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We initiated this series with a view to catalyse and extend the focus on conceptualisation and
application of behavioural science methods for managing innovation, albeit from a whole human
perspective. We started with the notion that how to increase individual (human) creativity,
collaboration productivity and innovativeness in innovation projects is a common concern for
most firms. After discussions on the brain-mind-behaviour triad in the beginning, the interim
editorial highlighted behavioural experiments as one plausible method to further the science of
managing for innovation. In this final piece on the series, we conclude with a caveat on using
experimental methods in examining the human side of innovation (Salampasis and Mention 2017)
and discuss avenues for future research in innovation management, which increasingly reflects a
collaborative affair (Bogers et al., 2017; Heil and Bornemann 2018).
In the previous editorial, we emphasised the role of behavioural experiments in innovation research, motivated by (and designed to address) questions on human behaviour and performance.
Innovation research and practice is naturally based on experimentation, be influenced by reflection of past experiences, judgements in current social context or desired future. The primary
object of behavioural experiments is to observe the effects on behaviour and performance of
participants in purposively developed behavioural task whilst being subjected to (or controlled
from) a treatment condition. They are distinct from neo-classical (game-theoretic) economic
experiments in that they explain the behaviour in a treatment condition, as compared to relying
on economic assumptions of expected utility principle. The underlying assumption being that
humans are intentional, goal-oriented and actively seek meaning, self-worth and creativity. They
are also consciously aware (and aware of being aware) that their actions have future consequences
(known and unknown). Besides, the humanistic perspective suggests that future lies in the ‘eye
of the beholder’. That is the individual’s socio-cognitive ability to imagine future consequences
of actions is what ultimately shapes the formulation of new possibilities for R&D management
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(Botha 2016). A key feature of behavioural experiments is that they can accommodate complex
variables and contexts and thus allow for integrated abstraction of individual’s socio-cognitive
capabilities to inform wider innovation procedures in practice. Thus, to examine the effects of
underlying psychological variables on behaviour and performance in an otherwise complex social phenomenon of increasingly open and collaborative innovation (Brunswicker & Chesbrough
2018), it is deemed appropriate to rely on experimental psychology techniques. However, this
means that the very setting aimed at deeper understanding of cause and effects, may be contaminated by confounding variables as participants may be asked to receive information, communicate
and act in unusual ways, possibly reflecting role-playing or theatrical interactions (see Stokoe,
2014). Indeed, quantitative researchers are under heated debate on the efficacy of the published
results from experiments, many of which have failed the replicability tests (Pashler & Harris,
2012; Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012). The concern is so strong that it prompted Nobel laureate
Daniel Kahneman to write a letter to the journal Nature as he saw a “train wreck looming” and
urging researchers to “collectively do something about this mess” 1 . A plausible explanation for
the failed reproducibility of experimental findings may rest in the theoretical and contextual gaps
needing explanations far-fetched from theoretical assumptions (Harding, 2012). The stretching
of the truth when coupled with the null hypothesis significance testing (NHST) preference at
5% threshold for rejecting null hypothesis, provides the perfect breeding ground for folk theories
(Johnson, 2013; Wagenmakers, 2007; Wagenmakers et al., 2011). Perhaps, a behavioural experiment aimed at understanding the socio-cognitive capabilities and behaviour of individuals is not
complete without some study of the interactions during the innovation process.
It is our view that in advancing the science of managing for innovation, experimental researchers
need to consider complementing experimental findings with another commonly implemented technique in studying human behaviour and social interactions – conversation analysis (CA). The
value of CA rests in reliance on naturalistic data, and can unveil the convergent and divergent
explanations of causal inferences of an otherwise complex phenomenon. Integrating CA in behavioural experiments can allow for limiting the explanations based on mock behaviour (Kuhlen
and Brennan 2013). It could enrich the experimental findings by providing an avenue to ‘stay
conceptually closer to our actual social behavior “in the wild” ’ (Ruiter & Albert, 2017, p.97).
Further, the rationale for incorporating CA in the experimental settings is based on the studies
by Healey et al. (Healey, Howes, & Purver, 2010; Healey, Purver, & Howes, 2014) which refuted
the highly cited laboratory findings of Branigan, Pickering and Cleland (2000), that people copy
the verbal statements or words spoken by another during a dialogue more often than by chance.
Indeed, it may not be prudent to believe that experimental findings would reveal effects same as
those found in natural settings (Doob and Gross 1968, Shaughnessy, Zechmeister & Zechmeister,
2015).
Throughout the series, we have focused at the intersection of behavioural science and human aspects of innovation management. We conclude that the approach of integrating interdisciplinary
perspectives to study behaviour and performance in innovation management research reflects similar initiatives in neighbouring fields. For instance, behavioural strategy scholars have started
to incorporate theoretical and methodological developments in social and cognitive psychology to
1
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extend theories of social influence and intergroup cognitive mechanisms in the context of strategic
decision-making (Finkelstein, Hambrick, and Cannella 2009; Helfat and Peteraf 2015; Narayanan,
Zane, and Kemmerer 2011). Likewise, scholarly efforts in leadership and governance literature
is starting to converge individual, social constructs to explain organisational-level perspectives
(Westphal and Zajac 2013; Zhu, Shen, and Hillman 2014). We believe an integrative behavioural
perspective can provide additional benefits to innovation research and practice. First, it is more
likely to yield generative theories that generalise to wider R&D and innovation management
literature. Second, it offers a ‘gold’ standard for studying agentic socio-cognitive capabilities and
their influence on behaviour and performance at various stages and in various types of innovation.
Third, our humanistic research design approach transcends challenges and assumptions rooted
in conventional (and economic) experiments, rather using game-theoretic model as an element of
the design and standard for evaluating emergent behavioural theories. Lastly, we hope, that the
interdisciplinary aspect of behavioural experiments will bridge the gap between otherwise dispersed group of behavioural scholars (i.e. scholars in behavioural strategy, behavioural economics,
behavioural innovation, psychology and organisational behaviour) and innovation practitioners,
fostering a more open and collaborative environment for innovation research and practice. Scholars have observed that despite the call for new forms of organizing for innovation in practice,
research in the area has mostly tackled question of how to type (Brunswicker and Vanhaverbeke
2015; Frow, Nenonen, Payne, and Storbacka 2015; Naqshbandi, Tabche, and Choudhary 2018),
the questions of why and how remain largely unaddressed. These questions reflect practical managerial challenges of who to include in innovation projects? How to improve productivity and
creativity of individuals and groups? Why do some individuals embrace open innovation where
others do not? What conditions to put in place to improve (or restrict) cooperation and collaborative efforts? From the emerging humanistic perspective to innovation management (Salzmann
and Kock, 2018; Simeone, Secundo, and Schiuma 2017), it becomes an imperative to understand
how participation in new open and collaborative environments affects individual’s socio-cognitive
capabilities and well-being. For the practice of innovation management this means humanistic
behavioural research methods provide an opportunity to unveil how individuals on an innovation
project are influencing outcomes in the context of the specific innovation problem. More broadly,
they could inform the firm’s human capital policies and decisions related to innovation processes
through systematic investigation of the effects of innovation conditions on individual’s social and
cognitive capabilities, a cause worthy of attention.
For future research, we identify three streams of investigations to advance the science of managing for innovation, although this list is not exhaustive. First, research at the intersection
of humanistic principles and innovation performance seems promising. Much of the academic
and practice efforts have been directed to human-centred design in recent times (Galle, 2011;
Hassi & Laakso, 2011), yet we know little about firm’s share of turnover from innovation and
its level of investment in human-centred design approaches. Some recent evidence suggests that
this link may be weak (Montresor & Vezzani, 2019). In addition to the humanistic approach to
innovation, collaboration across organisational functions and boundaries has been re-ignited in
the previous fifteen years since Chesbrough (2003) drew attention to open innovation practices.
An open approach to innovation involves a wide range of stakeholders during the design, development and implementation phases. Thus, a second promising research avenue is to explore
the interaction between open innovation and the thinking styles of various stakeholders involved
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in the process. In this view Hassi & Laakso (2011) refers to thinking styles in terms of cognitive styles, information processing, reasoning approaches and cognitive framing. Lastly, as this
editorial series called for intervention in advancing the science of managing for innovation, it is
only appropriate to recommend widespread adoption of multi-level, multi-method analysis at the
intersection of behavioural science and (open) innovation. As such, humanistic approaches and
its ability to shape meaningful innovation should be a key component for research and practice
of innovation management.
Innovatively yours,
Anne-Laure Mention, João José Pinto Ferreira, Marko Torkkeli
The Editors
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