those kids coming thiouge better it is for us. (personal
communication, April 24, 2008).

When asked about the NSO’s importance in relabahé PSF, PSF6 was quite
frank, though realised they were important:

If I was being particular honest in one way, | wibahy they’re nothing to us but a
pain the butt. They want their players to playha international zone, which is fine.
And that comes right up and finishes just beforestaet playing [in the league],
sort of two weeks out. So they're a pain in thd boim that, but | mean they are
important, because they do a whole lot of thinggha sport] that we don’t ever
want to have anything to do with anyway, and | meancan’t. We need to stay
focused on our core business which is trying to avehampionship in
Australia...The coaching and things that we dodsée fit in with [the NSO], and
it's the area that they should be running and datrgally is. So yes, it is
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important, it's important for [the sport, it's tipeiblic face of [the sport] in New

Zealand. (personal communication, May 26, 2008)

The NSO however was crucial to the PSF competirigarAustralian competition.
The NSO had to firstly approve the PSF to competbe PSL each year. PSF5 said
“without them we can’t compete in the competitimt’s the first thing. They endorse us
to compete in the Australian league” (personal camication, April 24, 2008). PSF6 also
mentioned the NSO “they have to OK it. Basically & rubber stamp, but yes, they have to
OK it (personal communication, May 26, 2008). P&F® supported this, and mentioned
the NSO governance of the sport in New Zealand:

Yes, definitely. We play in the Australian...leagaad yet we have governance

under, to an extent under New Zealand, [the NS@].ekample, any of our players

have to be cleared by [the NSO] to play rather {tfas Australian NSO]. And also

they govern the game in New Zealand, and we needdme to be as strong as

possible, and the better the [national team] &eemore interest in the game and all

of those things. So we see them as very importashbae of our key stakeholders.

(personal communication, April 16, 2008)

PSF4 also noted this governance role of the NS®@ctOrse it is. Ah, it's the

governing, of course it’s the first governing baxhjfthe sport] in New Zealand, it's a very

important organisation” (personal communicationriAp4, 2008).

4.8 Intent

In an effort to further understand the opportutityearn from the existence of a
relationship PSF5 stated:

[T]here’s always opportunities to learn in evergthiyou do, but yes, | don’t think
we sit here and say what'’s [the PSF] doing, let'sigd pinch that. | certainly think
that we view ourselves as in a position to workhwitem and perhaps help them in
some of their learnings as well. Whenever you'vepgmple with experience who
have been around the world and seen different shilagd the way things are done
differently around the world, | think it's alwaysorthwhile having conversations
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with them, you never know what you can learn. (peas communication, April 24,
2008)

PSF6 seemed to completely disagree:

| don't think they do view it as an opportunitylearn from [the NSO]. | think our
objectives are so different. | mean at the endhefday we’re interested in trying to
win the championships in Australia. [The NSO] itenested in growing [the sport]
in New Zealand and doing well with the world tedrthink there are probably a
couple of small crossovers where there are somefibgipersonal communication,
May 26, 2008)

When participants were asked to respond to wheliegrbelieved the PSF was
doing all it can or more needed to be done - P&&aght about the question for a while

before responding with this comment:

Um [long pause] Probably not, | think everybodyhrs programme gets heavily
involved in what they’re doing, in their own littleorld, a little bit. And [the NSO]
is a body that we deal with for different thingsf bdon’t think everybody in the
office is focused on trying to create a tighter db@m to, or to use them to the best
of our ability. But | think they’re in the sametsdtion, they’re probably a little
under staffed as well, and they probably don’t hagemuch time to seek out too
much past what they’re supposed to be doing. (patsommunication, April 14,
2008)

When asked to expand on these comments PSF1 responith:

[1t's not top of mind to go and continue to ledram [the NSO], we know that we
need an excellent working relationship from thent,Wwe haven't sought the
meetings and the consultation to actively go and,dmt passively we speak on the
phone and we try and pick up without the formalbkaf proceedings to go and
really share the knowledge. (personal communicafimil 14, 2008)

PSF2 also supported this, while detailing thatstinengthening of the relationship
would on enhance this intent to learn:

There’s probably more stuff that we could be doimgean, where we’ve come

from to now. There used to be | guess...well to whese at right now from when

| first came on board, we're definitely a lost @osogether in building these

partnerships on all different levels. It can deéhy get a lot better. (personal
communication, April 14, 2008)
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PSF5 was unsure whether the PSF was doing alliiti¢o learn “I don’t know, you
tell me” (personal communication, April 24, 200B5F6 disagreed with the previous
participants comments and believed the PSF wagddirit could to learn from specific
areas that would be a benefit:

I think we are definitely doing all that we canléarn where we see an opportunity
for that to happen. There are going to be some@shithere are always going to be
some things that we could do better perhaps...thittkthis agreement, and | mean
| tend to be talking about this agreement, whatvegot that we're working on, |
think when we’ve got that signed and tied downviit actually formalise probably
a much better, a much stronger learning environrinemt we’ve had in the last
while. Yes, it's a tough one, it's a hard one. Asid to you before, we’re really not
that interested in where the under fourteen bogsgais tournaments are held, and
that’s vitally important to [the NSO], and so yavhat do we want to learn out of
that? Nothing really. We're interested to go andeha look though, seeing what the
fourteen year olds are like and whether their $&ilkls are high enough.... | think
that’s probably going to be a very good catalystiath parts to learn off. (personal
communication, May 26, 2008)

In dealing with the NSO, the PSF was more conceatedt seeking a full
understanding on the issue. PSF1 outlined tha®@8fewas interested in long term gain:

I think most of the people in this office, or dletpeople pretty much understand
that short term gain is not what we’re about. Wé'yeng to build a programme to
win the championship...So | think what we learn,teyeand learn for the long term,
we’re not trying to make quick fixes where maybbkds happened in the past, the
club has been looking for some quick fixes. Butihk the long haul, this is what
we’re looking for a little bit better now. I thinkost of the staff has that mentality.
(personal communication, April 14, 2008)

PSF6 also seemed to understand that long termagenwhat it was all about:

I don't think we are just purely looking of answeasd | think it would be hard on
the [PSF] to say that when, certainly for the tast years | mean we are, since I've
been involved....we've been absolutely focused onvalues, vision and values
which are honesty and all those sort of thingserevnot looking for the fish, we’re
looking to find the line so that we can work outnhim fish, and to make sure that
the bait is right, so that we get, and the hoo& 8zight so that we get the right fish.
(personal communication, May 26, 2008)

PSF 4 also supported this view:
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I think as | said, we’re trying to, every time, thig picture, the big goal, is to foster
that [the sport’s] culture in New Zealand. So, lukbsay it’s not just a quick fix, a
quick fish if you will, it's the whole bounty. I thk that's the goal every time.
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)

It was PSF5 that was able to provide an exampieaoting to know more than just

the answer:

[You can] relate it to the [national team] situati@and talking to them about when
they need our players because obviously we h#oead [national team players] on
our team, and you know when they need our plageasveery specific question. And
then it's like well why, why do you need them fbat long, why do you need them
for this period when we are actually in seasontaode sorts of things, and getting
a deeper understanding of what they're trying t@dd what their goals are.
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)

PSF3’s opinion was somewhat mixed, explaining ith&ally depended on the

situation whether the PSF just needed and answeated a greater understanding of the

issue:

[Nt would depend on what the scenario is reallpdAt would depend on what our
knowledge base is, | guess. It's , it's whethey #gdmething that we have greater
expertise in assisting them, then we’re probalmy after an answer.... we have a
large knowledge base here in terms of our coaglomgscouting etc. (personal
communication, April 16, 2008)

The next step was to understand whether the PSFedithe NSO as a source of

knowledge. PSF1 seemed to think they were a hugesof knowledge providing

examples:

Our administration officer.... deals with [the NSO a daily basis, well, not quite
a daily basis but certainly regularly, and onehef toles there is to give clearance
for your imports. That is a certain administratpagt that we have to go through
[the NSO] to do things. Keeping in touch with timational team] schedule and
what they’re up to, to the marketing people, | kngach one of those are learning
from each other about how we do our games best, thvbg do in their games, what
we can bring to the excitement of our games. Atbtberd level, | think they have to
work together in some of those things, the schaduwf games, the scheduling of
tours, those kinds of things. (personal commurocathpril 14, 2008)
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PSF2 seemed to think that the NSO were a hugeeofiicowledge in the area of
player development:
Yes, definitely, I think just from all those leved$if we're talking about the
pathway or we’re hoping that the kids sees us@lavay to get to making a career
out of [the sport]...They are very much on the grasts level — [the NSO], they
cover everything. So we rely on them to filter bpit best talent and push them our
way as they get to that level that’s requiredo.w® definitely tap into them a lot.
(personal communication, April 14, 2008)
PSF2 expanded further on the NSO as a source:
[The NSO] have had these connections and relatipsistith these kids from day
one, whenever that was, since they've started avational teams and trials. So
the databases they have as far as like the coadda$e athletes, we go to them
and we don’t know all the kids that's around tharmoy, but [the NSO] obviously
have, because they have coaches all the way atbarwbuntry that work together,
S0 we share information in regards to that. (peasoommunication, April 14, 2008)
Though others did not identify them as an importamirce, PSF6 didn’t think they
were “A source of knowledge, my impression wouldHeg sometimes yes but not
regularly” (personal communication, May 26, 2008hy the PSF didn’t see the NSO as a
source of knowledge this was mainly because the W8(@ not involved in the same
league as the PSF. This was expressed by commaedtsioy PSF3; “probably not, and

generally we’re working with them as one club witkine Australian ....League, which [the

NSO] has no knowledge of” (personal communicatégpril 16, 2008).

4.9 Transparency

From the outset, the PSF viewed themselves asspaeent organisation. For
example, there was a consensus that the PSF vy approachable organisation,
supported by their open media policy, expresseB®ly4 “We are very accessible.... We're

very open doors. We've always had the open doacyalthe media has pretty much all
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access....so, in return for universities and geshrybody, we’re very open doors”
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)SF3 also talked of this open policy:

We have a media policy about being the most attitessports club in the country
and athletes, coaching staff are all very accessibthe media, public, whoever.
And we, one of our core values is honesty, so wa'etty easy to know because
we’re very straight up on how we represent oursely@ersonal communication,
April 16, 2008)

PSF 6 thought that being so open as an organisatisra potential vulnerability:

You know, | mean the number of people we haverihgtup and say could you,
you know can you help us with this, could you dat tlor us, | think one of our
vulnerabilities is actually how open we are. Butdan, that’'s how it will stay while
the current ownership and Board structures andgshinut we're that sort of people.
If you have something to say, you say it. And hkhive are very easy to get to
know. (personal communication, May 26, 2008)

While believing that they, the PSF, were a veryropeganisation, there were
certain aspects where they were protective of Wiegt would share with the NSO. When
asked if the PSF keep its cards close to its cR&6’s response was “In some areas, we
do” (personal communication, May 26, 2008). Whessped to identify these protected
areas, financial information was quite evident:

Financially nobody knows what our ...and they neviélr So | think, basically it's ,

I would say yes we keep our business cards vesedlo our chests, because | think
most people would have a heart attack if they kndaat’s going on. The
commitment that's made by the owners is colossail.nAving said that, for the
balance of the team, we’re pretty open to anythingut what's going on. (personal
communication, May 26, 2008)

PSF3 also mentioned protection of financial infotiora

Probably financials, things like that. We’re happyshare knowledge, learning,
things like that. But, the same as any business hyave things that are private and
specific to your business, and we wouldn't... | thatgkthe type of company they
are, the financial statements would be public thete are things that they do that
we wouldn’t expect them to share with us, butmitigre about operational
knowledge that we can share (personal communicaipnl 16, 2008)
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Others, like PSF4, also commented on financialsalso outlined areas that they
would possible share with the NSO:

[Who] would think that anytime a company, a privatganisation talks about their
facts, or about their figures, about their finah@igures, | would think that would

be one thing that of course any company would guard not want to share readily.
But, with any other facts and figures for instanité,numbers or the quantity of
materials that we’re putting into New Zealand, &inyg like that, 1 think that
anything that’s not financial , that’s personahtoorganisation and to any company
really, | think that would be the only thing tha¢wvould kind of, maybe not guard.
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)

Apart from financials, PSF2 seemed determined dtept their main human
resource - their players:

| think there is some keeping things close, altlowg want [the NSO] to prosper,
there’s still the professional side of things whyoe'’ve got players, they come and
go a lot more than what you’d have in a not sogssibnal area. So we might have
New Zealanders that come and say the [national f#ayers] that don't play in the
[PSF], they play for [an Australian team], wherei\w@ got [national team players],
and | guess we wouldn’t go out of our way to oppreverything when it's put
into....when those guys are involved or somehowweasao have to keep
something up our sleeve...but at the end of thet@aywe do have to win games,
and we have a professional oultfit, it's sometinuss$ pusiness....just a far as maybe
your plays that we have, | mean, we wouldn’'t goand share those with
everybody. (personal communication, April 14, 2008)

Apart from wanting to protect certain aspects efrthusiness, there was a
willingness to share. PSF1 was quite positive abbating:

Absolutely, yes, yes. And with regard to sharingwtedge, you know [PSF2] got
involved recently in their clinic situation... heawa guest lecturer at their major
event for the year with regards to coaching devalent... [PSF3] spoke at a few
things on behalf of [the NSO], so certainly we wiemshare what we know....1 did a
clinic on Saturday for all the coaches here antiwlas part of [the NSO] as well, so
yes, we’re more than happy to share. (personal agrwation, April 14, 2008)

PSF2 also supported those comments, specificadieceto coaching of junior
players:
Yes, definitely. | think on the junior level agalike we’re taking these junior

[national team players] in and exposing our enviment, our values, because we're
sharing them with junior [national team], becausesse that as being
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important.....we’re opening up ourselves to themfds them to come into our
programme, obviously we’re definitely open to th€personal communication,
April 14, 2008)

PSF3 made clear that “we don’t have any problerasrstp what we do” (personal
communication, April 16, 2008). Further the parsigp document was an example of their
willingness to share with the PSF “obviously, yeait’'s what the partnership agreement is
about” (personal communication, April 16, 2008) FB$rovided this example on what the
PSF was willing to share with the NSO:

Absolutely, | mean my example before of the vidbaary. | mean, we've
assembled all of this stuff, it's in here, we’rdatglthappy to, we’ve got medical staff,
we’ve got all sorts of things, so | mean, but | m&se’re just trying to do all of that,
formalise so that we’ve fronted up with a helbgbile of money to do what we’'ve
done, and we don’t believe that [the NSO] shouldtger nothing, there’s a cost
involved, it will be an absolute mates rate cost,they can help us and we can help
them. (personal communication, May 26, 2008)

When talking about the PSFs willingness to shgperts with the NSO, they felt
that the NSO had never requested any. PSF4 elaborat

I haven’t, personally me, | haven’t given them aeports, but if they were for

instance to come to me and say, hey we’re inted@stgour TV numbers this past

season, do you have those figures? Sure, I'd giogetto them.... so far they have
not asked me for any information or reports, bablld be willing to share with
them, absolutely. (personal communication, April 2d08)

However if they were asked for any information theyuld surely provide it. PSF2
said “but we’ve never really got to the stage wiemmeone’s actually needed a report”
(personal communication, April 14, 2008). When dioesd, it was clear that ideas were
being shared PSF5 said “[we] certainly share id@asvision and things that we think
would be good for the game” (personal communicatigril 24, 2008).

PSF3 again linked this willingness to the partnigrslocument:

All these things that we’re talking about, thistparship thing is about that. It's that,

we have a knowledge base and a resource basenhéemet can make available
there, they're putting all the coaches togethéh@se environments and so yes,

89



there’s a clear sharing of ideas and reports draf #lat. (personal communication,

April 16, 2008)

It was clear that the sharing of ideas were turiming outputs, for example PSF2
pointed out that a joint junior development prognagrstarted as an idea forged between
the two organisations “that was an idea that wé lbatme up with, we’d been running and
since that idea, | think we’re at the stage whesagoing to start up in a few weeks time”
(personal communication, April 14, 2008). PSF2 tagpanded on these ideas:

Yes, | kind of see it like people just have differédeas, or you know, people might

have the same ideas but it might be an idea thet\s And all of sudden you'll be

oh, asking for more and more information about,thdiether it's on a coaching
point of view or players background, or playergisgths and weaknesses or just the
way they go about working on the computers, wittusiag and stuff, or that kind

of thing. (personal communication, April 14, 2008)

It emerged that there was an abundant level of aemration that was key to the
relationship. PSF5 was able to talk of the commatioo channels developed from the
relationship “we’ve really tried to open up the goomication channels with [the NSO] and
work together” (personal communication, April 2808). PSF3 also mentioned that PSF6
was a key member in the relationship that had bleseloped with the NSO “particularly
with [NSO1], we've got a good relationship theree lso have.... [PSF6 who was
previously involved with].... [the NSO], [who] mainte those relationships, so there’s
pretty open exchange of information” (personal camization, April 16, 2008). PSF2
detailed the level of communication that was cutyemappening:

Oh, well, we talk on the phone or contact emaibgiay two or three times a week.

But that’s also to do with because the programnoemsing up and starting shortly,

so there’s a lot of things to be done and to hagarosed. But, it’s just , while

you're continuing to talk to each other just to makire everyone’s on the same
page , make sure everything is up and runningtdootake sure that what we're
delivering is consistent with what they do. Themgdsng to be some small
differences but you don’t want to be selling th@mg, or going against the wrong

messages that have been already sent, addresséd.iportant for us to be on
the same page. (personal communication, April 0832
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It was clear that there had been some meetingskeatihe NSO and PSF. It
seemed that these were not a regular occurrendebpened on an ad hoc basis, which
PSF2 had mentioned previously. The PSF on two aotasould provide a couple of
examples when they had invited members of the NS@dir headquarters for meetings.
For example, the CEO at the NSO had had meetirngawtiouple of the staff at the PSF
(PSF4, personal communication,dril, 2008). The second example occurred a dayrpri
to the researcher’s interview with the first PSRipgant, where communications
personnel from the NSO had visited the PSF heatEpsdor a meeting with the general

manager.

4.10 Receptivity

When PSF1 was asked about the ability of the P$#ato, the following comment
arose: “Our ability to learn...I'd describe it as @uatial to do better” (personal communication,
April 14, 2008). Wanting to further understand whgt it came down to an individual
perspective, and those that had a capacity to,I€8R2 said “I think it's, we, it just comes
down to | guess, the people involved (personal camaation, April 14, 2008). PSF5 also
elaborated by saying “ | think that goes as degp@dividuals within the organisation and
what their capacity is to understand and learn,take information in. But, | certainly like to
think that we are” (personal communication, Apdl 2008). For the PSF to be receptive,
PSF1 felt that the NSO had to share more with them:

I think they could possibly after a tour, they ababme in and say these are some

of the new trends that we’ve seen in Europe, jashfa coaching side of it, some of

the new techniques sport science wise that you maysbe able to use. But

certainly if they want to be really proactive inegything they’'ve learnt, they could
certainly help us a little more. (personal commatian, April 14, 2008).
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When PSF1 was asked why this was not currentlydrdpg, the following was
recorded:

[T]here’s no real forum, it’s not like a twice ydaor a fortnightly or a monthly

consultation about how they could help us withrtkeowledge or how we could

share and | think that that’s probably what I'nkiag) about that this is coming to,

to say why don’t you get together a couple of timg®ar and sit down and talk

about your organisations and how you can help etur. (personal

communication, April 14, 2008)

PSF3 detailed:

[F]or the process to work, both, well, our stafftgaularly have to be open to

learning from what they’re trying to achieve, besmwe in effect are delivering

something on their behalf to their athletes. Soneed to be able to be open to

learning from them, otherwise we’re not going toaolieving the goals of the

programme. (personal communication, April 16, 2008)

They could see possible areas where they could feam the NSO. In one case PSF4
was able to provide an example:

I would think that as far as a community level, avitht we can learn from them as

far as maybe programmes that they have tried obemggu know, how the former

structure that they had to [the sport] in New Zedld think we’ve learnt from that,

or maybe have taken that knowledge. | think theyls® taken our knowledge from

what we’ve done, and seen that as a way to impninag they’re doing. (personal

communication, April 24, 2008)

When further probed about their ability as an orggtion to absorb anything they
could, participants were under the impression tieenething that that NSO currently had that
they could absorb. They thought they were morersoip@ their ability. When asked about
the originations ability to learn PSF4 said: “Daiymean over our head as in we wouldn’t
understand it? (personal communication, April ZD&). There reply was “Oh, no, | think we
would be able to understand it” (personal commur@oaApril 24, 2008). However later

PSF4 remarked “we certainly don’t believe that wew everything” (personal

communication, April 24, 2008).

92



When questioned about who was the teacher andratundéhe relationship opinions
were mixed. PSF2 saw a symmetrical relationshiplofi't see it as one being a teacher and
one being a student” (personal communication, At12008). PSF4 too could not decipher
between a student and teacher:

I wouldn’t say that either one of us is a teachea student, | would say that we just,
we communicate with each other, and in turn angrmftion that you do receive,
you learn from. So, | would say that neither one®fs either teacher or student.
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)

However PSF3 though it dependent of the situatighitik both [we] are both”
(personal communication, April 16, 2008). FurtieBF3 explained:

| think there are very few situations where youéhthat probably teacher/student
purely, in that we have certain expertise in som@wand they have certain
expertise in some areas, and some may be the sameAad, so you're having
people that are the teacher also being the stideaiuse they're finding out more
about their own areas. So | think that both, beoéhcdassed in those areas at
different times. So, we need to be students whérevearning about the high
performance programme, what the objectives aret thle& structure is, all of those
things. And then we become the teachers when Wweakalut our day to day
implementation of that [junior development] progras) and how we do it. So yes,
it's not one or the other. | think both, they assuimat role, depending on the
situation and who has the knowledge base. (persomamunication, April 16,
2008)

When asked to expand, PSF3 was able to give anpgeam

I'll take this book (referring to a coaching manuém, we, are the teacher in that
we have put together the content in the book, hagtocess for delivery of it, and
the mechanism for funding etc. Then we are, theéestuin that [the NSO] has the
knowledge of the association structures, the coptaple, the who’s hands we
need to put it in, who follows up. (personal comigation, April 16, 2008)

PSF6 also thought it depended on the situation:
There are some areas where [the NSO] needs teliedcher, there’s’ some areas
where we need to be the teacher, and like alioalships like that there’s going to

be some tension where they intersect, and | tiaks how it is really. (personal
communication, May 26, 2008)
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Other participants were not quite so incisive, P8Early thought the PSF were the

teacher due to their historic experience:

[W]ell 1 think you know, if you look at knowledgever a period of time, they've
been established a lot longer than the [PSF] Hahék in certain areas of the
game, they're going to have people that are fareneaperienced than we do.
(personal communication, April 14, 2008).

When asked to expand on the NSO was the teachdr 5

[O]bviously how the structures of [the sport] atelbin New Zealand, and how the
competition structure and how [the NSO] operatiygtesm kind of works.
International knowledge obviously from the competis that they play at and the
teams around the world, so they get a better vietweonew trends of the game, and
they go into the .... World championships and se#ioge kind of things. (personal
communication, April 14, 2008).

PSF2 also thought the NSO were a teacher at theothe (junior development)

programme, however the PSF had caught up, andfieamthe NSO:

I think, I think as far as the [junior developm@nbgramme] is concerned and the
[NSQO], I think at the start it was a lot to do witle [the NSO] being a teacher and
the [PSF] being the student because we were newl. tAimk now we’'ve
established ourselves that it's probably on lewelwith each other now. (personal
communication, April 14, 2008)

It was PSFb5 that felt strongly about the PSF b#iwegeacher “I certainly see us as

the teacher (personal communication, April 24, 20@&en asked to expand on this, PSF5

said:

We’'re a little bit more proactive in suggestingtpaays and ways to develop the
game. And | guess part of it is just the resobiase, like we have the resources to
be able to do some things, and | guess when #haya position about those
resources, they perhaps may not be able to, jugtlhave the ability to put some of
these things into place. And because we have soeirees, we can go to them and
say hey, why don’t we try this and why don’t wettat, because we can fund it.
(personal communication, April 24, 2008)

In wanting to further understand the resourcedBE thought they were able to

provide PSF5 offered the following:
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We have three full time coaches here, that cas@uie time into the kids in our off
season and things like that, scouting, video, wieatthey need. Like we can coach
and stuff, we have three full time people who aedtyg skilled, you'd like to think
three of the best in New Zealand, within the [therSng] environment to be able to
impart knowledge. And so we’re here, we're full &npwe’re paid, we can put the
time in, and [the NSO] doesn’t have that. (persaoahmunication, April 24, 2008)

PSF2 also picked up on PSF5’s view of the PSFeteticher, citing their
knowledge base:

| think we have a good amount of knowledge in trganisation because we've got
guys that have been around Australia...we’re sgdhis facility with [the NSO]
because now the [national team] will be coming @aihing here. The knowledge
that we have on the Australian players becauselayetipem every week, we can
work out twice a week, and the coaches styles Migdnave a good knowledge of
those guys...as the [national team] would have a goowvledge of them because
they played them every year, but it's more likaiegs, you know, | guess because
we’re doing a week to week, or day to day job, sawenths of the year, | think we
are able to share a lot of information we alreadigvk about the players or coaches.
(personal communication, April 14, 2008)

They seemed to have a greater knowledge on theispdustralia due to their
constant involving in playing there:
Once again because we do it every week for thensevmths of the year compared
to what the [national team] do with the nationalgramme, | guess we might be
more, might be slightly ahead as far as that iceored. (PSF2, personal
communication, April 14, 2008)
In wanting to understand the attitude of the PSfanisation as a student PSF6 said:
We're hungry for knowledge, we send our coach addte world every year trying
to learn, we're out to learn. The Board contribwdet, everybody contributes a lot,
SO as a we are hungry, that’s for sure, and vetjiteous for what we plan to do.
We are, we’re confident that we’ve got the mix tigh a student, and that we’re in
the right place to learn and pass the exam atrtl@gthe year. If we weren't, we
should all pack our bags and go home. (personafragrication, May 26, 2008)

PSF5 was more specific about learning that apiestating “I certainly think

we’re open, open to ideas yet | guess we’ll fikat what we think is applicable to us”
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(personal communication, April 24, 2008). When aksteeexpand on this PSF5 elaborated
on applying what was learnt, and how it speciaéindfits the PSF:

But we’re more than happy to listen to ideas aké &y information and basically
pick the bones out of it for what will help us tiaé end of the day. Um, and that'’s |
guess what every organisation is trying to do, akethemselves better day to day.
So if there’s something that we can steal from dwdg else to make us better,
we’ll certainly do that, but we’ll also questiorfanmation that’s being given to us
to see whether it is actually relevant for us. §peal communication, April 24,
2008)

PSF6 also supported specific areas:

Yes, well I, | think we learn from them what we dde learn from them. We are a
totally commercial organisation, our objectives, @'s one of the hard things in the
comparison that you're trying to do to me anywathes difference in objectives...
we have established an objective of making thddinave’re interested in what
they're turning out. We're very interested in theégput of their business. (personal
communication, May 26, 2008)

PSF3 however thought as an organisation the P&saglent was creative:

I think we’'re like the creative kid that is alsetk, very specific in where they're
going. And, that they will pick up on things thaéalso happening in their class,
but they're very focused on their thing. Ah, prolyadlittle disruptive, but
generally in a positive way. And yes, maybe thehea gets frustrated with them,
but they're....but we would be the problem childtthrequires a lot of attention
potentially, but also we move into the star catgg the top performer. (personal
communication, April 16, 2008)

When asked to explain why they were creative PSiptamed:
Because we’re doing everything differently, becaus@ne else has done what
we’re doing. And so everything we do is going tednan impact on the rest of the
[sporting] community. Everything we do changes hitsvalways been, effectively.
(personal communication, April 16, 2008)
PSF4 was also supportive of the PSF as a creatjanisation saying, “I would

think that we’re eager to learn, and eager to &guut different solutions and different ways

of doing things” (personal communication, April 2908). PSF 2 also added a similar

opinion wanting to explore every possible avenuditdtely interested in learning, just
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wanting to know more, | guess, yes, | guess jystdrto turn over every stone” (personal
communication, April 14, 2008)

When asked if the PSF was currently going backédNSO, PSF1 commented on
the constant relationship they had with the NSCQceaming referees:

Yes, we go back to them week after week aboutdfeaes. Obviously the referees
are run by [the NSO] and they assist the [natitgadue] and run the games over
here. And so from a coaching staff we continuatiypgck to them and try and
critique the referees in the best way we can ptesséimd obviously if we’ve got
some concerns we need to voice them and even alhouteferees the game, or
people that we think referee the game best inrdarests, so from a coaching point
of view we certainly go back and forth on that ofpersonal communication, April
14, 2008)

PSF3 also supported this continually relationship the NSO:

Oh, | guess, areas such as like refereeing....\We thaee referees controlling
every one of our games.... the referee’s evaluatafNSO] employee, so we're
constantly going to them, talking about ways toriowe the quality of refereeing.
The whole scope of our partnership agreement d@sit means we’re constantly
going back to them on this is what we’re doingsthare the programmes we’re
doing, how do we make them better, how do we fielpguys by doing them , so
it's... 1 guess we have a philosophy with [the NSi@¢ally from here on that it's a
pretty open exchange of ideas, and so that thiecemuent is put in place that both
organisations share, so that both are constartinileg and constantly getting better.
(personal communication, April 16, 2008)

However PSF6 citied one area that the PSF wasnstant contact with the NSO,
in the area of player ability, and this wasn’t gpto change:

Availability of players, but | mean that's sometfitihat’s never going to change.
That's one of those areas that there’s always gwirtog that tension, as | was
saying to you before....when we are wanting to haweptayers on board, we are
looking to get players on board to train them aadiekir thing, and they are
wanting to have them at the international tournam@ersonal communication,
May 26, 2008)
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4.11 Summary

This chapter summarised the participant respomsesthe interviews. There was
enough relevant information present in each otttegories to provide the researcher with
the ability to answer each of the research questidherefore, the next chapter will offer a

discussion of these findings.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a combined discussion offiidéngs of both the NSO and
PSF organisations in this research. The purpofi@fesearch was to explore the
determinants of inter-partner learning within a NBSF alliance. The research also sought
to understand the relationship that existed betweerase study organisations. Eleven
interviews with participants was the primary sous€éata collection. Furthermore this
chapter discusses the following questions:
1. What is the nature of the relationship betwegaisations in a NSO-PSF alliance?
2. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF alliance inten@aon from its alliance partner?
3. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF alliance sharavledge with its alliance partner?
4. Do organisations in a NSO-PSF alliance havecHpacity to learn from their alliance

partner?

5.2 Nature of Relationship between Organisationsin a NSO-PSF Alliance

This relationship between the NSO and the PSFearigl of the enduring variety.
There is no evidence that the NSO is seeking &m$ie another organisation to participate
in the Australian sports league. Neither is it @eable that an alternative to the NSO is
likely to emerge.

Enduring as the relationship may be, it is hashean without its fair share of
conflict. Historically, the relationship betweetiahce partners had been negative. All

participants from both organisations spoke in tliesms. At one stage, only a basic level
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of communication underpinned the relationship. Thés/ have developed due to the NSO
being highly suspicious of the establishment ofRIs#- within New Zealand and the PSF’s
likely negative impact on the New Zealand leaguee WSO felt that the PSF would
impinge on their role as the governing body forgpert within New Zealand. Participants
at the PSF also were aware that the NSO felt thinealt by their presence. This negative
relationship was elevated further by some persdisalgreements between employees from
both organisations. For example, NSO4 was ablé¢mceated verbal exchange that had
taken place between senior personnel at both agons in the past. The NSO felt
uncomfortable about the PSF'’s use of a sharedtfjaad well as competition for sponsors.
Sponsorship was one area that certain tensionsfelereith one of the NSO sponsors
crossing sides and aligning itself with the PSFilé/tne PSF were a competitor, in certain
areas the PSF did not see the NSO in the same light

However, despite these historical differencesréfetionship was showing definite
signs of improvement at the time that the intergevere conducted. The historically
negative relationship was no longer a feature efréhationship, with both organisations
realising the opportunities created by collaboratibhis new approach is the result of a
number of changes. Individuals that were respoaddylthe negativity in the past had left
both organisations. New staff had also made andéim@ne such example was the PSF's
recruitment of a staff member from the NSO, whippears to have provided a bridge
between the two organisations. The appointmentstfaang leader at the NSO was also
mentioned as a positive for the relationship. Arentr development had seen one PSF
participant, in a full time position, also employiad part time role with the NSO. It was
both the ability of key individuals in both orgaai®ns to work together and this dual
appointment that had been the catalyst for the ongat relationship. To add to this, there

were a number of friendships that had been stryckyuemployees in both organisations.
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Both organisations are collaborating with each oth@ number of different areas,
such as marketing, junior development, facilitiearsng, players, and coaching personnel.
There were a number of players involved in bothRB& team and the NSO national team.
A recent appointment had seen a dual position whreeeemployee was working for both
the PSF in a full time role, and the NSO in a piane role, which could only be seen as
building a closer relationship between both orgatiiss.

An agreement was signed by both organisationdatioa to a junior development
programme. This joint programme seen both organissicontributing certain resources,
for example the PSF was contributing the use of theility, and coaching staff to the
development of elite junior players within New Zarad. While this agreement only
encompassed a joint junior development programther @agreements were under
development. This was an overarching partnershipemgent, which would allow for
increased sharing of resources between the twomag#@ons. It is important to note that
currently some of the resources mentioned in tn@eship document were being utilised
by each organisation. This document was seen@sraf way to sanction uses of each
other’s resources.

The power imbalance between the two organisat®atsb noteworthy. The NSO
controls the licence that is issued to the NSCh@lgh the PSF participants believe that
the NSO will continue to ‘rubber stamp’ their agremt on an annual basis, it nonetheless
does create a master-servant relationship andSkenill experience a high degree of
resource dependency on the NSO. Generally, the W&@ed the PSF as providing them
with an elite-athlete, development pathway andathibty to enhance the sport in a way
that the NSO cannot achieve by themselves. Oneipartt at the NSO did point out that if
the NSO had certain resources it would potenti@ifgourage a relationship with the PSF.

The PSF knew the NSO provided an opportunity fentho tap into their junior
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development and structures of the sport in NewatehlHowever, all interviewees in both
organisations agreed that the relationship betwle@rganisations was a benefit to their

common sport in general. The relationship allowethlwrganisations to work together on
common ground. By doing this they were able to domiesources, minimise duplication,
and invest their efforts in benefiting the sporgeneral.

On reflection, it is evident that there is an enmegdeeling of community between
the two organisations. Interviewees spoke in pasiierms of their relationships with their
counterparts and other people in their alliancéngar Some even spoke of it in terms of
working for the ‘sporting community’ rather tharethemployment with an individual
organisation. This is not to suggest that the iaahip is perfect. Rather that the

relationship was improving and that further enhammets was likely to occur.

5.3 Learning Intention of Organisationsin a NSO-PSF Alliance

Intent to learn was evident in both organisatidt®wyever, these levels of intent
could not be categorised as being strong. Speltyfidavels of intent were higher in the
NSO than the PSF. Both sets of employees spokeeajgportunity to learn from the other
organisation. For example, the NSO employees spoltrisiastically of the opportunity to
learn that would be created by their ability toesscthe PSF facility.

Differing levels of intent were evident in the spudNSO participants were more
likely to talk in terms of not doing enough to ledrom the PSF. The PSF admitted that
learning could occur in the alliance but it wasaclthat intent to learn had not been drilled
down by management to all employees. Intent wagtbee only present in a few
individuals due to their own initiative. Doz andrdel (1998) point out that it is senior

management that need to establish a learning itltemighout the organisation. It was
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Hamel's (1991) study that argued to those orgainisathat were unable to clearly display
a learning intent throughout the whole organisatwere unable to learn.

Some participants at the PSF felt that the othdividuals were too focussed on
their own tasks and not intent of learning from NO. It would seem that learning was
then not an aim of the PSF in their relationshihvihe NSO. This was displayed through
consensus from those at the PSF that priority wagimen to learning from the NSO. The
overall aim of the PSF was to win the championsimig the PSF needed to realise the
uniqueness of their relationship with the NSO coregdo those teams that were
competing in the Australian-based league. The R8Kked the NSO as a very broad based
organisation dealing in a range of markets wittydelw small areas of mutual interest
connected to their pursuit of the championship. Elesv, some participants at the PSF
viewed their objectives as completely differentjefthundermined any possibility of
learning. It is surprising that this view was exgsed given their mutual interest in the sport
and the dependence of the PSF on the NSO in tdrdeveloping local athletes.

Learning was not the main motivation of this aldanlt was apparent that both
organisations had substitution intent. This wasreach partner substituted it partner’s
competitiveness in a particular area for lack ahpetitiveness in that area (Hamel, 1991).
For example, the NSO seemed satisfied to substituteck of resources in the area of
facilities and finances for that of its PSF. Whhe PSF substituted its inability to access
the sports club and regional sport organisatiowards without the NSO. This finding
supports that of Palakshappa and Gordon (2007),algwofound substitution intent to be
present in the five out of the six alliances timetyt studied.

With this substitution intent comes a ‘fear of degence’ (Doz and Hamel, 1998).
This is where partners become dependent on eaeli®thsources and therefore if the

alliance is terminated, that may leave a partnén diminished skills. However, responses
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seemed to indicate that the alliance relationsbgreed to be a long term objective, rather
than a quick fix. In this alliance, it was cleaathhe NSO was not at a stage where it was
totally dependent on the PSF’s resources, thoughstclear that the NSO would never be
able to develop those resources themselves witireater financial input. Therefore, in the
future it was a possibility that the NSO would b@eodependent on these resources.

In summary, whilst both alliance partners haverinte learn from the other, the

intention cannot be regarded as being strong.

5.3 Transparency of Organisationsin a NSO-PSF Alliance

Both organisations seemed to have initially fetfytlemonstrated high levels of
transparency. It would seem that because of the’&N&a@h-profit status and the
responsibilities that came with being a NSO, tleavad a number of stakeholders, they
were a naturally open organisation. This suppoamel’'s (1991) perspective that there are
certain reasons why some organisations may be traorgparent than others.

The PSF displayed a limited level of transpareMany participants commented
on the fact that they had a media friendly politlyey implied that by giving the media
access this supported that they were an open aaan. However when pressed to
understand what areas it would protect from the NES®F interviewees were able to give a
number of examples without hesitation. These inaflithancial information, player
contract details and team tactics, basically angttihat related to the success of its team in
the Australian competition. This to a certain degmay also suggest that the PSF was not
trusting of the NSO. However, this was a completitierent story with the NSO.
Participants were unable to think of anything thaty would specifically protect from the

PSF and only when pressed a few participants ligi@ger contracts and any delicate
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financial issues. However one participant mentiosgahsorship issues, saying they would
be reluctant to share sponsorship intelligence d@vaewit was another participant at the
NSO that saw both organisations in the future seglgeparate sponsorship deals for each
other. Both organisations were able to articulat@twheir alliance partner would protect
and indicated their unwillingness to seek anytlanghis list.

While the PSF was quite specific in the areasombd protect, the PSF had
demonstrated in their partnership draft documeditittwas willing to share with the NSO.
Examples from the draft document include: coachisgjstance, technical analysis, player
scouting and a training facility. However apartnfrthis, there seemed a willingness in both
organisations to share information with each othievas apparent that the PSF was
sharing information while protecting some of itsrgeetitive advantages. While there was
willingness, there was no actual evidence to suppoything tangible being transferred
between both organisations. There however seemieel tiee transfer of intangible ideas
that would best benefit the common sport. For exarape idea that developed was the
joint junior development programme. While both gmgations showed willingness to share
information with each other, showing willingnessldreing able to deliver on those
promises remains to be demonstrated. Participemts lhoth organisations said they were
willing to share with each other. It seemed theas & willingness to share, though both
organisations needed to take each other up onffilreamd ask. However, while the NSO
said it was sharing information with the PSF, tis#-Rlisagreed and would have liked the
NSO to share more information that it brought bfiokn international tournaments with
them.

As alluded to previously, there seemed to be am dper policy that existed
between both organisations. For example, PSF ar@l &iffployees would be involved in

each other’s coaching clinics. NSO members walising the PSF facility, and having the
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occasional meeting at the PSF headquarters. Thiiksly catalyst for future inter-partner
learning because organisations that can gain atediss facilities of its alliance partner are
more likely to learn (Baughn et al., 1997).

There seemed to be no reason to assume that thsrany clannishness operating
between the organisations (Hamel, 1991). There nemgatekeepers in place to stop
employees gaining access of knowledge from eacnagtion. However, the draft
partnership document of the PSF could be seerpestective policy, limiting the PSF's
level of transparency. It is apparent that the duent in effect articulates the limits of what
it is willing to share.

This openness that was demonstrated by each oagjaniseemed to prosper due to
the personal friendships that existed between eysploof both organisations. These
friendships seemed to spread throughout all levellse organisation. For example, CEO'’s,
board members, coaches and communication staffiénaeloped a friendship which had
advanced a communication channel between bothgrarthihis would support Baughn et
al. (1997) that as friendships grow and partnerleyaes interact with each other sharing
becomes natural. Due to this friendship, participdom both organisations felt that they
had greater levels of communication with each otHewever, it was the PSF participants
that commented on the great level of communicatianthey had with the NSO. This level
of communication seemed to be managed principgliyhe senior staff, but also seen at the
operational level with employees in constant cantagually via telephone, with their
counterpart in the partner organisation.

In summary, it is evident that both organisatioreswilling to share knowledge

with their partner. The NSO appears to be moresprarent than the PSF.
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5.4 Receptivity of Organisationsin a NSO-PSF Alliance

Receptivity, or the capacity to learn, is the hatdketerminant to elaborate on in the
alliance between both organisations. The NSO waisdld in its capacity to learn from the
PSF due to two human resource factors. Firstlyr theslast couple of years there had been
leadership turnover at the NSO where there had tteea CEO’s join and subsequently
leave within a short period of time. When intervéewere undertaken, a CEO was in place
in a permanent role, which provided the organisatwith some stability, and the
employees, a leader.

It was not long before this second human resowceif was discussed. A
significant portion of participants, regarding ti80'’s high level of staff turnover,
mentioned this second factor. It was apparentghaicipants felt this was an overall NSO
problem within New Zealand and not just specifit¢hiteir organisation. It was unclear what
had caused this, however period of constant chngesly to have an unsettling effect on
others within the organisation. Participants comt@ehat this constant replacement of
personnel resulted in any learning disappearingwthe individuals departed the
organisation. More needed to be done to eithenrétase staff and/or the lessons learnt
from the PSF.

However new leadership and other new staff withenNISO created the
opportunity to develop receptivity. For examples trew staff within the NSO did not need
to unlearn, before they could learn. Hamel (199&htions that a young workforce is less
likely to need to unlearn. Many had not been inedlin the negative relationship of the
past, meaning they had a fresh outlook going fodveard were not tainted by the negative
relationship that existed previously. With a neader, the staff could be shown direction

and their learning intent alluded to previously Icooe developed.

107



While the NSO had what could be termed low levéleoeptivity, the PSF also
displayed a similar level of receptivity. While giaipants felt there organisation was
superior, or the more powerful of the two, they feht they indentified only tiny
crossovers where they could learn from the PSFléMpinions were divided, some
participants thought both organisations were symioatin there levels of learning.

There were those participants that, due to thersupesources of the PSF, felt
strongly that they were the teacher in the relatgm Opinions like this would suggest that
the NSO would struggle to learn because of the kedge distance between organisations.
According to Hamel (1991) some organisations magnbe able to close the skills gap,
due to the knowledge gap being so significant. @edme participants reiterated that the
PSF resources were valuable and justified theahieastatus, others also spoke of the PSF
as a creative student. Being a creative studentdisuggest that the PSF had little interest
in learning from the NSO, preferring instead tai@re self-reliant in their knowledge
generation.

While members of both organisations detailed ceragas that it could possibly
learn from its partner, no tangible examples cdxdgprovided of what had actually been
learnt. This was apart from one PSF participant tiooight they, the PSF, had caught up
in regard to junior development. The PSF was abf@avide an example of where they
and the NSO had combined resources to producechiogamanual, where the PSF had
provided coaching expertise and the NSO the oppitytto distribute the manual. The
evidence suggests that these organisations hadtitefirnt very little from their alliance

partner.
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5.5 Future Research

There are a number of research opportunities irtba of inter-partner learning
emerging from this study. These can be divided iasearch context and research
guestions.

In terms of context, there are additional NSO-P&ecstudy opportunities in New
Zealand. As with any single case study, the is§@xtoapolation is problematic and the
guestion of whether the results of this researerapplicable to other relationships is best
left until data from these alliances is collectédhilst instances of NSO-PSF alliances may
be rare in the world, there are examples in Austrehereby state sporting organisations
have a close relationship with PSFs. This contexery suitable to the study of alliances.
The inter-partner learning between and amongsinagtons in a sport - the clubs, the
regional bodies and its NSO — is another conteattshould also be explored. Athletes and
coaches who are employed by both the NSO and tResPsmore specific set of
circumstances within which there is a reasonabbeetation that the opportunity for inter-
partner learning is quite high. There are alsodl®gernal relationships between sport
organisations and their media and commercial pextfi@. sponsors).

A number of research questions can also be ralgegke include: 1) To what extent
does profit orientation impact upon inter-partre&arhing? 2) What is the impact of dual
appointments (i.e. a person being employed botarosgtions) on the transfer of
knowledge between alliance partners? 3) Do orgtoisarealise the benefits of learning
payoff in alliances? 4) How does inter-partner @@y evolve over time? 5) Are NSO’s
able to protect their competencies given their jpukthtus? 6) What level of trust exists
between partners in an alliance? 7) Which emplogeeshe key sources of knowledge

transfer between organisations?
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5.6 Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to explore Haifi€%1) determinants of inter-
partner learning in an NSO-PSF alliance. Four mebeguestions guided the research.
Though once characterised by negative sentimeatsethtionship between the NSO and
PSF has becoming increasingly positive. There wekerce of friendships between
employees in each partner organisation. The intelgarn was not high in either of the
organisations. The learning intention of the NSG Wigher than that of the PSF. Similarly,
the NSO seemed to be more willing to share knovdeslith the PSF than vice versa. The
non-profit status of the NSO is put forward as g feetor underpinning this difference.
Neither organisation appeared to have the capticlgarn from each other. Overall, this
study confirms that Hamel's (1991) determinanteafing are an effective approach to
understanding inter-partner learning.

Unfortunately, it seems that organisations in tliarece studied are failing to take
full advantage of the opportunities presented leyaltiance. These alliances cannot be
replicated by other PSFs in the Australian speaglies. Most NSOs are also not able to
establish close relationships with a single PSkemdogether, these NSO-PSF
relationships are a yet-to-be realised source stbguable competitive advantage. To not
capitalise upon a resource that is useful, raregasily imitable and not easily transferable,
is a strategic management sin of the highest order.

Sports organisations have developed systems afpargner relations that achieve a
balance between independent and collective actioone hand, and their simultaneous
cooperative and competitive instincts on the otlbus relationships between and amongst
sport organisations provide the ideal context fg@e the nature of learning between

organisations.
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Appendix 1: Interview Guide

Area

Research Question

Introduction

Organisational

Intent

Transparency

What is your role at the PSF?
Have you held any other positions at the PSF?

How would you describe the relationship betweenRB& and
NSO?

-cordial or hostile

-partner or competitors

-close or distant

What does the PSF hope to achieve from its relstignwith
the NSO?

-Does the PSF have any objectives regarding iioekhip
with the NSO?

Is the NSO important to the PSF? Why do believe so?

In what areas do the PSF and the NSO collaborateaach
other?

At what organisation level does the most collabhoratake
place?

Does the PSF see their relationship with the NSé@nas
opportunity to learn?

-Is sharing information and knowledge reflecteciy
agreements between the two organisations?

Is the PSF doing all it can to learn from the NSO?

There is the proverb, give a man a fish, feed lwnafday,
teach a man to fish, and you feed him for a lifetimvhen the
PSF seeks the help of the NSO, is the PSF:

-Just looking for the answer or are they looking¢tquire
greater comprehension of the issue?

Do staff at the PSF look towards the NSO as a sooirc
knowledge that they can tap into?
-Do you know of any such examples?

Is the PSF willing to share what it knows with th6O?

Is the PSF an easy organisation to get to know?
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» Does the PSF keep its cards close to its chest?
-Is the PSF protective of what it shares with tI&O®

* Is there anything that you feel the PSF would hairs with
the NSO?

* Does the PSF share ideas or reports with NSO? Heafhp
How is this done?

Receptivity * How would you describe the PSF ability to learnmirblSO?
-How would you describe the ability of the PSF bsarb the
skills/knowledge/information that the NSO is aldeshare
with the PSF?

* Lets define a teacher as someone that teachers, stndent
as someone that learns from the teacher. Who dahyokiis
the teacher and student in the relationship betwleeRPSF
and NSO?

* How would you describe the PSF as a student?
-Inattentive
-Mischievous
-Thick/stupid
-Short attention span
-Not interested in learning...doesn’t seem to care
-Know it all

* Is there anything the PSF continually goes badk3® for
assistance in?

* Abbreviations PSF and NSO have been used ingtetiee case study organisations. This

example interview guide was used with PSF respasden
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Appendix 2: AUTEC Ethical Approval

AU

UNIVERSITY

TE WANANGA ARONUI 0 TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

MEMORANDUM

Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee

(AUTEC)
To: Geoff Dickson
From: M adeine Banda Executive Secretary, AUTEC
Date: 6 March 2008
Subject: Ethics Application Number 08/National sporting organisations and

private franchiserelationships: A New Zealand compar ative case study
of inter-organisational learning.

Dear Geoff

Thank you for providing written evidence as reqadstl am pleased to advise that it
satisfies the points raised by the Auckland Unigisf Technology Ethics Committee
(AUTEC) at their meeting on 11 February 2008 arad tthave approved your ethics
application. This delegated approval is made coatance with section 5.3.2.3 of
AUTEC’s Applying for Ethics Approval: Guidelines and Procedures and is subject to
endorsement at AUTEC’s meeting on 14 April 2008.

Your ethics application is approved for a periodhoée years until 6 February 2011.

| advise that as part of the ethics approval precgsu are required to submit the following
to AUTEC:

» A brief annual progress report using form EA2, whis available online through
http://www.aut.ac.nz/about/ethics. When necessary this form may also be used to
request an extension of the approval at least ooethmprior to its expiry on 6
February 2011;

» A brief report on the status of the project usiogrf EA3, which is available online
through http://www.aut.ac.nz/about/ethics. This report is to be submitted either
when the approval expires on 6 February 2011 ocampletion of the project,
whichever comes sooner;

It is a condition of approval that AUTEC is notdief any adverse events or if the research
does not commence. AUTEC approval needs to behsdaigany alteration to the research,
including any alteration of or addition to any doents that are provided to participants.
You are reminded that, as applicant, you are resplanfor ensuring that research
undertaken under this approval occurs within thaupeters outlined in the approved
application.
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Please note that AUTEC grants ethical approval.otflyou require management approval
from an institution or organisation for your resggrthen you will need to make the
arrangements necessary to obtain this.

When communicating with us about this applicatiwa,ask that you use the application
number and study title to enable us to providewidh prompt service. Should you have
any further enquiries regarding this matter, yaivaelcome to contact Charles Grinter,
Ethics Coordinator, by email abarles.grinter@aut.ac.mr by telephone on 921 9999 at
extension 8860.

On behalf of the AUTEC and myself, | wish you siecevith your research and look
forward to reading about it in your reports.

Yours sincerely

Madeline Banda
Executive Secretary

Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee
Cc: Paul Cleary paucle09@aut.ac.nz, Sean Phelps.
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Appendix 3: Participant Information Sheet

Participant  /\[[J]f

|
Information

Date Information Sheet Produced:

17 January 2008

Project Title

National sporting organisations and private franchise relationships: A New
Zealand comparative case study of inter-organisational learning

An Invitation

You are invited to participate in a research project seeking to understand inter-
organisational learning between national sporting organisations and private
sporting franchises. We believe that you are able to offer insight into inter-
organisational learning within the context of the sports industry in New
Zealand. This perspective would not be obtainable without your participation in
the study. Your participation is entirely voluntary and you may withdraw at any
time without any adverse consequences.

What is the purpose of this research?

The purpose of this research is to understand of inter-organisational learning
between national sporting organisations and private sports franchises.

The research project may result in the publication of findings in an academic
journal. This research will also result in practical implications for the sports
business industry. The project is also contributing to the researcher’s thesis in
the final year of a Masters of Business.

How was | chosen for this invitation?

You have been chosen because of your role and seniority in as National
sporting organisation or a Private sports franchise. We have selected a few
participants from your organisation and other organisations for this project.
Having been involved in this organisation for a period of more than three
months we believe that you are able to contribute to the topic of inter-
organisational learning.
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What will happen in this research?

Participants will be invited to participate in an interview lasting approximately 30
minutes. The interview will seek to understand how national sporting
organisations and private sports franchises are learning from each other. If
possible one member of each of the organisations involved may be invited to
participate in a second interview. This will only occur if it is necessary.
Participants will be asked about their availability for a second interview at the
time of first interview.

What are the discomforts and risks?

There will be minimal discomfort or risk to the participant. Interviews will be
semi-structured that will allow for free discussion to take place regarding the
project topic.

How will these discomforts and risks be alleviated?

Information obtained will remain confidential, as well as any other information
likely to put the individual at risk. Participants at any time are able to withdraw
from the interview, and may refuse to answer any specific questions.

What are the benefits?

This research project aims to be a benefit to both the academic community and
the managers in the sports and business industry. By participation in this
research you are contributing to the development of literature regarding, how
organisations learn from each other.

This study is important for both practitioners and individuals to understand how
learning can both enhance and contribute and enhance an organisations
current position.

How will my privacy be protected?

As mentioned above identities of participants will remain confidential.
Information gathered will only be used for data relation to this study.

What are the costs of participating in this research?

There are no financial costs of participating in the research. All that is required
from the participant is approximately 30 minutes to participate in the interview.
We are aware that participant’s time is valuable therefore it is critical to keep
interviews to the approximate time span. If possible a second interview may be
required in assistance of further clarification of information. This will only take
place firstly if it is required, and secondly in the participant agrees.

What opportunity do | have to consider this invitation?

You have two weeks following the reception of this invitation. The researcher
will ensure that communication is made to ensure that you have received all
information and forms relating to the study.
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How do | agree to participate in this research?

Invitation to participate in the study will come from an initial email or phone call
explaining the research to the potential participant. An information sheet will be
presented via email. The potential participant may either chose to accept or
decline the offer. The participant may email/phone the researcher with their
decision (contact details at end of this document). Following a positive
response a participant consent form will be sent to the individual. Following this
the researcher will arrange a time to interview the participant. At the time of the
interview the consent form will be collected by the researcher.

Will | receive feedback on the results of this research?

Yes, feedback from the study will be provided in a summary format to
participants involved in the study at there request. This summary will be
provided on completion of the study. An approximate time for this summary
should be expected between August to October 2008.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research?

Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first
instance to the Project Supervisor, Dr Geoff Dickson, geoff.dickson@aut.ac.nz,
921 9999 ext 7851, or Dr Sean Phelps, sean.phelps@aut.ac.nz, 921 9999 ext
7094.

Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the
Executive Secretary, AUTEC, Madeline Banda, madeline.banda@aut.ac.nz ,
921 9999 ext 8044.

Whom do | contact for further information about this
research?

Researcher Contact Details:
Paul Cleary
School of Sport and Recreation
Auckland University of Technology
Ph: 921 9999 ext 7119
Mob. 021 235 2580
Email: paucle09@aut.ac.nz

Project Supervisor Contact Details:
Dr Geoff Dickson
School of Sport and Recreation
University of Technology
Ph: 921 9999 ext 7851
Email: geoff.dickson@aut.ac.nz

Dr Sean Phelps

School of Sport and Recreation
University of Technology

Ph: 921 9999 ext
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Email: sean.phelps@aut.ac.nz

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 14 April 2008, AUTEC Refer ence number 08/13.
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Appendix 4: Participant Consent Form

AU}

Consent Form UNIVERSITY

TE WANANGA ARONUI O TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

Project title:  National sporting organisations and private franchise relationships: A
New Zealand compar ative case study of inter-organisational learning
Project Supervisor:  Dr Geoff Dickson
Dr Sean Phelps
Researcher: Paul Cleary

O I have read and understood the information pral/algout this research project in
the Information Sheet dated 17 January 2008.

O | have had an opportunity to ask questions art@ them answered.

O I understand that notes will be taken during titerviews and that they will also be
audio-taped and transcribed.

O I understand that | may withdraw myself or anymfiation that | have provided for
this project at any time prior to completion ofalabllection, without being
disadvantaged in any way.

O If I withdraw, | understand that all relevant infeation including tapes and
transcripts, or parts thereof, will be destroyed.

O | agree to take part in this research.

O | wish to receive a copy of the report from thee@ch (please tick one): Yes

NO®

PartiCIPANT'S SIGNATUIE: ... ..o eee ettt e et et e e e e e e a e e e eenaenaaens

Date:
Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 14 April 2008

AUTEC Reference number 08/13
Note: The Participant should retain a copy of this form.
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Appendix 5: Transcriber Confidentiality Agreement

17 April 2008 page 1 of 1

Confidentiality Agreement &@EIT

UNIVERSITY

TE WANANGA ARONUI O TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

Project litle: National sporting organisations and private franchise relationships: A
New Zealand comparative case study of inter-organisational learning

Project Supervisor: Dr Geoff Dickson

Dr Sean Phelps
Researcher: Paul Cleary
| understand that all the material | will be asked to transcribe is confidential.
] | understand that the contents of the tapes or recordings can only be discussed with the researchers.
4} 1 will not keep any copies of the transcripts nor allow third parties access to them.
Transcriber's signature: ......... S0 ..

Transcriber's name: Nicole (Nicky) Haisman
Transcriber's Contact Details (if appropriate):

Ladybird Transcription and Administration Services (Nicole Haisman Trading As)

95 Wentworth Drive
Rototuna ﬁ
Hamilion 3210 -

NEW ZEALAND

Phone 64 [07] 854 1508

Mobile: 021 162 1710

Email: ladvbirdadministration{@ihug.conz

Date:

Project Supervisor's Contact Details (if appropriate):

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 6 March 2008 AUTEC
Reference number 08/13

Note: The Transcriber should retain a copy of this form.

This version was last edited on 3 December 2007
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