


ARTICLE REVIEW
I can do that alone… or not? How idea generators juggle between the pros and cons of teamwork

The article by Deichmann and Jensen (2016) is a mixed method study by utilizing data which was gathered to find evidence regarding idea generators and their choice of being a part of a team or preference of working alone while coming up with radical and innovative ideas. 
As understood, the organisations mostly create teams in order to come up with and execute creative and innovative ideas. The main question leading to this piece of study was when given the option to choose to work with a team or preference of working alone, what would idea generators choose? Based on the gathered information that when employees of an organisation come up with an innovative idea, the best and most powerful tool used to ensure higher success rate is by creating informal teams even though it comes with high coordination costs and decreasing motivation (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001; Seers, 1989; Staats, Milkman, & Fox, 2012). 
The main aim was to study the employees who come up with innovative ideas, termed as idea generators, and their voluntary submissions of breakthrough ideas to an innovative program, it was highlighted that the success rate was higher with the preference of working with a team rather than working individually. So the researchers aimed to find out that even when employees know the obvious advantage of working in a team, why does some individuals still ignore these benefits and choose to work independently? This was answered using two trade-offs such as: firstly, where working with a group of people provides the advantage of having access to additional resources there it has the downfall of higher coordination costs and secondly, where one can share the costs and risks of coming up with an idea necessitates also sharing the possible rewards (Gomes-Mejia, Welbourne & Wiseman, 2000). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]This study utilised the data from a structured innovation program of a large multinational company along with interviews with the program management. The information used for this research consisted of 12 year archival record consisting of 1792 ideas in total by a sample of 908 idea generators (target sample). The large number to idea generators increases the generalisation of the results that have been gathered from this study. Also, the data source seemed reliable and appropriate keeping in view the area of discussion of this research.
The gathered results showed that prior involvement in idea generation has a positive impact on the team idea generation, which advocates for the fact that the prior experience of coming up and contributing to the idea generating process also matters while deciding whether to work with a team or not. Also, the findings reflect on the fact that idea radicalness is positively linked with team work. Furthermore it was found that the probability of coming up with another idea for idea generators working in collaboration with their team is higher when the idea is more radical than not. It is important to note that it was highlighted through the findings that if the impact of prior team idea development is considered as a control variable then the impact of idea radicalness decreases significantly. 
However, there were certain limitations to the study which need to be kept in view such as the use of exclusive set of data on idea generators which became a huge limitation because of the data protection policy of Enco which prevented the researchers from gathering demographic information related to the people who generated and developed ideas. On top of this the researchers were also not able to evaluate the theorized mechanism. Furthermore, where on one hand the innovation program chosen was highly formalised on the other hand it had informal characteristics where idea generation was voluntary and not a part of any employee’s task descriptions. 
	On the bases of the information gathered and assumptions related to the topic of this study, a few questions were raised which needed to be addressed including the argument of whether previous successful ideas, specifically when the idea generators worked individually, has any association with subsequent team idea development. One of the others queries by the researchers was regarding which factors can be considered as the driving forces and which factors act as constraints when studying the process of collaborative idea development and also how can the process of successful idea development be maintained. Lastly, the researchers argued over what are the advantages and disadvantages of working with a team or preferences of working alone when having the task of coming up with an innovative and creative idea. 
Keeping these arguments and questions in mind, the researchers were able to extract information from the collected data which were able to shed some light upon these issues. Firstly it was concluded based on the data that the idea generators do weigh the advantages and disadvantages of working in collaboration with a team to come up with an innovative and creative idea resultantly choosing to work alone if working with a team has perceived higher costs. It was pointed out successfully that this could be mistake which could cost the organisation and the idea generator a lot. Furthermore, the researchers were able to address to the question raised regarding the driving forces and the restricting factors when dealing with collaborative idea development by bringing into light the two trade-offs  that people choose when given the option of working individually or in a team. This was able to establish a strong theoretical framework which was backed up by the analytical findings of this study. 
The authors of this article were successfully able to manage all the information gathered and present it in relation to the assumptions made in the study. The conclusions drawn by the researchers from the results seem to be fair and not biased towards their own piece of work as they have mentioned and elaborated upon where this study came up short and which areas were they not able to explore. Lastly it is important to note that the additional inferences made by the authors from the results such as identifying the driving forces along with the constraints and also the pros and cons of the choices made by the idea generators are valuable contributions made to this area of research. Their contributions also provide future implications which could pave the way for further research.  
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